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Abstract 

This	dissertation	explores	the	emergence	of	ācāryābhimāna	(“love	of	the	ācārya”)	as	a	key	

theological	doctrine	in	the	development	of	the	Śrīvaiṣṇava	tradition	of	South	India	in	the	

post-Rāmānuja	period.	In	the	late	thirteenth	to	early	fourteenth	century,	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya	

articulated	a	point	of	view	on	a	number	of	the	theological	tensions	evident	in	the	works	of	

his	predecessors.	This	culminates	in	his	conception	of	the	ācārya	and	his	love	as	an	

independent	means	(upāya)	of	salvation.	His	longest	and	most	detailed	defense	of	this	

position	is	found	in	the	Śrīvacana	Bhūṣaṇam.	Thus,	this	study	focuses	on	the	theological	

problems	presented	therein,	as	they	pertain	to	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya’s	conception	of	the	ācārya.	

There	are	three	major	issues:	(1)	the	conflict	between	the	soul’s	agency	(kartṛtva)	and	

subservience	(śeṣatva)	vis-à-vis	the	Lord’s	absolute	autonomy	(svātantrya);	(2)	the	

apparent	paradox	of	mediation	(puruṣakāra)	in	the	soul’s	relationship	to	the	Lord;	and	(3)	

the	seeming	ambiguity	of	the	ācārya’s	ontological	status.	As	I	will	show,	all	three	of	these	

tensions	are	present	in	the	works	of	his	predecessors.	More	importantly,	however,	it	is	

through	his	discussion	of	these	points	that	he	leads	his	reader	to	his	own	ultimate	

conclusion:	the	love	of	one’s	ācārya	alone	is	the	true	means	of	salvation.	

	 In	addition	to	the	descriptive	analysis	offered	in	the	body	of	this	dissertation,	I	have	

prepared	an	English	translation	and	a	new	edition	with	variant	readings	of	the	Śrīvacana	

Bhūṣaṇam	based	on	three	palm-leaf	manuscripts	from	the	collection	of	the	École	française	

d’Extrȇme-Orient	in	Pondicherry,	India.	

 

 

 



	

Résumé 

L’objet	de	cette	thèse	est	d’explorer	l’émergence	de	l’ācāryābhimāna	(“l’amour	de	l’ācārya”)	

comme		doctrine	théologique	clef	dans	le	développement	de	la	tradition	Śrīvaiṣṇava	de	

l’Inde	du	Sud,	au	cours	de	la	période	postérieure	à	Rāmānuja.	De	la	fin	du	XIIIe	siècle	au	

début	du	XIVe	siècle,	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya	élabora	une	réflexion	sur	un	certain	nombre	de	

tensions	déjà	visibles	dans	les	œuvres	de	ses	prédécesseurs.	Sa	position	a	pour	point	

culminant	sa	conception	de	l’ācārya	et	de	l’amour	de	ce	dernier	comme	un	mode	(upāya)	

indépendant	de	salvation.	Sa	défense	la	plus	longue	et	la	plus	détaillée	de	cette	idée	se	

trouve	dans	le	Śrīvacana	Bhūṣaṇam.	Pour	cette	raison,	cette	étude	se	concentre	sur	les	

problèmes	théologiques	qui	y	sont	discutés,	concernant	la	conception	que	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya	

avait	de	l’ācārya.	Il	y	trois	thèmes	majeurs	:	(1)	le	conflit,	à	l’intérieur	de	l’âme,	entre	

agentivité	(kartṛtva)	et	subservience	(śeṣatva)	face	à	l’autonomie	absolue	du	Seigneur	

(svātantrya)	;	(2)	le	paradoxe	apparent	de	la	médiation	(puruṣakāra)	dans	la	relation	de	

l’âme	avec	le	Seigneur	;	(3)	l’ambiguité	apparente	du	statut	ontologique	de	l’ācārya.	Comme	

je	le	montre,	ces	trois	tensions	sont	déjà	présentes	dans	les	œuvres	de	ses	prédécesseurs.	

L’élément	crucial,	cependant,	est	le	fait	que	c’est	en	discutant	ces	thèmes	que	Piḷḷai	

Lokācārya	conduit	son	lecteur	vers	sa	conclusion	personnelle	:	seul	l’amour	de	l’ācārya	est	

un	véritable	mode	de	salvation.	

	 Comme	supplément	à	la	description	analytique	contenue	dans	le	corps	de	cette	

thèse,	j’ai	également		préparé	une	traduction	anglaise	et	une	nouvelle	édition,	avec	

indication	des	variantes,	du	Śrīvacana	Bhūṣaṇam,	sur	la	base	de	trois	manuscrits	

appartenant	à	la	collection	de	l’École	Française	d’Extrême-Orient	à	Pondichéry	(Inde).	
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Note on Transliteration 

	
Tamil words and morphology have been transliterated according to the system used in the 

Madras Tamil Lexicon. Sanskrit and/or Grantha words and morphology have been transliterated 

according to the standard system used for Indological Sanskrit, the International Alphabet of 

Sanskrit Transliteration (IAST).  

Tamil transliteration scheme: 

அ   ஆ   இ   ஈ   உ   ஊ   ஒ   ஓ   எ   ஏ   ஐ   ஔ 

a        ā        i      ī      u      ū      o      ō      e    ē      ai      au 

kh   ŋh   ch   h   Th   Nh   th   nh   ph   mh    

k      ṅ      c      ñ      ṭ      ṇ       t       n    p     m 

yh   rh   lh   vh   LLh   Lh   rh   nh 

y      r      l      v      ḻ       ḷ      ṟ      ṉ 

jh   Sh   h   sh   h         

j        ś        ṣ      s        h        

 

Grantha transliteration scheme: 

অ   আ   ই   ঈ   উ   ঊ   ঋ   এ   ঐ  ও   ঔ 

a       ā      i       ī       u      ū       ṛ      e          ai      o      au 

gkh   gh   gg   gh   gŋh 

k      kh     g      gh     ṅ 

gch   gh   gjh   gh   gh 

c       ch     j       jh     ñ 

gT   gh   gD   gh   gNh 

ṭ       ṭh    ḍ     ḍh    ṇ 
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gth   gh   gdh   gh   gnh 

t       th     d     dh     n 

gph   gh   gbh   gh   gmh 

p        ph       b      bh     m 

gyh   grh   glh  gvh 

y      r       l      v 

gh   gSh   gsh   ghh    

ś         ṣ        s        h   

!্   !্    i  

kṣ        jñ       śrī 
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Introduction: Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s texts and contexts 
 

1.0 Introduction  

The general purpose of this dissertation is to contribute toward scholarship on the development 

of key theological doctrines in the Maṇipravāḷa literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas. As the 

name suggests, Śrīvaiṣṇavism is a Hindu tradition that celebrates Viṣṇu, who is eternally 

accompanied by his consort Śrī, as the Ultimate Reality. The philosophical arm of Śrīvaiṣṇavism 

is Viśiṣṭādvaita Vedānta, a philosophy most famously expounded by Rāmānuja in the twelfth 

century C.E., which posits the ultimate reality as a qualified non-dualism and claims Vedic 

authority, especially through the Brahma Sūtras. The tradition accepts three streams of 

authoritative scripture: the Sanskrit Vedas, the Pāñcarātra Āgamas (temple-oriented ritual 

texts), and the Nālāyira Tivya Pirappantam (henceforth Divya Prabandham).1 The latter is a 

collection of over four thousand stanzas of devotional poetry composed in the Tamil language 

by twelve poet saints (āḻvārs) between the sixth and ninth centuries C.E. From the tenth century 

on a group of Brahmin Vaiṣṇavas developed a school of thought drawing on these different 

strands that led to the formation of the Śrīvaiṣṇava saṃpradāya (system of religious teaching).  

By the mid-nineteenth century a formal schism had occurred between the “Southern 

branch” (Teṉkalai) and “Northern branch” (Vaṭakalai) of the saṃpradāya due to a dispute over 

temple rights and certain key theological points.2 This split exploited some obvious tensions 

																																																								
1 Nālāyira Tivya Pirappantam translates as the “the divine (tivya) collection (pirappantam) of four-
thousand (nālāyira).” The title assigned to the corpus is already an indication of the mixed idiom that 
would define the commentaries and doctrinal treatises composed by the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas. Thus I have 
opted to use the short title, Divya Prabandham, in the rest of this dissertation as it is the Sanskrit name of 
the work from which the Tamil title derives, i.e., divya = tivya, prabandham = pirappantam. 
2 There is some disagreement on the exact time period in which the schism occurred. Srilata Raman 
argues for a definitive date of the mid-ninteenth century (See Raman, Self-surrender (prapatti)to God in 
Śrīvaiṣṇavism: Tamil cats and Sanskrit monkeys (London: Routledge, 2007), 4-11). Patricia Mumme sees 
the schism occurring sometime in the seventeenth century (See Mumme, The Theology of 
Maṇavāḷamāmuni: Toward an Understanding of the Teṉkalai-Vaṭakalai Dispute in Post-Rāmānuja 



	 2	

between ācāryas from Śrīraṅgam (retroactively identified in this period as Teṉkalai) and 

Kañcipuram (retroactively identified in this period as Vaṭakalai) to consolidate their different 

orientations. The Teṉkalais and Vaṭakalais looked to the thirteenth to fourteenth century ācāryas 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya and Vedānta Deśika, respectively, as the prime movers in the sectarian schism. 

The distinctions between the theological perspectives of these two ācāryas have been 

commented upon at length by several scholars.3 Suffice it to say here that there are significant 

differences between the way they conceived of the Lord, his relationship to his devotees, the 

essential nature (svarūpa) of the soul, and the role and importance of Śrī and the ācārya in their 

respective soteriological paradigms. Neither of their positions on these matters are unattested in 

the works of their predecessors. The late thirteenth through the fourteenth century, however, was 

a period of systematic theological thinking in the Śrīvaiṣṇava saṃpradāya and both ācāryas 

attempted to resolve the ambiguities present in the works of their predecessors.  

Beginning in the twelfth century, with Tirukkurukaippirāṉpiḷḷāṉ’s4 commentary on 

Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi, the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas began writing commentaries on the Divya 

Prabandham, esoteric treatises called Rahasyagranthas, and other independent works in a new 

linguistic register, eventually identified as Maṇipravāḷa (lit. gem (maṇi) and coral (pravāḷa), 

which in this case refers to a mixture of Sanskrit and Tamil).5 The rahasyagranthas are 

particularly important to understanding the development of the theological perspective of the 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
Śrīvaiṣṇavism (Dissertation for the University of Pennsylvania, 1983), 4). And, K.K.A. Venkatachari 
argues that the split should be traced to the eighteenth century (The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the 
Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas: 12th to 15th century A.D. (Bombay: Ananthacharya Research Institute, 1978), 165-
166). 
3 Raman, Self-surrender(prapatti)to God in Śrīvaiṣṇavism , pp. 157-160; Patricia Mumme, The 
Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute (Madras: New Era Publications, 1988); Surendranath Dasgupta, A History 
of Indian Philosophy Volume III (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1952), 374-381.  
4 Venkatachari gives Tirukkurukaippirāṉpiḷḷāṉ’s date of birth as 1161 C.E. (The Maṇipravāḷa Literature 
of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 61). 
5 I will provide a brief analysis of the structure of Maṇipravāḷa in the introduction to my edition of the 
Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam in Appendix 1.  
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Śrīvaiṣṇava saṃpradāya. They cover a wide range of topics such as the three mantras 

(rahasyatraya), three realities (tattvatraya), intercession (puruṣakāra), the preceptor (ācārya), 

surrender (prapatti), service (kaiṃkarya), and the attributes of a Śrīvaiṣṇava.6 Considering the 

importance of this body of literature to the development of Śrīvaiṣṇava doctrine after Rāmānuja, 

there have been relatively few detailed studies of the doctrines expounded in the 

Rahasyagranthas.7  

The specific contributions of this dissertation are: 1) a detailed examination of the 

emergent doctrine of ācāryābhimāna (literally “the affection of the ācārya”) and the special 

status of the ācārya as articulated by Piḷḷai Lokācārya in his Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam (“ornament of 

auspicious speech”) and 2) a new scholarly edition and translation of this text.  

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s articulation of the importance of the ācārya to salvation is not the first 

such move by the early ācāryas (and one āḻvār), nor would it be the last. The Śrīvacana 

Bhūṣaṇam is, however, the first systematic treatment of the doctrine of ācāryābhimāna. It is both 

the culmination of what had been said before and cultivates the seed of a doctrine that would 

eventually become the sole means of salvation in the contemporary Teṉkalai branch of 

Śrīvaiṣṇavism. Patricia Mumme has noted that the contemporary Teṉkalai community 

understands ācāryābhimāna to mean that, “Rāmānuja has already done prapatti to the Lord for 

all future generations of his followers. Therefore, rather than surrendering to the Lord himself, 

one merely has to take refuge with an ācārya of his lineage.”8 As we will see, this understanding 

																																																								
6 K.K.A. Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas: 12th to 15th century A.D. 
(Bombay: Ananthacharya Research Institute, 1978), 1-2. 
7 There are, of course, a few very important scholarly contributions to this area of inquiry. I will discuss 
these in the Literature Review below. 
8 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute, 226. Prapatti is from the Sanskrit pra + √pad meaning, 
“to take refuge with.” (Vaman Shivaram Apte, “The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary,” 
http://dsalsrv02.uchicago.edu/cgi-bin/philologic/getobject.pl?c.4:1:750.apte.)  In the Śrīvaiṣṇava context 
it means specifically “to take refuge with/surrender to the Lord.” 
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of ācāryābhimāna is nowhere to be found in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. It is also absent from the 

doctrinal works of Vedānta Deśika and Maṇavāḷamāmuni. It seems to me that the contemporary 

understanding of ācāryābhimāna must have developed sometime after the fourteenth or fifteenth 

century. The lack of any focused study on the emergence of the ācāryābhimāna doctrine is, 

therefore, somewhat surprising and something I aim to rectify in this dissertation.  

Most of the scholarship that has touched upon the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam has tended to 

read it as an exposition on prapatti, with ācāryābhimāna treated as little more than a footnote 

and the ācārya relegated to the status of a mediator.9 Part of the reason for this treatment, it 

would seem, is for the purpose of comparison with the works of Vedānta Deśika. As he appears 

to have no bearing on Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s thought, however, it has been my express intention to 

look at the text without such a comparative framework in mind. Thus, I have limited the vast 

majority of my analysis of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam to text-internal evidence, the commentary of 

Maṇavāḷamāmuni (where necessary), and the works of earlier ācāryas who may have influenced 

his particular view on the status of the ācārya. What becomes apparent from reading the text in 

this way is that, in the end, prapatti is subordinated to ācāryābhimāna as a means to salvation 

and the ācārya himself is elevated to a status well above that of a mere mediator.  

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s formulation of the ācārya’s role and status in the salvific process plays 

on three important points of tension in the soteriological framework of his predecessors. These 

are the problem of the soul’s śeṣatva (subservience) vis-à-vis the Lord’s svātantrya (autonomy), 

																																																								
9 Raman, Self-surrender (prapatti) to God in Śrīvaiṣṇavism, 157-160; Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa 
Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 133-138; Robert C. Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa of Piḷḷai Lokācārya 
(Madras: The Kuppuswamy Sastri Research Institute, 1979), 4-9; Dasgupta, A History of Indian 
Philosophy, vol. III, 374-381; Ananad Amaladas, Delilver me, my Lord: a translation of 
Maṇavāḷamāmuṉi’s Ārtiprabandham (Delhi: Śrī Satguru Publications, 1990), xii-xviii. Mumme’s The 
Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute is the exception. In this work she does recognize that ācāryābhimāna is 
defined by Piḷḷai Lokācārya as an independent means to the Lord. However, even here, this is explained 
by way of reference to the ācārya’s function as a mediator rather than by recognizing the special 
ontological status and degree of agency ascribed to the ācārya in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. 
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the apparent contradiction in the notion of puruṣakāra (mediation), and the ostensible ambiguity 

of the ontological status of the ācārya. In chapter two I discuss Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s understanding 

of the soul’s dependence upon the Lord in salvation and the problem that this presents for an 

approach to salvation that requires the active participation of the soul in attainment of the Lord. 

In chapter three I outline two important precedents for/influences on Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

understanding of the ācārya’s role in salvation: the doctrine of the Goddess as the mediator 

(puruṣakāra) of the soul’s relationship to the Lord and the significance of the lineage of teachers 

(guruparamparā) as a point of refuge on the path to salvation. In chapter four I describe the 

various ways in which Piḷḷai Lokācārya avoids any potential conflict with respect to the above 

tensions by showing the ācārya to be a trans-mediate10 figure whose special ontological status 

allows him to fulfill the duties of the puruṣakāra, the upāya, the ācārya, and the disciple/soul. In 

the concluding chapter I revisit each of these topics with a particular focus on the issue of agency 

as it pertains to each of the actors (the soul, the Lord, the Goddess, and the ācārya) in his salvific 

paradigm and how his view of the ācārya resolves any potential conflicts. 

 The second part of this dissertation is a new edition and translation of the Śrīvacana 

Bhūṣaṇam. There are currently four printed editions available. Two of these include translations 

into English: Robert C. Lester’s Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa of Piḷḷai Lokācārya (1979) and J. 

Rangaswami’s Śrīvacanabhūṣaṇam of Piḷḷai Lokācārya: Translation and Commentary of 

Maṇavāḷamāmuni; Critical Evaluation of the Theo-Philosophy of the Post-Rāmānuja 

Śrīvaiṣṇavism (2006). The two printed editions without English translations are Kōvinta 

																																																								
10 I use the term trans-mediate in order to distinguish Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s conception of the ācārya from 
the prior understanding of him as an inter-mediate figure. By using the prefix “trans-” I mean that the 
ācārya is one who moves through the realms of the śeṣa (the subordinate) and the śeṣī (the principal). 
That is, he has a dynamic position in Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s ontological paradigm. This is to be read against 
the prior understanding of the ācārya as an inter-mediate, meaning that the ācārya is one who stands 
between the śeṣa and the śeṣī. That is, he is in a static position with the soul on one side and the Lord on 
the other.   
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Narasimhācāryasvāmi and Vēḷukkuṭi Varatācārya Svāmi’s Śrīvacanabhūṣaṇam of Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya with Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s Vyākyānam (2001, reprint of 1908 edition) and B.R. 

Purushothama Naidu’s Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam of Piḷḷai Lokācārya with Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s 

Vyākyānam. Though I have collated all four of these printed editions for the purpose of 

comparison, my own edition is based on the three palm-leaf manuscripts in the collection of the 

École Français d’Extrême-Orient in Pondicherry, India.11 As my edition will show, these 

manuscripts attest variants not present in the printed editions listed above. There are also a 

number of omissions, transpositions, and additions present in the printed editions that become 

evident only by comparison with the manuscripts.12 

 One very obvious difference between the printed editions and the manuscripts, and one of 

the reasons that an edition based on both the manuscripts and the printed editions would be 

difficult, is the script(s) in which they are recorded. The Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, like all of Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya’s rahasyagranthas, was composed in Maṇipravāḷa. The manuscripts reflect this 

linguistic choice by employing a combination of Grantha and Tamil scripts. That is to say, 

Sanskrit lexemes are written using Grantha characters and Tamil lexemes and morphological 

																																																								
11 Based on the cataloguing efforts of R. Varada Desikan, the Vaiṣṇava pandit formerly employed at the 
EFEO (retired in 2012), the oldest datable manuscript of the three, and the one I have used as the base text 
for my collation of the manuscripts, is from 1819 (EO-0408, E1 in my edition). The production dates of 
the other two are unknown (EO-0947 and EO-1008, E2 and E3, respectively, in my edition). My initial 
intent in consulting the palm-leaf manuscripts was simply to check the variants/mistakes found in the 
printed editions. What I found, however, suggested to me that a new edition would better reflect the 
content, organisation, and language of these manuscripts. While a critical edition would be ideal, the time 
and financial investment involved in finding every remaining palm-leaf manuscript of the Śrīvacana 
Bhūṣaṇam, not to mention collating them all, was beyond my capacity at this time. It is, however, 
something I hope to do in the future. Furthermore, as my interest in this project is the concept of 
ācāryābhimāna, the use of these manuscripts is more than adequate for the purpose at hand. 
12 Whether or not the differences between the printed editions and these manuscripts are evidence of 
divergent recensions in the manuscript tradition or of deliberate manipulation of the source text is a 
question that will have to wait until such time as a critical edition becomes available. 
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markers are written using Tamil characters.13 Three of the printed editions, Rangaswami’s, 

Narasimhācāryasvāmi and Varatācārya Svāmi’s, and Naidu’s, eliminate most of the Grantha 

script and replace those letters with the closest Tamil equivalent.14 This is problematic insomuch 

as treating the text in this way obscures the clearly mixed phonetic, lexical, and semantic 

characteristics of the language in which Piḷḷai Lokācārya composed the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam.15 

Furthermore, due to the reduced number of consonant signs in Tamil (i.e., the unvoiced, 

unaspirated stop consonant is used to represent all the variations of a given class of sounds, e.g. 

‘k,’ is used to represent ‘k,’ ‘kh,’ ‘g,’ and ‘gh.’), it creates ambiguities in possible interpretations 

where none exist in the manuscripts. Lester’s edition is the exception. His appears in a roman 

letter transliteration that is a faithful rendering of both the Sanskrit and Tamil elements (i.e., all 

letters appear with the appropriate diacritics to indicate voicing, aspiration, length, and point of 

articulation according to the phonemic system from which they come). My own edition of the 

																																																								
13 “Lexeme” refers to the meaning-bearing elements of speech and/or writing (i.e. nouns, adjectives, 
adverbs, verbs, etc. as opposed to, for example, case and tense markers). 
14 The Grantha characters for j (jh), s (sh), ṣ (Sh), ś (h), and h (h) are found in the printed editions but 
used inconsistently. The conjunct characters kṣ (i) and śrī (i) are attested in the editions and used 
consistently. Additionally, Tamil and Grantha share four consonant characters (ṭ (Th), ṇ (Nh), t (th), n 
(nh)), two semi-vowels (y (yh), v (vh)), and two word-initial vowels (u (உ), ū (ஊ)). See the Note on 
Transliteration above for the full inventory and transliteration scheme for both the Tamil and Grantha 
scripts. 
15 There are a number of possible explanations for why the editors and/or publishers of these editions 
chose to present the text in Tamil script alone: (1) it makes the text readable (though not necessarily 
comprehensible) for a contemporary audience; (2) it was simply easier or more economical, especially for 
the early editions, to print the text using a single set of characters (this line of reasoning is complicated by 
the existence of at least one edition of another text (the Śrī Purāṇam, a Jaina work of approximately the 
fourteenth century (Venkatarajulu Reddiar (ed.), Śrī Purāṇam (Madras: University of Madras, 1943)), and 
probably many more, that includes the entire inventory of both Grantha and Tamil characters); and (3) 
omitting the Grantha script allows the editors to gloss over the clear connection to Sanskrit that, with the 
rise of Tamil nationalism in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, had become a rather 
uncomfortable historical fact. A complete investigation of these hypotheses is not possible here as such an 
inquiry could easily form the basis of yet another dissertation! Suffice it to say, I suspect that the choice 
to drop the Grantha characters in the printed editions was no accident. 
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Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam will be the first to present the text in both transliteration and in the 

combined Grantha and Tamil scripts attested in the manuscripts.16 

 A further complication regards the numbering of the sūtras in the printed editions. 

Rangaswami and Naidu give four hundred and sixty-six sūtras, and Lester and 

Narasimhācāryasvāmi and Varatācārya Svāmi, give four hundred and sixty-three. The sūtras are 

not numbered in the manuscripts, line breaks, however, are usually indicated with either a single 

“|” or double “||” daṇḍa, and/or with a dash “-”. I have followed the sūtra divisions attested by 

the printed editions wherever possible (i.e. where the line breaks indicated in the manuscripts 

align with the sūtras given in the printed editions). My own edition, however, appears with only 

four hundred and fifty-five sūtras. While my treatment does not alter the overall content, by 

following the manuscripts, I have been able to determine connections between elements of his 

argumentation that would otherwise be open to being interpreted as unconnected statements. 

 As for the need to present a new translation, there are numerous problems with both of 

the translations currently available. One of the major obstacles to using Rangaswami’s 

translation of the text for any in-depth analysis stems from what seems to be a poor command of 

the English language, so much so that it is actually difficult to say whether some of the strange 

constructions are the result of interpolation or a simple misunderstanding of the appropriate 

English phrase. Lester’s translation, though better than Rangaswami’s, attests several instances 

of unmarked interpolations and, in a few instances, the number of additions to the translation are 

so extensive that one has to wonder if he is reading another text. His commentary on each of the 

sūtras, while helpful in contextualizing particularly obscure references, is often given without a 

																																																								
16This is only possible thanks to the work of Vinodh Rajan Sampath, a PhD student in Computer Science 
at the University of St. Andrews in Scotland, who in recent years has developed an Asian script converter 
with the capacity to produce a computer readable grantha script. His converter can be found online at: 
http://www.virtualvinodh.com/wp/aksharamukha/  
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citation. That is to say, they seem to be a recording of the oral commentary of his teacher, Sri 

Agnihotram Ramanuja Tatacharya. It is possible that the incidents he cites as explanations derive 

from the traditional stories of the lives of the āḻvārs and ācāryas recorded in the hagiographies, 

but without proper citation it was not possible to confirm the sources.17 One additional problem 

with his edition is his identification of the sources cited by Piḷḷai Lokācārya. Although I have 

confirmed that his identification of the passages cited from the Divya Prabandham are accurate, 

I have corrected nearly all of the citations from the Rāmāyaṇa. These problems make it difficult 

to rely on his edition for any scholarly purposes such as tracing doctrinal developments.  

 In addition to the collation of the manuscripts and printed editions and my production of 

a new edition with variant readings, I have also completed an extensive study of the linguistic 

forms attested in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. For each of the lexical items (just under five thousand 

in total) I have accounted for etymology, syntactic category, morphology, semantics, and the 

syntactic relation of compound noun and verb structures. Although a full discussion of the 

properties of the Maṇipravāḷa used by Piḷḷai Lokācārya awaits a later project, my awareness of 

the structure and derivation of the various elements of the language has contributed to my 

translation, which, in turn, has been important to my interpretation of key doctrinal points. With 

the linguistic elements in mind, I have tried to provide a reading that is as literal as possible 

without losing the meaning of each sūtra.   

 

1.1 Literary Context 

It would be difficult to pass directly into a discussion of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s theological 

perspective without first addressing perhaps the single most important aspect of Śrīvaiṣṇavism’s 

literary history. This, of course, is the acknowledgement of the Tamil Divya Prabandham as an 
																																																								
17 See section 1.2 below for a brief discussion of the Śrīvaiṣṇava hagiographies. 
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authoritative text akin to the Vedas and the subsequent synthesis of the Vedāntic paradigm of 

Rāmānuja’s Viśiṣṭādvaita with the devotionalism of the āḻvārs. The canonization of this corpus 

of poetry marks the first time in the history of India that a text composed in a language other than 

Sanskrit was identified as Veda, as revealed, as sacred. This understanding of the status of the 

Divya Prabandham as equivalent to the Sanskrit Vedas is called Ubhayavedānta (lit. “both 

Vedāntas”). It posits both scriptural traditions as śruti, the supreme and most authoritative 

scripture in Hinduism. 

Though there was almost certainly some kind of religious practice involving the hymns of 

the āḻvārs from the time of their composition (sixth to ninth century C.E.), it is only with the 

ācāryas of the post-Rāmānuja period (twelfth to fifteenth century), Piḷḷai Lokācārya among 

them, that we have any textual evidence of the systematic attempt to integrate the hymns, 

canonized as the Divya Prabandham, into a sectarian framework. The work of incorporation and 

its defense took place, primarily, in the Maṇipravāḷa commentarial and esoteric literature of the 

ācāryas. The Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas in the post-Rāmānuja period inaugurated a radical departure 

from traditional Brahminical views in accepting and defending the status of the Divya 

Prabandham as sacred scripture. “In the general history of Indian religious thought such a belief 

appears as a radical innovation, for it marks the first (and perhaps only) time a language other 

than Saṃskṛt claimed to express “revealed truth” as well as to possess the sanctity and authority 

of the Vedas.”18   

The first and arguably the most important of the hymns to be commented upon by the 

ācāryas was Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi. With the first Maṇipravāḷa commentary on this work, 

the Āṟāyirappaṭi written by Tirukkurukaippirāṉpiḷḷāṉ, the identification of the Tamil language as 

a vehicle for revelation began in earnest. We find sources for this understanding of the status of 
																																																								
18 Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 4. 
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the Divya Prabandham, however, already in the hymns of the āḻvārs themselves. The 

Tiruvāymoḻi and its author indirectly state a position on the status of the Tamil language that the 

ācāryas would later draw upon for their defense of their dual scriptural heritage, Ubhaya 

Vedānta. Though Nammāḻvār does not directly claim the Tiruvāymoḻi’s equivalency with the 

Sanskrit Vedas, every verse of Tiruvāymoḻi 7.9 pronounces the mystery of the Lord speaking 

through him. For example, at 7.9.2 Nammāḻvār says:  

I proclaimed the sweet poem that was spoken with my words, [but, it was] Māyaṉ 

(Viṣṇu) who praised himself with his words! 19 

This verse and the rest of the verses of this poem bind the whole of the Tiruvāymoḻi to the 

traditional understanding of the ‘revealed’ nature of the Sanskrit Vedas. It ties our author to the 

ancient sages (ṛṣis ‘seers’) who ‘heard’ (śruti) the eternal, pre-existent Truth. “The key idea here 

is that Kṛṣṇa [Viṣṇu-Nārāyaṇa] uses the poet as an instrument to speak about himself, which 

means that the Āḻvār’s poetry is ‘inspired’ and contains Kṛṣṇa’s ‘revelation’ about himself”.20 

Nammāḻvār nowhere identifies this poem explicitly as Veda. Nammāḻvār, in fact, distinguishes 

his poetry from that of the Sanskrit Vedas in assuming authorship, and in the language he has 

chosen. Unlike the ancient ṛṣis, he sees himself as a vehicle of the Lord’s revelation, but a 

vehicle with a voice to speak. As Vasudha Narayanan points out, while Nammāḻvār sees himself 

as the instrument of the Lord, he maintains his role in the composition of this poem by “signing” 

his poem in the eleventh verse.21 Though the Lord has spoken sacred words through him, it is 

still his voice that speaks, his voice that sings. That he sings in Tamil is of no small significance 

to Nammāḻvār. As he sees it, it is, in fact, the Lord who sings in Tamil:  
																																																								
19 Tiruvāymoḻi 7.9.2: eṉ collāl yāṉ coṉṉa iṉkavi eṉpittu taṉ collāl tāṉ taṉṉai kīrttitta māyaṉ. 
20 Friedhelm Hardy, Viraha-Bhakti: The early history of Kṛṣṇa devotion in South India (Delhi: Oxford 
University Press, 1983), 326. 
21 Vasudha Narayanan, The Vernacular Veda: Revelation, Recitation, and Ritual (Columbia: University 
of South Carolina Press, 1994), 30. 
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Each day my splendour, who remains as the first-cause Lord, makes me his [and] sings to 

himself sweet Tamiḻ [verses] through me.22 

 We find one more internal reference to the status of the Tiruvāymoḻi in Maturakavi 

Āḻvār’s poem titled Kaṇṇi nuṉciṟut tampu. In the ninth stanza of this poem, Maturakavi says in 

reference to Nammāḻvār and his Tiruvāymoḻi:  

The great Vētiyar [with his] song established in my heart the esoteric meaning of the 

Vedas so that it remains.23  

The term Maturakavi Āḻvār uses to refer to Nammāḻvār, mikka vētiyar, alludes to his esteem for 

both the Vedas and the Brahmins in whom knowledge of the Vedas is entrusted- vētiyar derives 

from the Sanskrit term vedin, meaning a learned Brahmin or teacher (lit. ‘one who possess 

knowledge’). According to the Madras Tamil Lexicon, vētiyar denotes a Brahmin, Brahmā, God, 

or a Catechist.24 This moniker, as bestowed upon him by Maturakavi, acts as an important bridge 

from the Tamil Tiruvāymoḻi to the Sanskrit Vedas, and as a title indicating his respect for both 

the poet and his work. His claim that the Tiruvāymoḻi contains the esoteric meaning of the Vedas 

(vētattiṉ uṭporuḷ) is the first such pronouncement, but it would not be the last. 

According to Venkatachari, the first time we see the Tiruvāymoḻi referred to in these 

terms by an ācārya who is counted in the succession of Śrīvaiṣṇava teachers is found in a 

taṉiyaṉ (invocatory verse)25 ascribed to Nāthamuni (circa 10th century):  

																																																								
22 Tiruvāymoḻi 7.9.1: aṉṟaikku aṉṟu eṉṉai taṉ ākki eṉṉāl taṉṉai iṉtamiḻ pāṭiya īcaṉai āṭiyāy niṉṟa eṉ 
cōtiyai. 
23 Kaṇṇi nuṉciṟu tampu 9: mikka vētiyar vētattiṉ uṭporuḷ niṟkap pāṭi eṉ neñcacuḷ niṟuttiṉāṉ. 
24 Madras Tamil Lexicon, pp. 3833 and S418. 
25 See Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 8-11, for information on the 
taṉiyaṉs. 
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“I bow down to that ocean of Tamiḻ Veda (drāviḍaveda) which is a nectar for all bhaktas 

and joy for everyone, where we can find all [important] meaning comprising the words of 

Śaṭhakopa, where you have all the thousand branches (śākhās) of the Upaniṣads.”26  

Here we have the first direct reference to the Tiruvāymoḻi as the Drāviḍaveda, or “Tamil Veda.” 

This verse, according to Venkatachari, is traditionally written or recited before Nammāḻvār’s 

Tiruvāymoḻi. In it, the thousand verses of the Tiruvāymoḻi are compared to the thousand branches 

of the Upaniṣads. In another taṉiyaṉ, Nāthamuni’s son, Īśvaramuni, writes: 

O Mind, think always of the feet of the one who has composed the Maṟai (Skt. Vedas) in 

the form of antāti, who [belongs to the region of] Tiruvaḻutināṭu [the town known as] 

Teṉkurukūr [where the river] Teṉporunal flows.27 

The “Maṟai in the form of antāti” here refers to Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi. Maṟai is a Tamil 

word meaning “secret” or “hidden,” and conventionally denotes the Sanskrit Vedas. Antāti refers 

to the poetic form of the Tiruvāymoḻi. The term is a Sanskrit compound meaning ‘end-to-

beginning’ (anta ‘end’ +  ādi ‘beginning’).  The last word of a set generally consisting of ten 

verses (plus one verse, the phalaśruti (“fruit of hearing”), comprising one poem) is the same as 

the first word of the next set of ten verses, and so the last word of the entire Tiruvāymoḻi is the 

same as the first, thus creating a poem contained within itself, a complete circle. “The antāti thus 

puts before us the whole text in its sequence; regardless of what it says, every verse is formally, 

firmly located where it belongs in the ordering of the whole, and the whole is strung together so 

																																																								
26 Cited in Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 15. The correlation 
between the Divya Prabandham and the Upaniṣads is clearly pretty loose here, nonetheless, it expresses 
the desire of the early ācāryas to show the correspondence of the streams of the tradition’s literary corpus. 
27 Ibid. 
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that nothing can drop out or be added.”28 It presents to us a complete universe. It demands that 

we never be done with it. Though the Tiruvāymoḻi is unlike the Vedas in that it has an author 

who speaks his name, it is, in a manner, beginningless and endless, just as the eternal Vedas.29   

It isn’t until the first of the commentaries, the Āṟāyirappaṭi written by 

Tirukkurukaippirāṉpiḷḷāṉ in the twelfth century, however, that we begin to see a systematic 

attempt to draw parallels between the Divya Prabandham and the Sanskrit Vedas. The 

commentarial tradition as a whole and the other independent works, including the Rahasyas, 

clearly proclaim Śrīvaiṣṇavism’s acceptance of both the Sanskrit Vedas and the Tamil Divya 

Prabandham. This acceptance of two sacred scriptures was eventually called Ubhayavedānta.  It 

is rarely mentioned in the sect’s literature as such, and, according to Venkatachari, was, in fact, 

never debated within the community.30 And yet, “[a]n important part of the commentator’s 

agenda seems to have been the highlighting of this concept and proclaiming the authority of the 

Tiruvāymoḻi.”31 There are two principal methods by which the ācāryas enunciate this point. The 

first method is by the use of simile and structural analogy with the Vedas. As, for example, in 

																																																								
28 Francis X. Clooney, S.J., Seeing Through Texts: Doing Theology among the Śrīvaiṣṇavas of South 
India (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1986), 84. 
29 Antāti sets up an expression of experience that can be set in only one way.  Such a structure may lead 
one to assume something of a sequentially ordered progression toward an end that leads back to a new 
beginning.  However, as Francis Clooney (ibid., 54) points out, “...this order is not determinative of 
meaning in any evident way, since the songs and verses are not serial in their contribution to the meaning 
of the whole.” This meaning, it would seem, can only be borne out of the internalized whole.  It does not 
lead to an experience of the divine. The internalized whole is an experience of the divine. Shifting 
through and back and forth between themes, motifs, expressions of union and separation, despair and 
ecstasy, contemplation and possession, the poem does not give us a hierarchically ordered path. As 
Clooney (ibid., 105) puts it, “in its play of content and form, it verbally (re)presents a world we must 
negotiate, it is a place in which the charting of one’s religious memories and commitments becomes 
possible and can become actual, as one (re)constructs these in trying to make sense of Tiruvāymoḻi and 
find one’s position in relation to it.”  
30 K.K.A.Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 25. 
31 John Carman, The Theology of Rāmānuja: An Essay in Interreligious Understanding (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1974), 10. 
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this line from Vaṭakuttiruvītippiḷḷai’s (traditional dates 1217-1312) commentary called the Īṭu 

(5:7:11):  

Though the meaning is vedārtha, it is not self-manifest. Veda is like paratva (the remote, 

high Lord), Ītihāsa and Purāṇas are like avatāra, and the Tiruvāymoḻi is like the 

arcāvatāra.32   

Whereas the Veda is beginningless and without author (i.e., self-manifest), the Tiruvāymoḻi has a 

finite beginning and an identifiable author. Nevertheless, it does convey the meaning of the 

Vedas and it does so in a manner that is accessible to all, just like the form of the Lord manifest 

in the temple arcāvatāra. It is sacred, it reveals the meaning of the Veda, and, yet, it is an 

accessible (i.e., vernacular) form of the Veda. Vedānta Deśika (traditional dates 1268-1369) goes 

even further by specifying exactly how the Tiruvāymoḻi breaks down in terms of both its 

structural and semantic similarities to the Vedas:  

The first twenty stanzas condense the śārīrakārtha (the Brahmasūtra or Vedānta).  These 

twenty attractive stanzas clearly explain the meaning of the Ṛgveda.  [The Tiruvāymoḻi] 

follows in its thousand hymns the Sāmaveda which has one thousand branches with 

melodies.  We can see as well the Yajurveda in the decades, which are pregnant with 

meaning.  The Atharvaveda shines in the Tiruvāymoḻi because the essence of the two is 

the same.33 

Furthermore, when the Divya Prabandham as a whole was compiled as a single corpus, it was, in 

fact, given four divisions or ‘chapters’ (adhyāya) consisting (very loosely) of one-thousand 

verses each, suggesting, at least in the mind of the man or men who undertook the task, a direct 

correspondence with the four Vedas.  

																																																								
32 Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 20-21. 
33 Ibid., 22. 
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 The second method of acknowledging the sacred nature of the Divya Prabandham was 

simply by treating it in a manner analogous to that of the Vedas. The fact that there are 

commentaries at all speaks to this fact. This is, after all, the first time a religious text composed 

in a language other than Sanskrit is deemed worthy of commentary. John Carman has noted that 

as such, Tirukkurukaippirāṉpiḷḷāṉ (the first ācārya to provide a commentary on the Tiruvāymoḻi) 

provided a subtle critique of traditional Hindu society’s belief that Sanskrit was the exclusive 

vehicle for revelation and theological communication.34 True as this may be, the fact remains 

that this same commentary is derived directly from Sanskrit models. Yes, it challenges the status 

quo, but it also affirms and appeals to the status of Sanskrit.   

 The structure of the commentary on the Divya Prabandham is based largely on the 

structure of Sanskrit commentaries and employs many of the same strategies.35 For example, the 

use of a prose link given between stanzas that establishes the relationship between verses; the use 

of supporting passages from scripture to validate a point by showing agreement with a prior 

authority; the use of Pāṇini’s grammar rules to provide constraints on possible interpretations; 

and the use of the Nyāya system of logics is called upon to prove the logical basis of an 

argument.  

 Perhaps the biggest difference is in the choice of proof texts. By using the hymns of the 

āḻvārs as proof texts in both the commentarial and independent works, in this very Sanskritic 

mode, the ācāryas are demonstrating (rather than saying) their inherent equivalency to the whole 

gamut of acceptable Sanskrit literature. Although the elevation of the Divya Prabandham to a 

sacred status does provide a critique of the status and authority of Sanskrit and Sanskritic 

sources, the authority of the Divya Prabandham for the ācāryas does not come so much from its 

																																																								
34 Carman, The Theology of Rāmānuja, 10. 
35	Venkatachari,	The	Maṇipravāḷa	Literature	of	the	Śrīvaiṣṇava	Ācāryas,	47-48.	
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subversion of the Sanskritic paradigm as from its suitability to it. As much as the ācāryas are 

attempting to fit the Divya Prabandham into a Sanskritic world-view, however, the Sanskrit 

sources from which they draw much of their philosophical and theological system are equally 

being adjusted to the world of the āḻvārs. “The Śrīvaiṣṇava community articulates the terms of 

the dual heritage clearly, but in the process of accepting two models of thinking, moves away 

from the primary concerns of both and sets its own priorities.”36    

  

1.2 Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s authorship, corpus, and dates 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya lived sometime in the thirteenth to sometime in the fourteenth century. Just a 

few of the dates cited are: 1205-1311 C.E.,37 1213-1323 C.E.38, and 1264-1369 C.E.39 Clearly, 

there is no consensus to be found on his exact dates, nor even on how long he lived, with 106, 

110, and 105 years listed, respectively. All of these formulations for his dates of birth and death 

are based on the hagiographical accounts of the lives of the āḻvārs and ācāryas. Though there 

may be some useful material therein, as is argued by Venkatachari,40 the reliability of the 

Guruparamparāprabhāvam or any other hagiography for assigning dates is questionable, at best. 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s given life span in any of the formulations above should be a clue that there 

was some imagination involved in constructing his life story. What we do appear to have some 

consensus on is the relative chronology of the ācāryas. According to the traditional accounts, he 

is in the sixth generation of teachers following Rāmānuja. The succession appears as follows: 

																																																								
36 Carman, The Theology of Rāmānuja, 11. 
37 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute, 272. Her dating is based on S. Krishnaswami Iyengar’s 
Ācāryarkaḷ Vaibhavam (Trichy, published by author, n.d.). 
38 Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa, 1. Lester cites Piḷḷai Lokam Jīyar’s Yatīndra Pravaṇa Prabhāvam as his 
source for the dates and life story of Piḷḷai Lokācārya.  
39 Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 124. Venkatachari does not give 
the source for his dating or for his brief sketch of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s biography. 
40 Ibid., 11-14. 
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Rāmānuja  
↓ 

Kūratāḻvāṉ    Empār  
↓ 

Bhaṭṭar 
↓ 

Nañjīyar 
↓ 

Nampiḷḷai 
↓ 

Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai    Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai 
↓ 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya          Aḻakiyamaṇavāḷapperumāḷnāyaṉār41 
 

We can say with relative certainty that in the succession of the prominent ācāryas of the 

Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition that Piḷḷai Lokācārya came after Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai (author of the Īṭu), 

as he is said to be the father of both Piḷḷai Lokācārya and Aḻakiyamaṇavāḷapperumāḷnāyaṉār 

(author of the Ācāryahṛdayam). In terms of literary influence that might provide evidence for his 

relative dating, as will become apparent in the following chapters, there is significant evidence to 

suggest that the thought of Piḷḷai Lokācārya was influenced by Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai and his 

contemporary, Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai (author of numerous important commentaries and 

rahasyagranthas). 

According to the Yatīndrapravaṇa Prabhāvam, Piḷḷai Lokācārya remained celibate 

throughout his life, having dedicating himself to studying and teaching Viśiṣṭādvaita, the Divya 

Prabandham, and the Rahasyas.42 His immediate disciple is said to have been Kūrukkulottama 

																																																								
41 Adapted from Lester, Śrīvacana Būṣaṇa, 1. 
42 The hagiographical works of the Śrīvaiṣṇava saṃpradāya record the succession of the āḻvārs and 
ācāryas, and usually include some fantastical biographical information. There are six primary sources of 
hagiographical information for the Śrīvaiṣṇava saṃpradāya: the Guruparamparā Prabhāvam 6,000, 
Periya Tirumuṭi Aṭaivu, Koyil Oḻuku, Yatīndrapravaṇa Prabhāvam, the Divya Sūri Caritam and the 
Guruparamparā Prabhāvam 3,000. For an evaluation of these sources, see Appendix I of Patricia 
Mumme’s Doctoral dissertation, The Theology of Maṇavāḷamāmuni: Toward an understanding of the 
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Dāsa, who had as his disciple Tirumalai Āḻvāṉ,43 who in turn had Maṇavāḷamāmuni (traditional 

dates 1370-1443) as his direct disciple. Whether Piḷḷai Lokācārya was a contemporary of 

Vedānta Deśika (traditional dates: 1268-1369) remains somewhat unclear. Vedānta Deśika 

certainly seems to have been familiar with the works of Piḷḷai Lokācārya and his brother, 

Aḻakiyamaṇavāḷapperumāḷnāyaṉār. Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s rahasyagranthas, on the other hand, 

provide no clear evidence that he was familiar with the works of Vedānta Deśika. Thus, at the 

very least, we can assign to Piḷḷai Lokācārya a relative placing that is in all likelihood a bit earlier 

than Vedānta Deśika and definitively after Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai and Periyavāccān Piḷḷai. 

 Regardless of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s exact placement in the chronology of ācāryas, his works 

had a lasting impact on the direction of Śrīvaiṣṇava theology. He authored eighteen 

rahasyagranthas, collectively referred to as the Aṣṭadaśarahasyaṅkaḷ. Unlike most of the 

ācāryas, both before and after, Piḷḷai Lokācārya wrote no commentaries on the Divya 

Prabandham nor did he write devotional poems in honour of the āḻvārs, former ācāryas, or even 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
Teṉkalai-Vaṭakalai dispute in post-Rāmānuja Śrīvaiṣṇavism (ProQuest Dissertation and Theses: 1983), 
361 to 369. 
 The hagiographies are generally unreliable as historical documents. That Piḷḷai Lokācārya 
remained unmarried throughout his life is not entirely unlikely; thus I have included this information here. 
I have omitted, however, the miraculous circumstances of his birth. Robert Lester records the incident as 
it is related in the Yatīndrapravaṇa Prabhāvam as follows:   
 Vaṭakku Tiruvīti Piḷḷai, although married, lived the life of a brahmacārin. His mother 
 complained to his teacher Nampiḷḷai that her son would have nothing to do with his wife.  As a 
 consequence, Nampiḷḷai had the girl sent to him and stroking her stomach, he blessed her. At the 
 same time, he informed Vaḍakku Tiruvīthipiḷḷai not to give up his renunciation but to keep 
 company with his wife lest people should speak unkindly of him. In due course, Vaḍakku 
 Tiruvīthipiḷḷai’s wife bore a son who was called Lokācārya.” As for his death, he is said to have 
 fled Śrīraṅgam due to a Muslim invasion, carrying the processional image of Śrīraṅganātha. “A 
 short time later, exhausted from  travel, he died at the village of Jyotiṣkuḍdi. (Lester, Śrīvacana 
 Bhūṣaṇa, 2).  
43 According to the Yatīndrapravaṇa Prabhāvam, Kūrukkulottama Dāsa “had taken refuge at the feet of 
Piḷḷai Lokācārya himself as a small boy and had studied the Nālāyira Divya Prabandham, Īṭu, and the 
rahasya doctrines with several of Lokācārya’s disciples after their dispersion following the Muslim 
invasion.” (Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute, 14-15). 



	 20	

God. All of his eighteen works are dedicated to expounding the philosophy of Viśiṣṭādvaita 

Vedānta. These works are:  

1) Mumukṣuppaṭi  7) Prapannaparitrāṇam 13) Parantapaṭi 

2) Tattvatrayam  8) Sārasaṅgaraham  14) Śriyaḥpatippaṭi 

3) Arthapañcakam  9) Saṃsārasāmrājyam  15) Tattvaśēkharam 

4) Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 10) Navaratnamālai  16) Taṉidvayam 

5) Arcirādi   11) Navavidhasambandham 17) Taṉicaramam 

6) Pramēyaśēkharam  12) Yādṛccikappaṭi  18) Taṉipraṇavam44 

Of these eighteen works, the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, Mumukṣuppaṭi, and Tattvatrayam, along with 

Aḻakiyamaṇavāḷapperumāḷnāyaṉār’s Ācāryahṛdayam and Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary on all 

four, are considered by Teṉkalai Śrīvaiṣṇavas with the highest reverence as they constitute their 

authoritative corpus.45 

 

1.3 Methodology 

The Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam is a Maṇipravāḷa text consisting of over four hundred sūtras of varying 

length that comment upon a wide range of topics which, combined with the relatively terse sūtra 

style of the text, make it initially difficult to determine whether or not there is any single guiding 

principle. There are a wide variety of texts composed in the sūtra style. Generally speaking we 

can say that they tend to be condensed, often difficult to understand without the aid of 

commentary, and used for the purpose of memorization.46 The style of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

composition is, indeed, quite condensed. Like the aphoristic sayings in many sūtra type works, 

																																																								
44 For a summary of all 18 works see Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava 
Ācāryas, 125-141. 
45 Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa, 3. 
46 See Gary A. Tubb and Emery R. Bose, Scholastic Sanskrit: A Handbook for Students (New York: 
Columbia University, 2007), 1-2. 
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the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam seems to invite further elaboration. This is made particularly evident in 

the sūtras that call upon the reader, reciter, or listener to remember some incident or the words of 

one of āḻvārs or the previous ācāryas. In its exposition on particularly important points, 

however, the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam is not near as terse as the typical sūtra text. Though some 

parts are, indeed, difficult to understand without the help of a commentary, much of the text is 

fairly elaborate in its descriptions of the various issues with which Piḷḷai Lokācārya is dealing.  

To the best of my knowledge, only four of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s eighteen works are 

available in translation - the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, Tattvatrayam, Mumukṣuppaṭi, and 

Arthapañcakam.47 Though all four are classified as Rahasyagranthas, there is something quite 

distinctive about the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. The most obvious difference is that where the 

Tattvatrayam, Mumukṣuppaṭi, and Arthapañcakam are concerned with specific points of 

doctrine,48 and thus fairly focused in their discussions, the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, without a 

clearly stated organizing principle, seems like a meandering thought experiment more than a 

doctrinal statement. My main task in analysing the content of the text, then, has been to try to 

determine what, if any, core reference point Piḷḷai Lokācārya is using.  

Lester and Rangachari have attempted to section off the seemingly disparate parts of this 

rather difficult text so as to lend it a clear structure.49 However, I think that to do so creates the 

illusion that there are finite sections that cannot or should not be read together and that the text as 

a whole presents a series of discreet systematic arguments. I, however, have no wish to subject 

the text to such treatment. What I can say is that there is a difference in emphasis between the 

																																																								
47 See Bibliography for publication details. 
48 The Tattvatrayam is concerned with the ‘three realities’- Īśvara, cit and acit. The Mumukṣuppaṭi’s focus 
is the three sacred mantras (rahasyas)- the Dvayamantra, Tirumantra, and Caramaśloka. The 
Arthapañcakam is an exposition on the five truths- the nature of the soul (svarūpa), the nature of God 
(parasvarūpa), the nature of the goal (puruṣārthasvarūpa), the nature of the means (upāyasvarūpa), and 
the nature of the obstructions (virodhisvarūpa). 
49 Robert Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa, 13-14; J. Rangaswami, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam,  ix-xiv. 
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first two-thirds of the text and the last third. The prior focuses more on issues around prapatti 

and the latter deals more clearly with the terms of ācāryābhimāna and the status of the ācārya. 

Based on the numbers alone this would seem to indicate that the Śrīvacana Bhūṣanam’s primary 

purport is the definition and defense of prapatti. However, I think that we would be remiss to 

ignore the implications of the final section on ācāryābhimāna in our reading of his discourse on 

prapatti.  

It seems to me that, while only the last third or so of the sūtras deal extensively with the 

ācārya and his role in salvation, it is this final section that guides the entirety of Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya’s discourse in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. He leads the reader, speaker, or listener 

through his opening statements on the greatness of puruṣakāra and upāya, his defence of 

prapatti and arguments against any upāya but the Lord, the various regulations around 

membership in the community of bhāgavatas, and the stages leading to the goal of service 

(kaiṃkarya) of the Lord. He then invites him to his own ultimate conclusion that even “prapatti 

slips away because of fear of the Lord’s independence.”50 Thus, “The ācārya’s affection alone is 

the saviour.”51 The term ācāryābhimāna, “the affection of the ācārya,” does not appear often 

(Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 435, 439, 453) in the text. However, there are references to the basic 

concept throughout. Furthermore, the final third of the sūtras are dedicated to establishing this 

doctrine. In the text as whole, but particularly in these final sūtras, the identity of the ācārya is 

marked by a kind of ambiguity. He is both an ācārya and a disciple. He is utterly helpless and 

yet to his disciple he is as if God Himself. He has agency but no autonomy.  

In terms of content, structure, and style Piḷḷai Lokācārya plays in the realm of paradox. By 

reading the sections of the text alongside one another, it becomes clear that he is setting up a 
																																																								
50 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 438. All references to the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam are to the sūtras of my edition of 
the text, found in Part II of this dissertation. 
51 Ibid., 439. 
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number of oppositional dualities, especially as regards the main actors in his soteriological 

paradigm, i.e., the Lord, the soul, and the ācārya, most of which will not tolerate an easy 

resolution.  

 

1.4 Literature Review 

Although there is no scholarly work that deals extensively with Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s formulation of 

ācāryābhimāna and the status of the ācārya, there are numerous works that deal with the 

theological and devotional literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas.   

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s soteriological project must, of course, be seen in light of the larger 

Śrīvaiṣṇava project of synthesizing the three streams of religious literature. This happens 

primarily in two linguistic contexts. First, in Sanskrit we find Rāmānuja’s philosophical treatises 

and devotional poems (collectively called the Gadya Traya - his authorship of which remains 

hotly contested in academic literature), and the stotras (hymns of praise) of Rāmānuja’s 

immediate disciples Kūreśa (also called Kūraṭṭāḻvāṉ) and Parāśara Bhaṭṭar. Second, in 

Maṇipravāḷa we find a large body of commentarial literature and philosophical treatises. 

Compared to the rest of the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas, there has been quite a lot written about 

the literature and theology of Rāmānuja. John Carman’s The Theology of Rāmānuja (1974) is an 

extensive study of the works of Rāmānuja. It is an excellent source of information on the finer 

points of Viśiṣṭādvaita and, of particular importance for my purposes, the śeṣa-śeṣī (subordinate-

master) relation of the soul and the Lord. Julius Lipner’s The Face of Truth: A Study of Meaning 

and Metaphysics in the Vedāntic Theology of Rāmānuja (1986) is another important source for 

general information on Rāmānuja’s theological perspective. Of particular interest to me is his 

treatment of Rāmānuja’s conception of the Essential and Contingent Self. Martin Ganeri’s 

article, “Free Will, Agency, and Selfhood in Rāmānuja” (2014), and Elisa Freschi’s article, “Free 
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Will in Viśiṣṭādvaita Vedānta: Rāmānuja, Sudarśana Sūri and Veṅkatanātha” (2015) provide 

detailed examinations of the problem of free will in the works of Rāmānuja and a selection of his 

successors. In the second and final chapters of this dissertation I expand upon these contributions 

to the study of free will and agency in the Śrīvaiṣṇava theological tradition by looking at the 

ways in which Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s views conform and contrast with the determinations of his 

predecessors. 

Nancy Ann Nayar’s Poetry as Theology: the Śrīvaiṣṇava stotra in the age of Rāmānuja 

(1992) provides a thorough analysis of the theological concepts presented by the poems of 

Kūreśa and Parāśara Bhaṭṭar and their relation to the works of Rāmānuja. She highlights the 

ideas present therein that are, by the thirteenth to fourteenth century, developed as doctrine. Of 

particular importance to my study of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam is the evidence of a nascent 

understanding in the stotras of both the Goddess Śrī and the lineage of teachers 

(guruparamparā) as mediators of the divine-human relationship. In the third chapter of the 

present study I have discussed the importance of these concepts as precedents for Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya’s understanding of the ācārya’s role in salvation.   

The most complete work to date on the commentarial and independent works of the 

ācāryas is K.K.A. Venkatachari’s The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas 

(1978). As a survey of the major works in Maṇipravāḷa and their authors, I have consulted this 

work primarily as a reference guide to the development of Śrīvaiṣṇava doctrine after Rāmānuja. 

Venkatachari’s focus on Ubhaya Vedānta, the acknowledgement of both the Sanskrit Vedas and 

the Divya Prabandham as authoritative scripture, in the opening chapter elucidates the synthesis 

and subsequent diffusion of ideas in the works of the twelfth to fifteenth century ācāryas. While 

his summary of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s eighteen works is useful as a general overview of the major 
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themes addressed in each of his works, Venkatachari glosses over some important points of 

tension without much analysis. One important example of this is his treatment of the doctrine of 

ācāryābhimāna. Venkatachari summarizes its importance in a single sentence: “Though 

ācāryābhimāna cannot be an independent upāya, it will be a help (sahakāri) for all other 

upāyas.”52 Such a sentiment is clearly contradicted in both the Arthapañcakam53 and the 

Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam.54 I cannot presume to know the reasons for such an oversight, but it is my 

hope that the present work will contribute toward assuaging any lingering doubts as to the status 

of ācāryābhimāna as an independent upāya in the works of Piḷḷai Lokācārya. 

John Carman and Vasudha Narayanan’s The Tamil Veda: Piḷḷāṉ’s Interpretation of the 

Tiruvāymoḻi (1989), Vasudha Naryanan’s The Vernacular Veda (1994), and Francis X. 

Clooney’s Seeing Through Texts: Doing Theology among the Śrīvaiṣṇavas of South India (1986) 

focus on how the tradition deals with Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi and justifies its status as sacred 

scripture. None of these works deal with Piḷḷai Lokācārya or his theological position to any great 

degree. However, all three provide valuable insights into the ways in which the ācāryas worked 

through the difficult task of synthesizing the Vedāntic theology of Rāmānuja and the devotional 

hymns of the āḻvārs. I have also consulted these works for primary text materials from the 

lineage of ācāryas, particularly as they show the history of textual reception and interpretation, 

and the transformation of literature into religious experience for the purpose of comparison with 

the thought of Piḷḷai Lokācārya. 

There are, additionally, a number of works that deal with specific points of doctrine that 

are relevant to this study. Self-Surrender (Prapatti) to God in Śrīvaiṣṇavism: Tamil Cats and 

																																																								
52 Venkatachari,132. 
53 See Alkondavilli Govindacarya and G.A. Grierson, The Artha-Pancaka of Pillai Lokacarya (Journal of 
the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, Jul. 1910, pp. 565-607), section E.5, 587-588. 
54 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 453. 
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Sanskrit Monkeys (2007) by Srilata Raman traces the development of the theological concept of 

prapatti from Rāmānuja’s Gītābhāṣya in the twelfth century through to the last of the major 

commentaries on the Tiruvāymoḻi, Aḻakiya Maṇavāḷa Cīyar’s Paṉṉīrāyirappaṭi, in the late 

fourteenth century. Her treatment of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s conception of prapatti in chapter seven is 

extremely brief. Nevertheless, her analysis of the commentarial literature, generally, and 

Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai’s commentary on the Tiruvāymoḻi, called the Īṭu, in particular, has been 

an important resource for identifying the various streams of influence on Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

thinking about the ācārya. 

Pratap Kumar’s Goddess Lakṣmī: The Divine Consort in South Indian Vaiṣṇava Tradition 

(1997) is a detailed examination of the ways the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition has dealt with the figure of 

Śrī-Lakṣmī and her relation to Lord Viṣṇu. This study of the Goddess points out the problematic 

notion of the mediation of the Lord’s grace. I have, in addition to consulting Kumar’s work on 

the development of the doctrine of puruṣakāra in relation to the Goddess, examined this issue as 

it relates to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s conception of the ācārya’s mediation. 

On the issue of the arcāvatāra’s ontological status, Vasudha Narayanan’s essay, 

“Arcāvatāra: On Earth as He is in Heaven” (1985), Katherine Young’s Beloved Places 

(Ukantaruḷiṉilaṅkaḷ): The Correlation of Typology and Theology in the Śrīvaiṣṇava Tradition of 

South India (1978), and James Colin Daly O’Rourke’s God, Saint, and Priest: A Comparison of 

Mediatory Modes in Roman Catholicism and Śrīvaiṣṇavism with special reference to the Council 

of Trent and the Yatīndramatadīpikā (2002) are particularly pertinent. The present study 

investigates the ontological status of the ācārya as presented by Piḷḷai Lokācārya and the above 

works provide an important point of comparison. 
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 The only scholar to deal extensively with the works of Piḷḷai Lokācārya is Patricia 

Mumme. The Theology of Maṇavāḷamāmuni: Toward an Understanding of the Teṉkalai-

Vaṭakalai Dispute in Post-Rāmānuja Śrīvaiṣṇavism (1983) and The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological 

Dispute: Maṇavāḷamāmuni and Vedānta Deśika (1988) are both excellent surveys of the 

doctrinal issues that contributed to the eventual schism of the Śrīvaiṣṇava saṃpradāya. Her 

article, “The evolution of the Teṉkalai understanding of the ācārya: teacher, mediator and 

saviour,” in Journal of the Ananthacharya Indological Research Institute, vol. 1 (1988), 75-98, is 

a concise evaluation of the development of the doctrine of the ācārya through four stages of 

development. My study of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s perspective on ācāryābhimāna is certainly 

indebted to Mumme’s work. However, I have attempted to build upon her evaluation of the 

tradition’s view of the ācārya by examining in greater detail the problems and seeming 

contradictions implicit in Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s perspective on these issues as they are presented in 

the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. That is, I have taken a text-internal approach to the problems of the 

ācārya’s agency, mediation, and ontology, rather than relying extensively on the commentary of 

Maṇavāḷamāmuni. 

 There are, finally, the translations of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s works that have been consulted in 

this study. First, as I have already noted above, there are Lester and Rangaswami’s translations 

of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. Second, there are translations of three of the rahasyas that I have 

consulted in this study. The Mumukṣuppaṭi has been translated by Patricia Mumme in The 

Mumukṣuppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya with Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary (1987). Though it 

appears to be a good translation, it has not been possible for me to check her rendering due to the 

fact that she does not give the original text, and I have been unable to locate the edition she used 

as the basis of her translation. The only printed edition of the Mumukṣuppaṭi that I have been 
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able to locate is in Telugu script and, though I would like to access the text in the future, for the 

moment I have been unable to access the text in this format. The Arthapañcakam has been 

translated by Alkondavilli Govindacarya and G.A. Grierson in “The Artha Pañcaka of Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya,” in Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland  (July, 1910), 

565-607. Govindacarya and Grierson also do not give the original text alongside their 

translations. And, again, I have been unable to locate their source editions and/or manuscripts. 

The Tattvatraya has been translated by B.M. Awasthi and C.K. Datta in The Tattvatraya of 

Lokācārya: A Treatise on Viśiṣṭādvaita Vedānta (1973), and by Śrī-Pārathasārathy Aiyangār in 

Tattva-Traya or Aphorisms on the Three Verities, Soul, Matter, and God (Madras: Sreshtalur 

Virarāghavā Chāriar, 1900). In Awasthi and Datta’s work we do find the source text for their 

translation, but, oddly, it is an English translation of a translation of the Tattvatraya into 

Sanskrit. As I also have an edition of the Tattvatraya in Maṇipravāḷa, the Tattvatrya with 

Maṇavāḷamāmunikaḷ’s commentary, edited by Aṇṇaṅkarāriya (Tricci: Śrīsutarcaṉarṭrasṭ, 1966), I 

have been able to check their translation and to translate relevant passages from the Maṇipravāḷa 

myself.  
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Subservience and Autonomy 
	
2.0 Introduction 

In order to begin my discussion of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s portrayal of the ācārya as a trans-mediary 

in his soteriological paradigm, it will be necessary to first explore the essential nature (svarūpa) 

of the individual soul and what this means in terms of human agency, particularly as it pertains to 

the process of salvation. As a corollary to this line of inquiry, it will be equally necessary to 

explore his thought on the nature of God and the role of divine agency in salvation. As I will 

show in this chapter, what Piḷḷai Lokācārya has to say on the topics of essential nature and 

human versus divine agency grows out of preexistent notions within the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition on 

these matters and has important ontological implications for the divine and finite selves he 

discusses in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. The way he understands the essential nature and ontology 

of both the Lord and the soul ultimately provides the foundation for his understanding of the 

ācārya’s importance in his salvific paradigm. In this chapter I will (1) discuss Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

understanding of the soul and human agency and how these are related to earlier conceptions of 

the soul’s nature in the works of Rāmānuja and a few of his disciples; (2) look at Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya’s and his Śrīvaiṣṇava predecessors’ discussions of the Lord’s nature and divine 

agency and how this impacts the relationship between the Lord and His devotees; and (3) explore 

at length what Piḷḷai Lokācārya sees as the potential obstacles to salvation that result from the 

above and how he deals with them.     
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2.1 The Nature of the Soul 

By the time Piḷḷai Lokācārya was composing the texts that would comprise his 

Aṣṭadaśarahasyaṅkaḷ, the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition had accepted as truth a few basic ideas about the 

soul. The characteristics of the soul are generally recognized as intelligence (jñātṛtva), agency 

(kartṛtva), enjoyment (bhoktṛtva), and subservience (śeṣatva). Piḷḷai Lokācārya, picking up on 

the soteriological tension between understanding the soul as an agent in his own salvation and 

yet subservient to the Lord, adds dependence (pāratantrya) to this list. Thus, we find in his work 

an implicit bifurcation of the soul’s essential nature. On the one hand, the soul is a knower 

(jñātā), doer (kartā), and enjoyer (bhoktā), while, on the other, the soul is the subordinate of the 

Lord (śeṣa) and utterly dependent upon Him (pāratantrya). In the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam the 

conflicting nature of these characteristics is ultimately resolved by subordinating intelligence, 

agency, and enjoyment to the soul’s subservience.  The soul’s dependence (pāratantrya), as the 

proper mode of subservience, is specifically aimed at rectifying the problematic notion of the 

soul’s ability to act as an agent in his own salvation. It is because prapatti and, even more so, 

ācāryābhimāna advocate precisely this state of dependence that Piḷḷai Lokācārya understands 

them to be the only effective means to the Lord.  

The works of Rāmānuja (traditional dates 1017 – 1137 CE) provide the first systematic 

account of Viśiṣṭādvaita, which became the philosophical basis for all of the later ācāryas’ 

(twelfth to fifteenth century) elaboration of the Śrīvaiṣṇava theological paradigm. Of importance 

to this particular study on the nature of the soul and agency in the work of Piḷḷai Lokācārya is 

Rāmānuja’s account of the two levels of selfhood. The first is the Supreme Self, or Brahman who 

is the basis and cause of all things, and the second is the multitude of finite selves who are 

dependent upon Brahman for their existence but remain distinct from him. “Not only are the 

many finite selves really distinct from the Supreme Self, but any self (whether Supreme or finite) 
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is inherently a conscious subject, with consciousness as its essential nature.”55 Piḷḷai Lokācārya, 

like Rāmānuja, accepts that the individual soul, which is distinct from the body (deha) and all 

forms of material nature (prakṛti), is characterized by knowledge (jñātṛtva). The soul’s status as 

a “knower” is affirmed by Pillai Lokācārya in verses 66 to 69 of his Mumukṣuppaṭi. In 

discussing the aum that begins the Tirumantra, Piḷḷai Lokācārya states in sūtra 66 that, “The 

letter m, being the twenty-fifth letter and denoting knowledge, refers to the soul.”56 The m here is 

traditionally interpreted as representing the verb man, “to think.” And in sūtra 69 he states: “This 

declares that the soul is a knower (jñātā), distinct from the body.”57  

Rāmānuja’s views on jñātṛtva, or consciousness, have implications for the issue of 

agency. He appeals to the authority of śāstra to declare the conscious subject/finite self as the 

agent of his actions in his commentary to 2.3.33 of the Vedānta Sūtras:  

If a non-sentient thing [i.e. the guṇas] were the agent, the injunction would not be 

addressed to another being (viz. to an intelligent being – to which it actually is 

addressed). The term ‘śāstra’ (scriptural injunction) moreover comes from śās, to 

command, and commanding means impelling to action. But scriptural injunctions impel 

to action through giving rise to a certain conception (in the mind of the being addressed), 

and the non-sentient Pradhāna cannot be made to conceive anything. Scripture therefore 

has a sense only, if we admit that none but the intelligent enjoyer of the fruit of the action 

is at the same time the agent.58  

																																																								
55 M. Ganeri. “Free Will, Agency, and Selfhood in Rāmānuja,” in Free Will, Agency, and Selfhood in 
Indian Philosophy, eds. Matthew R. Dasti and Edwin F. Bryant (Oxford Scholarship Online: April 2014). 
56 Mumme, trans., The Mumukuṣppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya, 68. 
57 Ibid., 69. 
58 George Thibaut, trans., The Vedānta Sūtras with Commentary by Rāmānuja, (Sacred Books of the East, 
Volume 48, 1904), the Project Gutenberg ebook. 
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The argument here is with the Sāṃkhya conception of the soul as being exclusively the 

experiencer or enjoyer (bhoktṛ) of the fruits of action while agency resides with the non-sentient 

pradhāna (the predominant guṇa that constitutes the individual’s disposition- these being sattva 

(purity), rajas (activity), and tamas (inertia)). Because śāstric injunctions are addressed to a 

thinking subject with the intention of giving rise to knowledge of this or that and to impel them 

to the correct action, in order for the śāstras to be meaningful, we must take the 

experiencer/knower, i.e. the soul, to also be the agent of that activity.  

Piḷḷai Lokācārya also affirms that the state of knowledge (jñātṛtva) necessarily entails 

agency (kartṛtva) and enjoyment (bhoktṛtva): 

When [the soul] is said to be a knower, the nature of the word is established at the time of 

saying “doer” and “enjoyer,” therefore, agency and enjoyment [are] characteristics of the 

state of knowledge.59 

That the soul itself is characterized by agency is an important point in the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas’ 

consideration of śāstric injunction. The śāstras enjoin means upon the soul to attain the Lord. All 

means require the individual to act according to the prescription of śāstra and to renounce all that 

śāstra forbids. If we are to understand the soul as the knower of the self and subject to the 

dictates of śāstra, if we are to understand the soul as the enjoyer of the fruit of action, then, for 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya, it logically follows that we must also understand the soul to be the agent of 

action. In a concise statement reminiscent of Rāmānuja’s thoughts on this topic, as quoted above, 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya has this to say:  

Some say that agency belongs to the guṇas [of prakṛti], not to the soul. But then, 

governance by the śāstras and enjoyment become disordered for this one [the soul] .60 

																																																								
59 Tattvatraya 29-30: jñānātā eṉṟa pōtē karttā pōktā eṉṉum iṭam colliṟṟāyttu. kartrutva pōktrutvaṅkaḷ 
jñānāvastā vicēṣaṅkaḷ ākaiyālē. 
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For the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas, however, the agency of the soul does not imply its 

autonomy. In the Brahma Sūtra Bhāṣya 2.3.40, “Rāmānuja affirms that the soul’s agency is 

dependent (parādhīna) on the Lord because of śruti declaring the Lord to be the inner controller 

and cause of action (antaryāmi, niyantā, kārayitā).”61 Paradoxically, though the soul is affirmed 

as the agent of its actions, this does not mean that the actions of the finite self are totally 

independent of the Lord’s will. “Instead, the Supreme Self brings things about as a form of 

consent (anumati) to what the self otherwise freely chooses to do.”62 The individual has free will, 

so to speak, but can only act upon his63 will because the Lord permits it. Piḷḷai Lokācārya makes 

a similar statement in verse 35 of the Tattvatraya: “kartṛtva itself is dependent on the Lord.”64  

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s chief commentator, Maṇavāḷamāmuni, sheds some light on the 

particulars of the relationship of the soul’s agency to the Lord: 

Since the nature of sentient beings is knowledge, there exists the common capacity [for] 

action and abstention. Thus, Īśvara abides as the inner self (antarātmā) for the purpose of 

maintaining the essential nature. The sentient being who has the power of the essential 

nature that was brought into being by Him [the Lord] alone, remains, having grasped the 

knowledge, will, and effort that has arisen toward various things. Because [the Lord] is 

impartial in this situation, the Supreme Soul is as if indifferent. He has permission and 

indifference toward the performance of the injunctions and prohibitions that are suitable 

to the sentient being’s previous karmic tendencies. He [the Lord] produces assistance 

[for] that which is prescribed and punishment [for] that which is forbidden, granting to 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
60 Tattvatraya 31-32: cilar kuṇaṅkaḷukkē kartrutvam uḷḷatu ātmāvukku illai eṉṟārkaḷ. appōtu ivaṉukku 
cāstravacyataiyum pōktrutvamum kulaiyum. 
61 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 39. 
62 Ganeri. “Free Will, Agency, and Selfhood in Rāmānuja.” 
63	Throughout	this	dissertation	any	pronominal	referents	to	the	soul/disciple/cetana	from	the	works	of	Piḷḷai	
Lokācārya	are	given	in	the	gender	indicated	in	the	texts	cited,	which	happen	to	be	overwhelmingly	masculine.	
64 Tattvatraya 35: kartrutvam tāṉ īcvarātīnam. 
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each sentient being happiness that is the fruit of merit which is the nature of reward, and 

sorrow that is the fruit of sin which is the nature of punishment.65 

Because the Lord bestows upon the soul the ability to know, to do, and to enjoy, the finite self 

has the capacity to act as an agent in the attainment of his own desires. No action undertaken, 

however, is possible without the Lord’s active permission or, at least, His passive acquiescence. 

 This situation pertains because the soul is also a śeṣa. It is a difficult term to translate 

accurately into English. It is a kṛt pratyaya, or primary derivation that forms an action and/or 

agent noun based on the verb root śiṣ, meaning “to leave as a remainder, spare.”66 It is commonly 

translated as either “subordinate,” or “remnant.” I have opted here to translate it as either 

“subservient” or “subordinate.” The meaning of the term as it is used by Rāmānuja and, later, by 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya is developed from the commonly accepted meaning of the term in the Karma 

Mīmāsṃā school of thought. The Mīmāṁsakā understanding can be stated thus: “Śeṣa is a thing 

which exists for another, and that for which it exists is the Śeṣī.”67 As Carman notes, in both the 

Vedārtha Saṃgraha and Śrī Bhāṣya, Rāmānuja takes this Mīmāṁsaka definition as his basis, but 

also seems to have in mind a definition found in the work of the grammarians: “Śeṣa is an object 

																																																								
65 Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary to Tattvatraya 35: ellā cētanarukkum jñātrutvam s[va]pāvam 
ākaiyālē, sāmānyēna pravrutti nivrutti yōkyatvamuṇṭāyē irukkum; ippaṭiyāṉa svarūpattai 
nirvahikkaikkāka, īcvaraṉ antarātmāvāy koṇṭu nillāniṟkum; avaṉālē uṇṭākkappaṭṭa svarūpacaktiyai 
uṭaiyaṉāṉa cētanaṉ, avvō patārttaṅkaḷilē utpanna jñāna cikīrṣā prayatnaṉāy koṇṭu varttiyāniṟkum; 
avviṭattil matyastaṉ ākaiyālē utāsīnarai pole irukkiṟa paramātmāvāṉ avaṉ anta cētanaṉuṭaiya pūrva 
vāsanānurūpamāṉa viti niṣēta pravruttiyilē anumatiyaiyum anātarattaiyu[m] uṭaiyavaṉāy koṇṭu, 
vihitaṅkaḷilē anukrahattaiyum niṣittaṅkaḷilē nikrahattaiyum paṇṇāṟiṟpāṉāy, anukrahātmakamāṉa 
puṇyattukku palamāṉa sukattaiyum nikrahātmakamāṉa pāpattukku palamāṉa tukkattaiyum avvō 
cētanarkku koṭāniṟkum. All citations of Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary to the Tattvatraya verses have 
been sourced from: Piḷḷai Lokācārya. Tattvatrya with Maṇavāḷamāmunikaḷ’s commentary. Aṇṇaṅkarāriya, 
ed. Tricci: Śrīsutarcaṉarṭrasṭ, 1966. 
66 Apte, “The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary,” http://dsalsrv02.uchicago.edu/cgi-
bin/philologic/getobject.pl?c.5:1:4796.apte. 
67 Carman, The Theology of Rāmānuja, 147. 
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possessed, whereas the possessor is śeṣī.”68 Thus the term śeṣa implies that the soul is both an 

instrument of the Lord’s will and His property.  

 In his Vedārtha Saṃgraha Rāmānuja explains his understanding of the relationship 

between the śeṣa and the Śeṣī (the Lord) as follows: 

The śeṣa-śeṣī relationship in any situation means just this: the śeṣa is that whose essential 

nature consists solely in being useful to something else by virtue of its intention to 

contribute some excellence to this other thing, and this other (paraḥ) is the śeṣī. Thus 

sacrifice [or other work] and the effort it entails are undertaken by virtue of the intention 

of obtaining its meritorious result (phala), while everything else [all the accessories to the 

sacrifice] is undertaken with the intention of bringing the sacrifice [or other work] to a 

successful conclusion (siddha). In the same way, the essential nature of born slaves 

(garbhadāsa) and other servants is solely that they are beings who have value for their 

masters (puruṣa) by virtue of their intention to contribute some excellence to them. Thus 

everything is in the state of being subservient (śeṣa-bhutam) to the Lord, and He is the 

master and owner (śeṣī) of everything, as is declared in texts like “He is the ruler (vaśī) of 

all and the Lord (īṣanaḥ) of all”, and “the master (pati) of the universe.”69  

Although, indeed, the Lord has imbued the sentient being (cetana) with agency, the true purpose 

of this agency is the pleasure or glorification of the Lord.  

 In his Śrī Bhāṣya 2.3.42 Rāmānuja makes clear that it is the intention, or will, of the finite 

self to serve the Lord that determines the fruit of his actions: 

Favoring the one, who has become fixed in unbounded good will toward the Supreme 

Person, he causes him to find pleasure (ruci) in very auspicious actions leading to 

																																																								
68 Ibid., 147-148. 
69 Carman, trans., The Theology of Rāmānuja, 148. 
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attainment of himself. And disfavouring the one, who has become fixed in unbounded 

hostility to him, he causes him to find pleasure in actions opposed to attaining him, which 

are the means for going downward.70 

Thus, the finite self has agency in salvation in so far as he chooses to be inclined or disinclined 

toward the Lord.  

However, there is a question on the point of intention that remains unresolved in the work 

of Rāmānuja, as pointed out by Lipner: 

… is the agent’s “act of will” in the first place dependent upon the consent of the Lord or 

not? If it is, how is the agent really free to initiate action? If it is not, the Lord is not the 

universal cause.71   

The need to maintain the meaningfulness of Vedic injunctions means that the finite self or soul 

must be understood to be an agent, at least in so far as having the choice or intent to obey the 

dictates of śāstra or to spurn them. But, if the Lord is to be understood as the cause and support 

of all things, then the impulse toward salvation and the continued observation of śāstric 

imperatives, too, must begin with Him.  

In the Sanskrit stotra literature of Kūreśa and his son Bhaṭṭar, we find an early iteration 

of the problem presented by understanding the soul as both subservient to the Lord (śeṣatva) as 

well as the agent (kartṛtva) of the actions required by śāstra vis-à-vis the supremacy of the Lord. 

Both poets display a certain degree of ambivalence regarding the efficacy of the rituals 

prescribed by śāstra. “Formally extolled by both Ācāryas, the Śāstraic ritual commands are, at 

the same time lamented; indeed, the correct and constant performance of these rituals is deemed 

																																																								
70 Ganeri, trans., “Free Will, Agency, and Selfhood in Rāmānuja.” 
71 Julius Lipner, The Face of Truth: A Study of Meaning and Metaphysics in the Vedāntic Theology of 
Rāmānuja (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1986), 71. 
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impossible!”72 In the same stotra, Sundarabāhu Stava, Kūreśa celebrates both practicing the 

dharma enjoined by the Vedas (v. 100) and the fact that eons of accumulated sins can be 

forgiven by the Lord with “a single act of prostration” (v. 29).73  

The rigorous nature of the duties prescribed by śāstra for the expiation of sin seems to be 

a source of anxiety for these ācāryas. In the final verse of his Varadarāja Stava, Kūreśa writes: 

 If (yadi) it is a binding rule that You protect 

 only those who follow all the [Śāstric] injunctions 

 then You alone 

 Who are the remover [of all obstacles] 

 [should] grant me the power, qualification, will  

 and all else [I need to do so]!74  

Kūreśa, while acknowledging the necessity of fulfilling the obligations outlined by śāstra, 

expresses his inability to perform his duties without the aid of the Lord. In this way, he 

foregrounds the dependence of his soul. His prayer here is not for salvation, but for the Lord’s 

help in taking even the preliminary steps toward it. Bhaṭṭar, in verse 91 of his Śrīraṅgarāja 

Stava, goes further than Kūreśa on this point as he verges on a total disregard for Vedic 

injunctions: 

 O You Who are devoted to Śrīraṅgam! O Lord Raṅga! 

 Ignoring Your commandments and prohibitions 

 I continuously injure in word, thought, and deed 

 You and Your devotees. 

																																																								
72 Nancy Ann Nayar, Poetry as Theology: the Śrīvaiṣṇava Stotra in the age of Rāmānuja (Wiesbaden: O. 
Harrassowitz, 1992), 66. 
73 Ibid., 66-67. 
74 Ibid., trans., 68 
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 I delight in consciously or unconsciously committed offenses 

 which are unbearable to You. 

 Even so, because of Your forbearance, 

 please consider me Your own!75 

It is his very sinfulness and failure to perform his duties that leads Bhaṭṭar not only to  relinquish 

his agency but also to delight in the fact that his unworthiness is the cause for his taking refuge in 

the Lord. “As with his father, it is his experience of helplessness brought about by his sense of 

failure which compels him to seek shelter with the Lord.”76 While both ācāryas recognize the 

Vedic injunctions as necessary and, indeed, as commandments of the Lord, one gets the sense 

that their purpose is ultimately to lead one to realize himself as utterly dependent.  

  When Piḷḷai Lokācārya takes up the problem of the soul’s dual nature, he deals with it by 

conceiving of the soul as, at its core, totally subservient. His understanding of the soul as a 

knower (jñātā), which itself entails agency (kartṛtva),77 is qualified in the Mumukṣuppaṭi by the 

nature of the Lord as seen in the ‘a’ of the praṇava (auṃ). As a contraction of the term 

nārāyaṇa, which is to be understood in the dative (or fourth) case, the letter a refers to the Lord 

as “…the cause of the whole world and the savior of all.”78 Because the letter a also denotes the 

Lord’s auspicious qualities (kalyāṇaguṇa), the subservience of the soul (śeṣatva), coming as it 

does from these qualities, “… indeed is the essential nature (svarūpa) of the soul.”79 

Subservience is so central to the nature of the soul, in fact, that, “When there is no subservience 

																																																								
75 Ibid., trans., 69. 
76 Ibid., 69. 
77 Remember that Piḷḷai Lokācārya interprets the “m” of the praṇava to mean that the soul is a knower and 
different from the body (see p. 2, above). 
78 Mumme, trans., The Mumukṣuppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya (sūtras 35 and 48-50),  55 and 62. 
79 Ibid., (sūtras 54-55), 63. 
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(śeṣatva), there is no essential nature (svarūpa).”80 Further, the u of the praṇava means that the 

soul is subservient exclusively to the Lord.81 This exclusivity is such that it precludes the soul’s 

servitude to any other, including himself. Thus, the free will suggested by the soul’s jñātṛtva, 

kartṛtva, and bhoktṛtva is not only constrained by the soul’s dependence upon the Lord’s 

permission but by its own essential nature.   

Maṇavāḷamāmuni would later take up the implicit division between jñātṛtva, etc, and 

śeṣatva in clearly hierarchal terms. The terms he uses to distinguish them are svarūpa and 

svarūpāthātmya,82 respectively. “Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s dichotomy between the svarūpa and 

svarūpāthātmya is based on the idea that the centrality of subservience demands a 

reinterpretation of the soul’s nature of jñāna and ānanda as understood in the Vedānta.”83 The 

truth of the essential nature as jñātṛtva, etc. and śeṣatva is taught by śāstra. The deeper truth that 

śeṣatva is the essential nature “as it truly is” is taught by the Tirumantra.84 Although such a 

distinction does not appear in explicit terms in the works of Piḷḷai Lokācārya, he clearly 

prioritizes the servitude of the soul’s nature and thus the Lord as the cause of even the first 

inclination toward salvation through Him. 

In sūtra 73 of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam Piḷḷai Lokācārya deals with the tension between 

the Vedāntic definition of the soul as a “knower” (jñātā) and “enjoyer” (bhoktā),85 and the soul’s 

essential servitude with the term “taṭastha.” His use of this term is suggestive of the hierarchical 

relationship, defined by Maṇavāḷamāmuni, between these characteristics. A simple translation of 

the sūtra is as follows: “Knowledge and bliss are indicative characteristics (taṭastham) in regard 

																																																								
80 Ibid., (sūtra 56), 64. 
81 Ibid., (sūtras 58-59), 65. 
82 The term is a compound noun from sva-rūpa-atha-atmya, meaning “having the nature of the totality of 
the essential nature.” 
83 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, p. 50. 
84 Ibid. 
85 Thus, a kartā, according to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s position in the Tattvatraya, as above. 
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to the self; as such, servitude alone (dāsyamiṟe) is the definition of the inmost limb.” Literally, 

taṭastha means “stands (stha) on the shore (taṭa).” According to Apte’s “Practical Sanskrit-

English Dictionary” this compound noun can be defined as “that property or lakṣaṇa 

[characteristic] of a thing which is distinct from its nature, and yet is the property by which it is 

known.”86 Much in the way a shore indicates the existence of a body of water, but is not itself 

that body of water, so too is the relation of knowledge and bliss to the central truth of the soul’s 

essential nature of servitude.     

If śeṣatva (or dāsya) is the true state of the soul, pāratantrya (“dependence”) is its 

appropriate mode in salvation. Piḷḷai Lokācārya introduces this corollary of subservience in sūtra 

71 of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam: “The fruit of dependence (pāratantrya) is the cessation of self-

effort; the fruit of subservience (śeṣatva) is the cessation of self-aim.” The realization of one’s 

subservience means knowing that his svarūpa is in the hands of the Lord. It means knowing that 

the qualities of the soul are produced by Him and that the soul has no purpose but the Lord’s. 

More than this, it is dependence – knowing that there is nothing that one can do to be saved. 

Maṇavāḷamāmuni comments: 

Because he possesses the agency and enjoyment that are the result of intelligence, 

therefore [he] is such that he is capable of self-effort and self-aim. Because of the doubt 

that is said, “by what means [does] the cessation of both of these [self-effort and self-aim] 

occur for him?,” he [Piḷḷai Lokācārya] answers to that [doubt] with the pair of words 

beginning with “svayatnanivrutti.” That is to say, having caused [him] to have agency 

that is dependent on intelligence, he [should] not make even one effort for attaining the 

Lord, this is the cessation of self-effort. The result of dependence is that which has as a 

																																																								
86 Apte, “The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary,” http://dsalsrv02.uchicago.edu/cgi-
bin/philologic/getobject.pl?c.2:1:4612.apte. 
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beginning the condition of the essential nature’s dependence on the Lord. In the same 

manner, having made [him] to have enjoyment [as a quality], the cessation of self-aim is 

being without pleasure in one [thing] for himself except [that which] causes pleasure for 

the Lord. The result of subservience is the purification of the state of giving excellence to 

the Lord. With this, dependence and subservience are both the essential nature of the 

soul, therefore, having realized those aspects, these two [cessations] occur of their own 

accord.87 

The dependence of the soul is such that even the conditions for such a realization are produced 

for the soul by the Lord. “Like the seed that falls into the field that has been continually 

ploughed, planted, and reaped for a long time grows up to fruit, these are produced on their own 

for him [the cetana]- the ploughman of bhakti [the Lord] creates fruit in a dry land by its own 

accord.”88 Over countless eons the Lord alone has worked tirelessly to ensure the soul’s 

salvation, waiting only for an excuse to bestow him with His grace.  

 

2.2 The Lord’s dual nature 

That the Lord is the sole cause of salvation is, for Piḷḷai Lokācārya, revealed by the Lord’s dual 

nature of paratva (supremacy) and saulabhya (accessibility). He explains in the Mumukṣuppaṭi 

that the Lord’s name, ‘Nārāyaṇa,’ is indicative of the polarity that is essential to the soul’s 

																																																								
87 Maṇavāḷamāmuṉi’s commentary to Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 71:  āṉāl jñātrutvakāryamāṉa 
kartrutvapōktrutvaṅkaḷai uṭaiyavaṉ ākaiyālē svayatnasvaprayōjanaṅkaḷukkarhaṉāy irukka, ivai 
iraṇṭiṉuṭaiyavum nivrutti ivaṉukkevvaḻiyālē varukiṟa teṉkiṟa caṅkaiyilē attai aruḷiceykiṟār, 
(svayatnanivrutti) ityāti vakyatvayattālē, atāvatu- jñātrutvanipantanamāṉa kartutvamuṇṭāy irukka ceytē 
pakavatprāptikku tāṉoru yatnampaṇṇāmal irukkai ākiṟa inta svayatnamivrutti, 
parātīnasvarūpasttitiyātimattvam ākiṟa pāratantryattiṉ kāryam; appaṭiyē pōktrutvam uṇṭāyirukka ceytē, 
attalaiyai rasippikkum toḻiya taṉakkeṉṉa oṉṟil rasam iṉṟikkē irukkai ākiṟa svaprayōjana nivrutti 
parāticayātāyakatvamē vaṭivāy irukkai ākiṟa cēṣatvattiṉ kāryam, ittāl – pāratantryacēṣatvaṅkaḷ iraṇṭum 
ātmāvukku svarūpam ākaiyālē, avvākāraṅkaḷai aṟiyavē ivai iraṇṭum taṉṉaṭaiyē varum eṉṟatāyttu. 
88 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 385. 
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release from saṃsāra.89 He parses the term as ‘nāra’ and ‘ayana.’ Nāra, he tells us, is a term for 

the whole host of eternal beings, meaning everything from His own qualities of knowledge, bliss, 

etc., to the gods and bound souls.90 Ayana means ‘support’ or ‘locus.’ When the term is taken as 

a tatpuruṣa compound ‘nārāyaṇa’ means “the support or locus of the eternal beings.” When 

taken as a bahuvrīhi compound, on the other hand, it means “he who has the eternal beings as 

His support or locus.”91 Thus the Lord appears in this dual mode, being both the foundation of all 

of creation and being supported by it. “What results from these two is [the Lord’s] supremacy 

(paratva) and accessibility (saulabhya).”92  

Paratva and saulabhya became, after the time of Rāmānuja, important terms for 

characterizing the two sets of qualities of the Lord. Paratva describes the qualities of the Lord 

that constitute His supremacy and point to His inaccessibility. Saulabhya refers to the qualities 

that are related to the fact that the Supreme Lord, because of His compassion for the human soul, 

descends to the phenomenal realm to make Himself accessible to His creatures. Though 

Rāmānuja himself does not use these terms in this way, Carman points to Rāmānuja’s 

introduction to the Gītābhāṣya as evidence of a similar mode of thinking. Highlighting the 

distinction made therein between two sets of the Lord’s qualities, Carman tells us,  

The first group consists of the ṣaḍguṇas, the “six attributes” of Bhagavān: knowledge 

(jñāna), untiring strength (bala), sovereignty (aiśvarya), immutability (vīrya), creative 

power (śakti), and splendor (tejas). The second group consists of compassion or mercy 

																																																								
89 Mumme, trans., The Mumukṣuppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya (sūtras 95-96), 80. 
90 Ibid., (sūtras 96-97), 80-81. 
91 Ibid., (sūtras 98-99), 84-85. 
92 Ibid., (sūtra 100), 85. 
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(kāruṇya), gracious condescension (sauśīlya), forgiving and protecting love (vātsalya), 

and generosity (audārya).93  

These two sets of qualities speak to the salvific paradox presented by the Lord’s nature. In the 

words of Rāmānuja: 

This Nārāyaṇa, the Supreme Person [Puruṣottama], when He created the entire 

universe of everything from the god Brahmā to motionless stones, remains with His same 

essential nature [svena-rūpeṇa] and is inaccessible even by such means as the meditation 

and worship of men or of gods like Brahmā.  

But being a shoreless ocean of compassion, gracious condescension, forgiving 

love [or motherly affection (vātsalya)] and generosity, while still not losing His own 

inherent nature and attributes [sva-svabhāvam-ajahad-eva], He has assumed His own 

bodily form [svam-eva-rūpam], which on each occasion has the same generic structure as 

one of the various classes of creatures, and in these various shapes He has descended 

again and again to the various worlds where they dwell, where having been worshiped by 

these different kinds of creatures, He has granted them whatever they prayed for, whether 

meritorious action, wealth, physical pleasure, or deliverance, according to their own 

desire. 

 Although the immediate occasion of His descents is to relieve the earth’s burden 

of evildoers, their deeper intention is to provide a refuge for those who resort to Him, 

even for such creatures as we, by becoming a visible object to all mankind and 

																																																								
93 Carman, The Theology of Rāmānuja, 79. 
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accomplishing such Divine feats as captivate the hearts and eyes of all creatures high and 

low.94 

Though the Lord in His Supreme form remains forever inaccessible to gods and men, He 

manifests Himself in the world. That is, He makes Himself accessible and even desirable so that 

His creatures might be uplifted. For the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas the fact that the supreme Lord, who 

is absolutely full and without need of anything, would condescend to such action is the great 

mystery of His love.  

With the twelfth to fifteenth century ācāryas, we find that the theological distinction of 

paratva and saulabhya had been reinterpreted in explicitly soteriological terms as the Lord’s 

autonomy (svātantrya) and mercy (kṛpā, kāruṇya).95 The interplay of the qualities that make up 

these characteristcs for the purpose of saving the soul is explained by Piḷḷai Lokācārya in the 

Mumukṣuppaṭi as follows: 

Affection (vātsalya) is for not being afraid upon seeing one’s sins. Lordliness or 

ownership (svāmitva) is for being certain that the work will be done. Affability (sauśīlya) 

is for not leaving upon seeing his lordliness. Knowledge and power (jñāna, śakti) are for 

removing obstacles and granting himself [as the final goal].96 

The affection (vātsalya) and affability (sauśīlya) of the Lord are qualities expressive of His 

mercy (kṛpā); His ownership (svāmitva), knowledge (jñāna), and power (śakti) are characteristic 

of His autonomy (svātantrya). We find here that His mercy is manifest primarily for the purpose 

of removing fear from the soul – both one’s fear of his own sinfulness and fear of the Lord’s 

autonomy. His autonomy here, on the other hand, is meant to inspire the soul to trust in the Lord 

as the sole means of salvation.  
																																																								
94 Ibid., 78. 
95 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute, 188 
96 Mumme, trans., The Mumukṣuppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya (sūtra 138), 121. 
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   Evident in the above passage, the Lord’s supreme autonomy is also expressed in the fact 

that “…He functions as the judge of karma, meting out rewards and punishments when pleased 

or displeased by the soul’s action.” 97 This is the cause of the fear that His mercy is meant to 

assuage. Despite His role as the Lord of karma, out of His boundless love and compassion for 

the soul He works tirelessly to free the soul from the karma that keeps him hopelessly bound in 

saṃsāra. The balance between these two aspects of the Lord’s nature is most clearly expressed, 

according to Piḷḷai Lokācārya, in the arcāvatāra (i.e., the Lord’s image form).  

 According to Śrīvaiṣṇava theology the Lord manifests in five forms: (1) para, the 

Supreme Lord resident in his heavenly abode of Vaikuṇṭha; (2) vyūha, the emanations that 

oversee the creation, maintenance, and dissolution of the worlds; (3) vibhava, the avatāras or 

descents of the Lord into human history (i.e., Vāmana, Rāma, Kṛṣṇa, etc.); (4) antaryāmin, the 

inner controller residing in the hearts of men; and (5) arcāvatāra, the Lord as the idol placed in 

the temple or home shrine.98 Narayanan notes that “[t]he last, and the most important form of 

Viṣṇu, for Śrīvaiṣṇavas, is his permanent descent into the world as an image which can be 

worshipped. This image is an actual and real manifestation of the deity, neither lesser than nor a 

symbol of other forms. It is wholly and completely God, though it does not exhaust his 

essence.”99 

In his Arthapañcakam Piḷḷai Lokācārya describes the wondrous nature of this form:  

																																																								
97 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute, 188. 
98 These five manifestations are based on the Pañcarātra conception of the Lord’s forms. For information 
on the relation of Viśiṣtādvaita Vedānta to Pañcarātra see Gerhard Oberhammer and Marion Rastelli, eds., 
Studies in Hinduism III: Pañcarātra and Viśiṣtādvaita Vedānta (Wien: VÖAW, 2002) and Gerhard 
Oberhammer and Marion Rastelli, eds., Studies in Hinduism IV: On the Mutual Influences and 
Relationship of Viśiṣtādvaita Vedānta and Pañcarātra (Wien: VÖAW, 2007). 
99 Vasudha Narayanan, “Arcavatara On Earth as He is in Heaven,” in Gods of Flesh, Gods of Stone: The 
Embodiment of Divinity in India, eds. Joanne Waghorne, Norman Cutler, and Vasudha Narayanan, 53-68 
(Chambersburg, PA: Anima, 1985), 54. 
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The Arcā-Form consists in the images of Bhagavān (God) which accommodate 

themselves to the various tastes of His creatures for their worship, having no fixed form, 

but that which the worshipper may choose and desire to have of Him; having no fixed 

name but that which the worshipper may choose and desire to call Him by; all-knowing, 

but seeming as if not-knowing; all-powerful, but seeming as if powerless; all-sufficient, 

but seeming as if needy; - thus seeming to exchange places, the Worshipped with the 

worshipper, and choosing to be ocularly manifest to him in temples and homes, in short 

at all places and at all times desired.100  

The dramatic reversal of roles made explicit by the arcāvatāra is indicative, for Piḷḷai  

Lokācārya, of the degree of the Lord’s compassion for the soul. That the all-powerful, 

autonomous Lord would condescend to being dependent upon His devotees is expressive of the 

mystery of His compassion for the souls bound in saṃsāra. He takes this form in order to inspire 

the love for and trust in Him that will produce the soul’s acceptance of His protection. 

For the sentient beings who are continuously disinclined, who are concentrating on other 

objects, and who cannot be corrected by śāstra, this [arcāvatāra] indeed, converts 

aversion to hunger; This must be explained – if the taste is produced it becomes as the 

upāya, if accepting the upāya, it is the object of enjoyment.101  

By becoming an object of the physical world, moreover, the Lord appeals to the conventional 

tendency of the soul caught in saṃsāra to become attached to sense objects. “The arcā invokes 

awe and ecstasy from the Śrīvaiṣṇava devotees who believe that God’s total presence at select 

																																																								
100 Alkondavilli Govindacarya and G.A. Grierson, trans., The Artha Pañcaka of Piḷḷai Lokacarya, 577. 
101 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 43. 
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dwelling places is the visible and tangible proof that He is a God of grace Who deeply cares for 

His creatures and relates to them in terms they can understand.”102  

Attachment to this form, while problematic when applied to inappropriate objects, is “the 

most important cause of the qualities of the soul produced for him [by the Lord].”103 Thus, out of 

His love for the soul, He appears in the form of the arcāvatāra to convert the basic inclination of 

the individual to form attachments to inappropriate objects to attachment to the goal of attaining 

Him. Paradoxically, His descent in this form is also proof of the extreme limit of the Lord’s 

absolute autonomy. “It is only out of His unprompted, intractable, and unquestionable will that 

He does this.”104  

Indeed, without being absolutely autonomous, His compassion for the soul alone would 

be insufficient for the purpose of saving the soul. That is, he could not descend purely out of His 

own will as the arcāvatāra, let alone as Rāma or Kṛṣṇa, nor save the soul despite its accumulated 

karma simply because He desired to do so. Yet, His autonomy, especially as the Lord of karma, 

unqualified by compassion would leave the soul forever caught in saṃsāra as reaching Him by 

self-effort alone is not possible. Salvation, in fact, like the realization of one’s svarūpa, is 

attained for the soul by the Lord alone. Through the countless births of the soul, the Lord creates 

the pretext for salvation. With the slightest inclination of the soul toward him, He collects all of 

one’s unintentional good deeds and multiplies them by ten.105 

 

																																																								
102 Katherine Young, “Beloved Places (ukantaruḷiṉanilaṅkaḷ): the correlation of topography and theology 
in the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition of South India” (Ph.D. thesis, McGill University, 1978), 145. 
103 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 94. 
104 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute, 189. 
105 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 377 
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2.3 Potential Problems 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya is absolutely clear that for salvation it is unnecessary that the individual do even 

one thing for himself.106 Even fault (doṣa) and lack of quality (guṇahāni) are the characteristics 

that provide the ground for an openness to accepting the Lord’s protection.107 In fact, the only 

fault here is believing oneself to have destroyed fault and lack of character without the aid of the 

Lord.108 Thinking oneself to be independent stands in direct opposition to the knowledge of the 

self as subservient to the Lord. Taking it upon oneself to destroy fault and lack of quality - that 

is, thinking oneself to be an agent in one’s own salvation - precludes acceptance of the Lord’s 

protection. And, as we see in sūtra 60, “For the fruit [of surrender to the Lord] self-knowledge 

(ātmajñāna) and non-denial (apratiśedha) are required.”109  

Part of self-knowledge is expressing the humility appropriate to the soul’s essential 

nature of servitude. In this way, a low-birth is, in fact, better, as humility is acquired by birth.110 

For the brāhmaṇa born, humility must be cultivated. Indeed, the need to cling to caste 

distinctions is a mark that one persists in assuming an identity different from the essential nature 

of the soul. As such, Piḷḷai Lokācārya tells us that, “The cause of harm is the name that comes 

with village, family, etc.”111 This is because “the designation by name of village, family, etc., is 

producing ahaṃkāra, therefore, it has been said that [these] damage the essential nature and 

make [it] without purpose. Thus, he should not be designated by these [names].”112 As it is 

articulated in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, ahaṃkāra (“pride”) is the primary reason for non-

																																																								
106 Ibid.,  384. 
107 Ibid., 16. 
108 Ibid., 18. 
109 Ibid.,  60. 
110 Ibid.,  214, 216 and 217. 
111 Ibid., 78. 
112 Maṇavāḷamāmuṉi’s commentary to Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 78: krāmakulātivyapatēcam 
ahaṅkārajanakam ākaiyālē svarūpahānirūpānarttakaram eṉṟapaṭi; ākaiyālavaṟṟāl ivaṉ vyapatēṣṭavyaṉ 
allaṉ eṉṟu karttu. 
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attainment of the Lord. It is the conceit of an identity distinct from the soul and the delusion of 

self-ownership. Thus, “If one removes the bondage caused by pride (ahaṃkāra), the unperishing 

name for the soul is servant (aṭiyāṉ).”113  

Ahaṃkāra arises both from erroneous thinking, as with the false identification of the self 

with village, family, etc., and, importantly, from the actions one undertakes based on this 

misidentification. The term is derived from two lexemes – the pronoun aham meaning “I” and 

the verbal root kṛ meaning “to do.” This is the same verb root that we find in the terms kartṛtva 

and kartā, introduced above. Here it undergoes a primary derivation (kṛt pratyaya) that 

transforms it into an agent noun. The basic meaning of kāra is “doer” or “maker.” So, ahaṃkāra 

might be literally read as one who “does or makes the self.” It can also mean “self-action,” “self-

effort,” or “self-exertion.” The point here being that “pride” is fundamentally about what we do.  

This, for Piḷḷai Lokācārya, is why only prapatti and ācāryābhimāna are suitable to the 

essential nature of the soul. The peculiar merit of one who surrenders (prapanna) is that he not 

only abstains from that which is prohibited by śāstra, but also from that which it prescribes.114 

Any upāya that calls for effort on the part of the individual, in his estimation, includes 

ahaṃkāra. Quoting Tirukkurukaippirāṉpiḷḷāṉ, he says, “other means are blended with ahaṃkāra 

like holy water in a golden pot with a drop of liquor.”115 Bhaktiyoga stipulates that the devotee 

must actively engage in the pursuit of attainment, requires adherence to śāstric injunction, and 

depends upon an individual’s varṇa and āśrama (caste and stage of life). It cultivates pride by 

recognizing the individual as having an identity distinct from the soul and by suggesting that he 

has a degree of autonomy - that he can act as an agent in his own salvation, thus negating the 

																																																								
113 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 124. 
114 Ibid., 101. 
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soul’s dependence and subservience. Further, it suggests that the soul has something to give to 

the Lord that does not already belong to Him, thus negating the soul’s status as śeṣa.  

Like a shell to a gem, like a lemon to a kingdom, [this] is not equal to the fruit. 

Indeed, there is poverty; therefore there is not even one thing to give to Him. 

Giving that which is His, even if giving in the proper manner and place, is not the means; 

if giving in the improper manner, it is exposed as theft.116 

There is literally nothing that the individual can do that could possibly warrant the gift of the 

Lord’s grace. “Furthermore, to offer the devotion which the śeṣa rightfully owes to the Lord as if 

it were a gift or payment shows the soul to be a thief.”117  

Thus, prapatti, according to Piḷḷai Lokācārya, cannot be understood as a means (upāya) 

to attainment of the Lord. If it is taken as such, we would have to admit that the soul retains 

agency, that there is something one can do to obtain the Lord’s grace. In fact, we find that when 

prapatti is taken as a means, “prapatti, being the expiation for all faults, is itself among the 

multitude of faults requiring forgiveness.”118 As we have already seen, active engagement in the 

process of salvation produces ahaṃkāra and is contrary to the soul’s essential nature. Thus, for 

him, prapatti must be understood as no more than a cognitive assent to the total surrender of any 

claim of agency and/or will to the Lord in recognition of one’s dependence and servitude. The 

Lord is the sole means to salvation. Even the motivation to surrender is attributed to Him, “… it 

is the Lord’s gracious will and overwhelming efforts to save – through teaching, avatāras, etc. – 

which prompt the soul to surrender to Him.”119  
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119 Mumme, The Srivaisnava theological dispute, 104. 
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Commenting on Mumukṣuppaṭi 239, Maṇavāḷamāmuni quotes from Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

Parantapaṭi to clarify the nature of prapatti: 

This kind of thinking is a special cognition (jñānaviśeṣa) consisting of firm resolve, one 

which 1) lies outside the category of things to be abandonded, 2) is not included in the 

category of the upāya, 3) is preceded by relinquishing other means (prāpākantara), 4) 

consists of consenting to the Lord’s protection, 5) is an effect of [the soul’s] sentience, 6) 

implies a prayer, 7) makes the Lord rejoice, 8) is in accord with the soul’s essential 

nature, and 9) is without [the possibility] of failure or delay.120 

This passage serves to highlight the passive nature of prapatti in that it is a cognition rather than 

an action, while at the same time acknowledging the soul as a jñātā (“knower”) and kartā 

(“doer”). These qualities of the soul, however, are in their proper context here. As we saw hinted 

at in the works of Kūreśa and Bhaṭṭar above, the purpose of the soul’s jñātṛtva is to realize its 

śeṣatva and thus surrender to the Lord. Having recognized one’s utter helplessness, the purpose 

of the soul’s kartṛtva is to pray for the Lord’s assistance in salvation. Neither of these, however, 

should be understood as being instrumental or essential to salvation.  Even the certainty of 

prapatti (i.e., number 9 of this list) is not affected by the soul’s surrender. As Piḷḷai Lokācārya 

states in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, “When one thinks to obtain Him, this prapatti is not the 

means.”121 It is merely an acknowledgment of one’s true nature. Rather, prapatti is without 

failure because, by relinquishing agency, the Lord Himself becomes the upāya and He is 

absolutely without failure or fault. “When He [the Lord] thinks to obtain this one [the soul], even 

grievous sin is not at all an obstruction.”122  
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While much celebrated by the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas,123 the Lord’s dual nature is also 

recognized by Piḷḷai Lokācārya as the source of pronounced anxiety for His devotees. When one 

takes bhakti as their upāya, the individual experiences fear due to the śāstric prescriptions 

requiring self-effort, which, of course, is a kind of independence (svātantrya) or agency. That is, 

one becomes aware of his inability to properly and continuously perform the prescribed duties 

autonomously. Piḷḷai Lokācārya shows that this situation produces fear by citing the Jitantā 

Stotra, I.9: “That fear is produced [is shown] by the saying, ‘Great fear exists for me…’”124 This 

fear, however, is merely a symptom of the fact that, when the Lord is not taken as the sole upāya, 

the means is contrary to the essential nature of the soul. “The preeminent reason for complete 

renunciation of other means (prāpakāntara) is not ignorance or powerlessness, it is opposition to 

the essential nature [of the soul].”125 Vedic injunctions, in Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s soteriological 

paradigm, serve two purposes. First, they produce trust in śāstra, which in turn prevents harm to 

others.126 Second, and most importantly, they produce the conditions that produce the fear that 

produces the realization of the soul’s essential nature. Thus, the individual is compelled to take 

refuge in the Lord as his only means of salvation. “Bhakti slips away because of fear (bhayattāle) 

of one’s own independence.”127   

Fear is present too, however, for the prapanna who has taken the Lord as both the upāya 

(means) and upeya (goal) of salvation. Though he does much to assuage this anxiety, he admits 

that even after surrendering to the Lord, one will vacillate between fear and fearlessness until the 

time of attainment (i.e., death).128 “Since one is still under the influence of karma and prakṛti in 
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the meantime, and since the same Lord who is the upāya is also the judge of karma, it is natural 

that the prapanna will occasionally experience doubt and fear.”129 He gives the causes of this 

fear as: evaluation of one’s own defects, karma, and the knowledge of what should be 

removed.130 The burden of the soul’s faults and accumulated karma is such that it seems to be 

wholly insurmountable. “Maṇavāḷamāmuni explains that when the unpredictable Lord and Judge 

of karma is chosen as the upāya, there is the possibility that He may at any point reject the soul 

on account of his sin.”131 In each case, however, Piḷḷai Lokācārya reminds us that there is a 

panacea for this fear - trust in the Lord. Fearlessness, according to him, results from examining 

the qualities of the Lord, the Lord’s compassion, and knowing that all that should be removed 

shall be removed by the Lord.132 This alternation between states of fear and fearlessness after 

surrendering to the Lord appears to be a matter of course for Piḷḷai Lokācārya. He even makes 

the point that for the prapanna it is essential that he continue serving the Lord even when his fear 

overwhelms his trust in Him: “Service, indeed, should come such that its source is fear when its 

source is not devotion.”133 Though Piḷḷai Lokācārya attempts to reassure the prapanna that the 

Lord is powerless to abandon him,134 he nevertheless admits that, “Prapatti slips away because 

of fear (bhayattāle) of the Lord’s independence.”135 

 On account of the ahaṃkāra and fear that are so destructive to the fruition of the soul’s 

essential nature, Piḷḷai Lokācārya presents a third path to salvation, ācāryābhimāna (love of the 

ācārya).136 Bhaktiyoga and prapatti rely on the autonomy of the soul and the autonomy of the 

																																																								
129 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute, 160. 
130 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 363, 397, and 399. 
131 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava theological dispute, 239. 
132 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 363, 397, and 399. 
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Lord, respectively. As I will discuss at length in the following chapters, ācāryābhimāna avoids 

the problem of fear by relying on the trans-mediate  figure of the ācārya. Suffice it to say here 

that because the ācārya is the living agent of the Lord’s compassion for the soul without any of 

His autonomy, one need not fear being abandoned on account of karma or sin. Ahaṃkāra 

remains, even here, however, as a potential problem. “Since attachment to the ācārya is itself 

pregnant with pride, it is like taking and putting on the ring of the God of death.”137 Just as 

surrendering to the Lord is itself not the means to the fruit of prapatti, so too assenting to a 

relationship with an ācārya is not the means to the fruit of ācāryābhimāna. Rather, it is only the 

ācārya’s affection for his disciple that saves the soul.  

 

2.4 Conclusion 

The characteristics of the soul are, on the one hand, “knowledge” (jñātṛtva), “agency” (kartṛtva), 

and “enjoyment” (bhoktṛtva) and, on the other, “subservience” (śeṣatva). In the Śrīvacana 

Bhūṣaṇam Piḷḷai Lokācārya adds an important corollary to the soul’s characteristic as śeṣatva, 

“dependence” (pāratantrya). He uses this term, in part, to contrast the extreme limits of the 

salvific paradigm. The Lord, in His infinite supremacy, is absolutely autonomous (svātantrya). 

The soul, as His subordinate (śeṣa), is utterly dependent (pāratantrya) upon Him. The contrast 

between these two terms also serves to clarify the capacity of the soul in salvation. The Lord is 

the only autonomous actor here. When the individual makes any claim whatsoever to autonomy, 

he is acting in opposition to the Lord and even to his own true nature. Thus, for Piḷḷai Lokācārya, 

the soul’s nature as jñātṛtva, etc., is completely subordinated to the deeper truth of the soul’s 

śeṣatva and pāratantrya.  
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Fear and ahaṃkāra emerge as the primary problems faced by the soul in undertaking 

both bhaktiyoga and prapatti. The fear (bhaya) that results from self-effort (svayatna) and self-

aim (svaprayojana) are symptomatic of the underlying problem of the individual’s 

misidentification as an autonomous agent. Furthermore, such an identification is indicative of the 

ahaṃkāra that for Piḷḷai Lokācārya is so problematic to salvation. When understood as an act of 

self-aim, “Even the cessation of fault is a fault.”138 The individual’s belief that he can affect the 

change necessary for salvation to occur, whether it be through proper conduct as prescribed by 

the śāstra, or even through seeking refuge with the Lord, obstructs the Lord’s movements upon 

the soul as both may be the cause of ahaṃkāra. It would seem, however, that fear and ahaṃkāra, 

as destructive as they are to the soul’s essential nature, are so common to the experience of being 

bound in saṃsāra that they make the fruition of the essential nature and thus the proper 

relationship with the Lord near impossible without the intercession of an ācārya.139  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
138 Ibid., 179. 
139 Ibid., 432. 



	 56	

Mediation 
	
3.0 Introduction 

Before moving on to a discussion of the ācārya’s unique position and how it is presented by 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, it will be necessary to explore two important issues 

that inform his thinking about the salvific process: the concept of puruṣakāra and the 

significance of the guruparamparā. I will provide a brief overview of puruṣakāra, or 

intercession, as it develops in the tradition and how this pertains to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s view of the 

salvific paradigm and the ācārya. Next, I will look at how the ācārya and guruparamparā in the 

early tradition lays the foundation for Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s insistence on the ācārya’s salvific role. 

In this chapter I aim to show the literary-theological context for his conception of the ācārya’s 

role in salvation in order to highlight how his work on the issues around the paradoxical nature 

of salvation elaborates upon pre-existent notions of the intercessory function (puruṣakāra) of the 

Goddess and the transformative mediation of the line of ācāryas (the guruparamparā) who share 

a special connection to the Lord.   

 

3.1 Puruṣakāra  

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s formulation of both prapatti and ācāryābhimāna emphasizes the importance 

of a mediator in correcting the soul’s relationship to the Lord. From a very early period in the 

development of the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition, there is a pronounced inclination toward understanding 

the mediation of Śrī and/or the ācārya/guruparamparā as a necessary corollary to salvation by 

the Lord. The basic problem being addressed by this position is the tension between the 

subservience (śeṣatva) of the soul and the unpredictable autonomy (svātantrya) of the Lord. In 

the system set forth by Piḷḷai Lokācārya, as pointed out by Pratap Kumar, there seems, however, 
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to be no logical necessity for such mediation.140 The soul’s dependence upon the Lord is so 

complete that there is literally nothing that one can do to attain salvation. In fact, sūtra 70 of the 

Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam goes even further proclaiming that the Lord alone is “the one who attains, 

the one who procures, and the one who pleasures from attainment.”141 Thus the focus on 

mediation in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, particularly the mediation of an ācārya, is somewhat 

puzzling.  

According to Piḷḷai Lokācārya, there are three adhikāris (people eligible to perform 

prapatti): the ignorant (ajñar), the religious authority (jñānādhikarar), and those who are subject 

to devotion (bhaktivivaśar).142 All three are unavoidably subject to mediation.143 Why, given that 

the Lord is not only autonomous, but also compassionate, is mediation necessary? The answer 

provided by the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam is that the relationship between the prapanna and the Lord 

is both eternal and, importantly for the topic of mediation, conditional. It must be recalled here 

that Piḷḷai Lokācārya presupposes two levels of existence that pertain for the human being before 

his final attainment of the Lord. He is, of course, in his truest, eternal form no more than a soul 

(ātman) that is dependent on the Lord (a śeṣa). He is also, however, a sentient being (cetana) 

whose mundane existence is conditioned by karma. The fundamental relationship (saṃbandha) 

between the ātman and the Lord, “indeed, is not conditional; it is that which arises from 

existence.”144 This is the relationship of the śeṣa to the śeṣī. It is the basis for the love of the Lord 

that inspires one to seek refuge with Him. It is unconditioned by the good or bad qualities of 

either. It is unconditioned by karma. It simply is.  
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In the relationship between the cetana and the Lord, however, there is dependence 

(pāratantrya) that is both eternal and conditional.145 Their eternal dependence is, as above, the 

natural state of being for both as śeṣa and śeṣī. According to Piḷḷai Lokācārya, it is the 

conditional dependence of the two that makes the mediation of their relationship absolutely 

essential. Though he does not state it outright, this conditioned dependence refers to their 

respective reliance on karma. “The problem of human life is set by the fact that the jīvātman 

(embodied soul), on the one hand, has accumulated numerous defects from which it cannot get 

free, and the Lord, on the other hand, is committed by His own will to reward and punish 

karma.”146  The weight of the karmic burden of any given soul is such that none are capable of 

freeing themselves from the bondage of saṃsāra save by taking refuge with the Lord. The Lord, 

however, is also bound by karma. It is His sworn duty to bring the consequences of karma to 

fruition and thereby uphold the dictates of śāstra. Thus, both are caught in a conundrum. The 

soul seeks salvation, but cannot reach it. Out of His compassion the Lord wants to save the soul, 

but as the Lord of karma He allows the soul to suffer in saṃsāra. Even in seeking out the Lord’s 

protection the cetana’s karma produces further obstructions (fear and pride) to the realization of 

the correct relationship between them, and the Lord finds it difficult to accept the soul with all its 

faults.  Prapatti, as Piḷḷai Lokācārya understands it, requires only that the cetana understand 

himself as subservient and accept the Lord’s protection - he must realize his utter dependence 

upon the Lord and as such take Him as both the means (upāya) and the goal (upeya) of salvation. 

Due, however, to the fear produced by contemplating one’s karmic burden and the Lord’s 

reaction to it, this simple assent is not as easy as it seems.  Thus, “these two invoke aid for the 
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destruction of their errors.”147 These errors - their respective dependence on karma - are put to an 

end by mediation.148  

Because the Lord is otherwise absolutely autonomous and thus may withdraw his favour 

at any time, Piḷḷai Lokācārya sees that there needs to be continual third-party intercession on 

behalf of the cetana (sentient being), even after surrendering to the Lord, in order to attain the 

final liberation that is abode in his realm of Vaikuṇṭha. In the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam this 

intercession is carried out by two figures: the Goddess (Ta. ‘Pirāṭṭi’; Skt. ‘Sītā’) and the ācārya. 

The Goddess as intercessor in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam takes something of a back seat to Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya’s exposition on the role of the ācārya. However, her appearance as puruṣakāra 

alongside the Lord as the upāya in the opening sūtras of the text set the terms for his insistence 

on the necessity of the ācārya’s mediation.  

 

3.2 Śrī as puruṣakāra 

In its earliest iteration, the doctrine of the Goddess’s intercession is expressed as taking refuge 

with her before the Lord.149 The first time we see this intercession referred to specifically as 

																																																								
147 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 155: iruvarum muṉṉiṭukiṟatum tantāṅ kuṟṟaṅkaḷai śamippikkaikkāka. The fact 
that Piḷḷai Lokācārya refers to this situation as the ‘kuṟṟam’ of both the finite self and the Lord is an 
interesting problem in our understanding of the Lord in his system. Piḷḷai Lokācārya regularly uses the 
Sanskrit term ‘doṣa’ to indicate ‘fault or defect,’ but here he uses the Tamil term ‘kuṟṟam.’ The Tamil 
Lexicon translates the term in the following ways: 1. Fault, moral or physical blemish, defect, flaw, error; 
2. Reproach, stigma, blame; 3. Pain, distress; 4. Bodily deformity; 5. Crime, offence; 6. Impurity, 
ceremonial or moral defilement, as cause of offence to the deity, of blight to plants; 7. Penalty, mulct, 
fine. The term is only used in three other sūtras 137, 360 and 362. In these other contexts the term seems 
to mean ‘error’ or ‘fault’ (137), and ‘offence’ (360, 362). It is curious to find the Lord being associated 
with any of these possible definitions. Piḷḷai Lokācārya does seem to be suggesting here, however, that, at 
the very least, the Lord’s disposition toward the soul can be in error and that, as such, his attitude is 
capable of correction.  
148 Ibid., 158. 
149 According to Carman (The Theology of Rāmānuja, 280) and Mumme (The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological 
Dispute, 255) the works of both Yāmuna and Rāmānuja attest such a positioning of the Goddess. For 
background on and further analysis of Śrī as puruṣakāra, see Kumar, Carman and Narayanan, Raman, 
and Nayar. 
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puruṣakāra is in Piḷḷāṉ’s commentary on verse 6.10.10 of Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi. 

Nammāḻvār’s verse is as follows:    

[You whose] chest is the residence of the lady [seated] upon a flower saying, ‘I am not 

able to leave [for] even a second!’, 

My ruler of the three worlds being of incomparable fame, 

Lord of Tiruvēṅkaṭam, desired [by] the groups of incomparable immortals and sages, 

I, your slave, being without a single refuge, sat below your feet and entered. 150 

Piḷḷāṉ’s interpretation of this text introduces in concrete terms the idea that the Lord of 

Vēṅkaṭam’s consort, Śrī, acts as a mediator (puruṣakāra) in Nammāḻvār’s taking refuge with the 

Lord. Expanding upon Nammāḻvār’s verse, Piḷḷāṉ, in his commentary (called the Āṟāyiram), 

writes: “Considering you the Refuge of the entire world impervious to distinctions, I, with no 

other refuge and without any other goal, with the Senior Goddess as mediator [puruṣakāra], took 

refuge at your feet.”151 It is important to note, however, that Piḷḷāṉ’s use of the term puruṣakāra 

is not exclusive to Śrī. He also uses it to refer to the mediation of other deities and even the 

community of Śrīvaiṣṇavas.152  

 Another early iteration of the Goddess’s intercession is found in the works of Bhaṭṭar. 

Bhaṭṭar, like Piḷḷāṉ, takes refuge with the Goddess before approaching the Lord. Though he does 

not use the term puruṣakāra, his elaboration of her role in salvation and her basic nature vis-à-vis 

the Lord is essential to understanding the development of the puruṣakāra doctrine as it appears 

by the thirteenth century. As Nayar has pointed out, verse six of his Śrī Guṇa Ratnakośa is 
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particularly significant in that it “… lays bare the several elements integral to the explicit 

doctrine as it developed in the post-Bhattar period.”153 The verse is as follows: 

 After having taken refuge with Śrī (śriyaṁ saṁśritya) 

    who is the Controller of the worlds, 

    the Consort of the Supreme Lord, 

    and who is eternally inseparable [from Him], 

 I take shelter at the feet of Hari 

 [and] I pray to engage in the activities of a servant 

    without [any] obstacles 

 to the Lord of souls 

 Who is accompanied by Śrī.154 

The specific qualities of the Goddess in her role as mediator take shape in the works of Bhaṭṭar, 

beginning with two very important concepts: as the consort of the Lord she is (1) the mother of 

all of creation and (2) eternally inseparable from Viṣṇu-Nārāyaṇa. Bhaṭṭar connects her motherly 

nature to the Lord’s quality of kṛpā (compassion). “The mediatory role of Śrī-Lakṣmī is upheld 

by Bhaṭṭar because he understands her as “receptacle of the Lord’s compassion.”155 The conflict 

of the Lord’s dual qualities of autonomy and compassion find a convenient resolution in the 

figure of the Goddess. Conceived of as an ideal mother, Bhaṭṭar speaks of her as “the Mother full 

of compassion, her looks overflowing with compassion, she is excellent in generosity, 

compassion and affection for those who resort to her - and so on.”156 The level of her compassion 
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for the soul is such that she not only forgives sins but forgets them and takes the soul for her 

own.157 This division of labour is explicitly stated in verse 34 of Bhaṭṭar’s Śrī Guṇa Ratnakośa: 

 O Prosperous One! 

 While both you and the Lord possess 

 [the characteristics] beginning with youthfulness 

 [certain] qualities like autonomy (aparavaśatā), 

   controlling of the enemy (śatru-śamana) and constancy  

 are common to masculinity 

 [while other] qualities exclusive to femininity 

   beginning with tenderness, 

   dependence on the husband (pati-pārārthya) 

   compassion, and patience  

 are found in you. 

 This difference in your natures exists 

 so that you and the Lord 

 [can] enjoy [each other/your creation]!158 

Of course, the compassion she bestows upon the soul is really the Lord’s. That is, she acts only 

on His behalf and only through His will. And, indeed, the polarity made explicit here is not an 

absolute distinction between their respective qualities. He is also said to have the “feminine” 

qualities of compassion and, especially, motherly love (vātsalya), while she is celebrated for the 

“masculine” quality of constancy.159  This is in large part due to the fact of their eternal 

inseparability. In his commentary on verse 617 of the Viṣṇu Sahasranāma (the Thousand Names 
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of Viṣṇu), “Bhaṭṭar emphasizes the sharing of attributes by the divine couple: the Lord may be 

called “Mother” and Śrī may be called “Father,” for the Lord and his consort are inseparable, like 

the sun and the sunlight.”160 

 The eternal inseparability of the divine couple allows the devotee to be confident in the 

Goddess’s mediating power and thus assured of salvation. Because she is ever present with the 

Lord, one can be sure of her intercession with him on their behalf at all times and thus one need 

not wait for an appropriate time or place to approach the Lord for refuge. According to Kumar, 

the works of Bhaṭṭar strongly suggest that the Goddess should be understood as “a part of the 

total reality of God,”161 thus avoiding the ontological dualism implicit in the polarization of the 

qualities of autonomy, most clearly associated with Viṣṇu-Nārāyaṇa, and compassion, associated 

with the Goddess’s motherly nature. Thereby confirming that her acceptance of the soul (which 

is guaranteed because she is the ever-patient, ever-loving Mother) is indeed the Lord’s 

acceptance of the soul. According to Nayar, however, the question of Śrī’s ontological status, an 

important point of contention in the later tradition, remains somewhat ambiguous in the works of 

the early ācāryas:  

Śrī is presented in the stotras of Kūreśa and Bhaṭṭar in several verses which describe her 

auspiciousness as being derived from Viṣṇu, thus suggesting her inequality with and 

subservience to her Lord. She is likewise depicted in stanzas suggesting that she herself is 

a sign or mark of the Lord’s supremacy/lordliness, implying, at the minimum, her 

equality with Him.162    
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Whatever the case may be, Bhaṭṭar’s elaboration of Śrī as Consort, Mother, and Mediator, 

whether as a part of the Lord’s status as Śeṣī or simply as the most exalted of finite souls,163 lays 

the groundwork for the doctrine of puruṣakāra as it appears in the works of the thirteenth to 

fifteenth century ācāryas. I think that the division of labour implied by Bhaṭṭar’s depiction of the 

Goddess in the course of salvation is an important precedent for Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s conception of 

the salvific process. The ambiguity of her ontological status combined with her generally stable 

identification with the Lord’s compassion in the stotras of Bhaṭṭar allowed later ācāryas, 

especially Piḷḷai Lokācārya and the Śrīraṅgam school (eventually identified with the Teṉkalai 

branch of the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition), to conceive of the agent of the Lord’s compassion as a third-

party entity that, though exalted, is not Supreme.  

 The ācārya that had the most influence on Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s own understanding of the 

Goddess’s intercession was his father and author of the Īṭu Muppattāṟāyirappaṭi (henceforth, the 

Īṭu), Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai (traditional dates 1217-1312 C.E.). The Īṭu is a commentary of thirty-

six thousand verses on Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi. Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai, like Bhaṭṭar, conceives 

of the Goddess as the divine mother, the consort of Viṣṇu-Nārāyaṇa, and the mediator of human-

divine relations. In the Īṭu, however, she is overwhelmingly identified with Sītā. The emphasis 

on her identity as Rāma’s wife reifies a conception of divine compassion only implied by Bhaṭṭar 

and the early ācāryas. “Here, divine compassion is defined in terms of Sītā’s tenderness 

(daurbalyam) and Rāma’s parental love (vātsalya). The two concepts combined together stress 

that God not only tolerates and embraces the transgressor but even relishes in his sins.”164 In this 

paradigm Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai views the Goddess in two ways that are important to her role as 

mediator: as the divine mother and as the wife of the Lord. Each of these relationships implies a 
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particular relationship between the āḻvār and the divine couple. In the first we find the āḻvār in 

the place of the child, thus forming a triadic relationship in salvation in which the child who 

transgresses is forgiven by the father only at the behest of the child’s mother. In the second we 

find that the āḻvār and the Goddess are in a similar position, that of the consort (and/or devotee) 

of the Lord who longs for eternal union and fears its loss:  

Here, in the Īṭu, the two views of the Goddess fusing in the figure of Sītā show her as 

both divine and human: both as the divine parent as well as similar to the āḻvār himself. 

Partaking as she does of the qualities which adhere to both these levels, she is shown to 

be the mediator in the truest sense: the puruṣakāra between the divine and human 

levels.165 

Much of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s discourse in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam echoes his father’s view of the 

puruṣakāra, but his emphasis is on the fact that the dual qualities essential for mediation are also 

evident in the true ācārya (sadācārya). I think the fact that the Goddess’ relationship to the Lord 

is explicitly depicted from the human perspective in the Īṭu combined with the already elevated 

status accorded to ācāryas opens the door to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s extension of the Goddess’s 

fundamental role in salvation to the human teachers and leaders of the Śrīvaiṣṇava community. 

 

3.3 Śrī in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 

In the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam Piḷḷai Lokācārya recognizes the Goddess as puruṣakāra but 

emphasizes her dependent nature. Like his father, Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai, Piḷḷai Lokācārya 

clearly identifies the activity of the puruṣakāra with Sītā (called by her Tamil name, “Pirāṭṭi” 

throughout the text) as depicted in the Rāmāyaṇa. In none of the twenty-two sūtras in which she 

is mentioned or simply alluded to is she portrayed with any degree of autonomy. And, in sūtra 
																																																								
165 Ibid., 144. 
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161 he reminds the reader that the abundance of her “doership” (kartṛ) is “because of the 

qualities of the essential nature in the passive derivation.”166 This sūtra refers to his discussion of 

the Dvaya Mantra in the Mumukṣuppaṭi: “Śrī” is the holy name of the Goddess/ “Śrīyate” (she 

is served, is depended on), “śrayate” (she serves, depends on)/ The meaning is: Everyone gains 

their true nature (svarūpa-labha) by resorting to her; she gains her true nature by resorting to the 

Lord.”167 The term “śrīyate” is a passive verb form meaning “[one who] is sought after, 

worshiped, approached for protection, served, depended on, etc.”168 It is only in this passive 

position that she acts as the mediator of divine-human relations. As the passive recipient she is as 

a śeṣī to the finite souls; as the active participant in her own worship of and dependence upon the 

Lord she is a śeṣa.169 There is no ambiguity, however, in his understanding of the Goddess’s 

ontological status. She is present with the Lord but not his equal. The Lord depends on the 

Goddess as puruṣakāra to act on behalf of the soul at the time of the soul’s acceptance of Him as 

the means of salvation, but at the time of attainment there is no such dependence.170  

The necessary qualities for being the puruṣakāra are displayed by her conduct in the 

three separations that Sītā suffers from Rāma.171 During her abduction and confinement in Laṅkā 

she showed kṛpā (compassion) toward the demons who imprisoned her by not destroying them 

with her overwhelming power. When Rāma questions her purity after having retrieved her from 

Laṅkā, she shows her pāratantrya (dependence) on Him by submitting to the trial by fire. 

Finally, when her purity is again questioned by Rāma, she displays her ananyārhatva (not being 

																																																								
166 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 161.  
167 Mumme, trans., Mumukṣuppaṭi (sūtras 123-125), 114. 
168 Apte, “The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary,” http://dsalsrv02.uchicago.edu/cgi-
bin/philologic/getobject.pl?c.5:1:5238.apte. 
169 Mumme, trans., The Mumuksuppati of Piḷḷai Lokācārya (comm. of Manavāḷamāmuni on sūtra 125), 
114-115. 
170 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 269. 
171 Ibid., 8 and  9. 
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obliged to another) by calling upon the Goddess Earth to prove her enduring loyalty to Him. The 

point of these separations for Piḷḷai Lokācārya is to prove that her intercession is manifested even 

in the state of separation from the Lord.172  “In the state of union there is rectification to Īśvara, 

in the state of separation there is rectification to the cetana.”173  

Her intercession primarily takes the form of instruction (upadeśa). It is by this instruction 

that the Lord’s harsh judgment of the soul’s karma is changed to mercy, and the cetana’s 

aversion to the Lord (caused by his own overwhelming karmic burden) is changed to 

surrender.174 According to Maṇavāḷamāmuni, the advice she gives the cetana is as follows:  

 If [you] look at the weight of your sins, there is not even one place for you to set [your] f

 oot firmly on the ground. Because Īśvara has unfettered autonomy, having weighed and 

 determined [them], [He] reckons sins such that ten are ten and  [thus He] remains absent. 

 If [you] want to escape this calamity, there is no other means than to rest such that [your] 

 head is on His auspicious feet. There is no need to fear, [thinking], “will he accept or 

 punish me who am completely full of sins?” The incomparable one, whose condition is 

 such that he is world famous, is abundant with appropriate virtues for forgiving all sins 

 upon the mere inclination [toward Him] and for taking [those sins] as enjoyment. 

 Therefore, if you want to be happy, resort to Him!175 

																																																								
172 Ibid., 10. 
173 Ibid., 11. 
174 Ibid., 12 and 13. 
175 Maṇavāḷamāmuni, comm. to Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 11: cētaṉṉait tiruttuvatu uṉṉaparātattiṉ 
kaṉattaippārttāl uṉakkōriṭattiṟ kālūṉṟaviṭamillai. īśvaraṉāvāṉ niraṅkuśasvatantraṉākaiyālē 
aparātaṅkaḷai pattumpattākak kaṇakkiṭṭu niṟuttaṟuttut tīrtāniṟkum ivvaṉarttattait tappavēṇṭil avaṉ 
tiruvaṭikaḷilē talaiś[y]āykkaiyoḻiya vēṟuvaḻiyillai. aparātaparipūrṇaṉāṉaveṉṉaiyavaṉ aṅkīkarikkumō 
taṇṭiyāṉōveṉṟañjavēṇṭā. āpimukhyamātrattilē akilāparātaṅkaḷaiyum poṟukkaikkum pōkyamākak 
koḷḷukaikkum īṭāṉakuṇaṅkaḷālē puṣkalaṉ eṉṟu lōka prasittaṉāy iruppāṉ oruvaṉ. āṉapiṉpu nī 
sukamēyirukka vēṇumākil avaṉaiyāśrayikkappār. All of Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary to the 
Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam has been sourced from: Narasimhācāryasvmāi, Kōvinta and Vēḷukkuṭi Varatācrāya 
Svāmi, Eds. Śrīvacanabhūṣaṇam of Piḷḷai Lokācārya with Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s Vyākyānam. (first edition, 
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When Her instruction and words of comfort do not change the soul’s mind, She corrects the 

soul’s disposition by Her grace (aruḷ), thus impelling the soul to seek refuge with the Lord.176  

 For the Lord she weighs His duty to maintain the śāstric order against His mercy and 

finds for Him a loophole: 

When [you] do not protect he who comes [to you] being dependent on protection, is this 

not a defect to your [status as] protector of all? Because of knowledge of [their] 

transgressions [from] beginningless time, having properly punished the sins [of] he who 

proceeded such that [he became] the target of our anger, if joining [with] him, will śāstric 

rule not be distorted? Having not protected he who suffers the will of God, if [you] 

punish [him] according to [his] sins, how will your qualities of mercy, etc., live on? That 

is to say, is it not that if you protect him, these [qualities] will live on? When [he is] not 

punished, śāstra does not live on. When [he is] not protected, mercy, etc., does not live 

on. What to do? It is not necessary to be uncertain. Having implemented [the rules of] 

śāstra for those who are averse, [and] having implemented [your qualities of] mercy, etc., 

for those who are inclined, both [śāstra and mercy] live on.177 

When such counsel fails, she convinces Him to do as she pleases with her beauty.178 That her 

duties of intercession are continually necessary are, in part, evidenced by the alternating fear and 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
Chennai: Ananda Mudra Yantralayam, 1908). Eds. Reprint- Trichy: Sri Sudarshana Trust, 2001; 
Tiruvarangam: Sri Vaiṣṇava Sri, 2001. 
176 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 14. 
177 Maṇavāḷamāmuni, comm. to Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 11: rakaṣṇasāpēkṣaṉāy vantaviṉai rakṣiyātapōtu 
ummuṭaiya sarva rakṣakatvam vikalamākātō, aṉātikālam nammuṭaiyavājñātilaṅkaṇam paṇṇi 
nammuṭaiya śīṟṟattukkilakkāyp pōntavivaṉai aparātōcita taṇṭam paṇṇātē attaip poruttaṅkīkarittāl 
śāstramaryātai kulaiyātōveṉṟaṉṟō tiruvuḷḷattilōṭukiṟatu, ivaṉairakṣiyātē aparātāṉukuṇamāka niyamittāl 
ummuṭaiya krpātokuṇaṅkaḷ jīvikkum paṭiyeṉ, avaijīvittatāvatu ivaṉai rakṣittālaṉṟō, niyamiyātapōtu 
śāstram jīviyātu, rakṣiyāta pōtu krpātikaḷ jīviyātu, eṉ śeyvōm eṉṟañja vēṇṭā, śāstrattai 
vimukarviṣayamākki krpātikaḷaiyapimukarviṣayamākkiṉṉāl iraṇṭum jīvikkum. 
178 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 14. 
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fearlessness experienced by the soul even after the soul’s acceptance by the Lord.179 Due to the 

Lord’s unpredictable autonomy, not only is a mediator necessary but that mediator must be in “a 

truly intermediate position – neither fully God nor merely another soul.”180  

 Piḷḷāṉ’s identification of the Goddess as puruṣakāra begins the long process of 

establishing the doctrine of mediation. Bhaṭṭar’s elaboration of her identity as the wife and 

consort of the Lord presents in concrete terms a number of qualities that came to be identified 

with her role as mediator- at times she is presented as the equal of the Lord and nearly 

interchangeable with Him, and at other times she is clearly viewed as the dependent and 

subordinate of the Lord. The Śrīraṅgam ācāryas, Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai and Piḷḷai Lokācārya in 

particular, focused on her indispensible but subservient nature as seen in her manifestation as 

Sītā in the Rāmāyaṇa. As is evident here, Piḷḷai Lokācārya takes a rather different view of the 

Goddess’s inseparability from the Lord. Whereas Bhaṭṭar seems at times to be concerned to 

affirm the eternal inseparability of the divine couple, and thus the Goddess’s shared ontological 

status on the Śeṣī side of the soul-Lord relationship, Piḷḷai Lokācārya actually prefers to maintain 

the distinction between the two. By insisting on their separation, he affirms that she is 

characterized by the qualities (dependence and subservience) necessary for the role of mediator 

in his salvific paradigm (these qualities are as essential for the ācārya as they are for her). The 

fact that she suffers separation from the Lord, and thus has a different ontological status from 

him, in no way diminishes her capacity to act as a mediator between the Lord and the soul. If 

anything, I think that for Piḷḷai Lokācārya, this fact makes her all the more qualified to provide 

the example for and instruction in the appropriate relationship between the two. Her subordinate 

status and her combined human and divine qualities as presented by Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai are 
																																																								
179 See chapter two. 
180 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 229. 
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characteristics evident in Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s depiction of both the Goddess and the ācārya. I 

think that his father’s view of the Goddess as special, as the ideal mediator precisely because she 

experiences the Lord from both the human and divine perspective created for Piḷḷai Lokācārya 

the precedent which allowed him to conceive of the ācārya as another mediator of the 

relationship between the soul and the Lord. In this sense, his view of mediation is in some ways 

closer to the earliest mention of puruṣakāra in the works of Piḷḷāṉ who clearly sees a multiplicity 

of actors engaged in the mediation of his relationship to the Lord. And, indeed, in the Śrīvacana 

Bhūṣaṇam mediation is not the exclusive domain of the Goddess.     

 

3.4 The ācārya 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s understanding of the ācārya’s importance to the salvific process is predicated 

upon the preexistent understanding within the Śrīvaiṣṇava community of the ācārya’s mediating 

position alongside his special relationship to the Lord. Though he is the first to define the 

doctrine of ācāryābhimāna (love of the ācārya) as an independent means (upāya) to the Lord,181 

the inclination toward reverence and then divinization is present in the works of a number of his 

predecessors. Mumme has identified two distinct historical stages in the development of the 

doctrine of the ācārya in the one hundred and fifty to two hundred years before Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya’s Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam.182 First, in the twelfth century the ācārya is revered as a 

teacher and example for the community.  Second, by the late twelfth to early thirteenth century 

																																																								
181 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 453. 
182 She identifies four distinct stages - the third centres on the doctrine of ācāryābhimāna as defined by 
Piḷḷai Lokācārya; the fourth on the later Teṉkalai understanding of ācāryābhimāna as referring 
specifically to Rāmānuja’s act of prapatti and salvation of all Śrīvaiṣṇavas. See Mumme, “The Evolution 
of the Teṅkalai Understanding of the Ācārya: Teacher, Mediator and Savior,” in Journal of the 
Ananthacharya Indological Research Institute (Vol. 1, 1998), 75-98. 
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the ācārya is seen as an indispensible mediator for prapatti.183 Of course all of this is preceded 

and likely influenced by Vedic literature, Itihāsas, Purāṇas, Pāñcarātra Agamas, and, of course, 

the Divya Prabandham. To give a complete picture of the development of the doctrine of the 

ācārya in the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition is beyond what I can do here. I will, however, provide a brief 

gloss of (1) references to the ācārya in the Vedic and associated literatures, (2) the significance 

of Maturakavi’s Kaṇṇi nuṉciṟut tampu, (3) the reverence displayed by Yāmuna and Rāmānuja 

for their ācāryas and the increasing importance of the ācārya to prapatti in the Sanskrit stotra 

literature of Kūreśa and Paraśara Bhaṭṭar, and (4) the Māṇikkamālai of Periyavāccaṉ Piḷḷai, a 

work dedicated to defining the Śrīvaiṣṇava understanding of the ācārya.  

 The idea that the ācārya is imbued with a kind of divinity has a long history in the 

religious literature of the Indian sub-continent. In his Change and Continuity in Indian Religion, 

Jan Gonda has compiled the earliest references to the religious teacher - just a few examples 

from this expansive list should suffice here. The first such reference is to the ācārya in the 

Atharva Veda 11.5.14f (circa 16th-11th century BCE). The ācārya is here “identified with various 

divine powers… there can be no doubt whatever that the ācārya - is in the milieu of the poet 

already an important and mighty personage: he is able to effect a ‘rebirth’ of his pupil, but also to 

“fabricate earth and sky” and moreover identified with Varuṇa and other divinities.”184 A few 

centuries later, in the Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 2.2.2.6 (circa 8th-6th century BCE), we find that “The 

brahmans who have studied (śuśruvāṃsaḥ) and recited (anūcānāḥ) sacred lore are the human 

gods.”185 And in the Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad 6.23 and Āpastamba Dharma Sūtra 1.2.6.13 (circa 

																																																								
183 Mumme, “The Evolution of the Teṅkalai Understanding of the Ācārya,” 76. As I will be discussing the 
specifics of ācāryābhimāna at length in the following chapter, I will restrict myself here to a discussion of 
these two stages in the development of the doctrine of the ācārya and how they influence and/or contrast 
with Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s formulation of the ācārya’s special status in salvation. 
184 Gonda, Change and Continuity in Indian Religion (The Hague: Mouton, 1965), 235. 
185 Ibid., 229. 
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6th-4th century BCE) we find clear descriptions of the appropriate behavior of the student to his 

teacher:  “These truths [that were] described come to light [for] that great-souled one who has 

supreme devotion to god, [and] like to god, so too to the guru”186 and “(the student) should wait 

upon the ācārya as if he were a god (deva-).”187 The divinization of the religious teacher, who is 

overwhelmingly understood to be from the brāhmaṇa jāti,188 is a theme that is well attested in 

the literature of the Vedic period. The role and importance of the ācārya was then further 

elaborated upon in the classical period. In the Mahābhārata (7, a. 66 C), for example, the 

concept of the grace (prasāda) of the ācārya is introduced: “Agni grants the seer Gaya the power 

to know the Vedas without study, simply, as Gaya begs, through “austerity, chastity, 

observances, vows, and the grace of the gurus.”189 And in most Purāṇas the preliminary verses 

claim that the text has been handed down through a series of teachers and at times links those 

teachers directly back to a divine being.190 Last, but by no means least, the level of reverence 

shown for the ācārya in the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition is, without question, greatly influenced by the 

Pañcarātra Āgamas. “The initial chapter of each Pāñcarātra text narrates the story of the 

transmission of its teaching from Viṣṇu-Nārāyaṇa through a line of sages.”191 This transmission 

forms the direct link between the Lord and the ācārya who reproduces the teaching for the next 

generation.   

The quasi divine status of the ācārya in the literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition, 

specifically, finds its first expression in Maturakavi’s Kaṇṇi nuṉciṟut tāmpu, a poem of eleven 

																																																								
186 Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad 6.23: yasya deve parā bhaktir yathā deve tathā gurau / tasyaite kathitā hy 
arthāḥ prakāśante mahātmanaḥ // 
187 Gonda, trans., Change and Continuity in Indian Religion, 230. 
188 Gonda notes that in Vedic times it was a given that any religious teacher would be a brāhmaṇa. 
According to ĀpDhS. 2.2.4.25ff., a kṣatriya or vaiśya may only act as an ācārya in the absence of a 
qualified brāhmaṇa and only in an emergency. (231) 
189 Gonda, Change and Continuity in Indian Religion, 252. 
190 Nayar, Poetry as Theology, 93-94. 
191 Ibid., 95. 



	 73	

stanzas in the Divya Prabandham. It is a poem that expresses Maturakavi’s exclusive devotion to 

Nammāḻvār (called Caṭakōpaṉ or the King of Kurukūr here). The tone of the poem is very 

similar to that of the devotional poems by the other eleven āḻvārs, but he is the only poet to 

express devotion to one who is not himself identified as Nārāyaṇa. Nayar has noted that 

Maturakavi “ascribes to Nammāḻvār all the qualities usually attributed to Viṣṇu: he destroys sins 

(v.7), his grace is eternal (v.7), he is a savior and always ready to accept anyone (v.10), and like 

the Lord is himself very much devoted to all of his devotees (v.11).”192 The poem is quoted in 

full below: 

 Even more than my Father, Peṟumāyaṉ, who made [himself] 

 agreeable to being bound with the thin, small rope of a noose, 

 having approached [Caṭakōpaṉ], at the time that [I] say, 

   “Lord of southern Kurukūr,” 

 my tongue waters [with] sweet tasting nectar. (1) 

 

 Having said [his name] with [my] tongue, I obtained pleasure. 

 I reached the reality of his golden feet. 

 I do not know another God. 

 I wander, singing the sweet songs of the Kurukūr Lord’s poems. (2) 

 

 Even though I wander aimlessly I see the  

 the dark form, the brilliant body of Tēvapirāṉ. 

 I, your slave, having become a worthy servant of  

 the Lord of the great, fertile Kurukūr city, is a great blessing. (3) 

																																																								
192 Ibid., 94. 
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 Because the scholars of the four Vedas,  

great with blessings, consider [me] to be vile,  

Caṭakōpaṉ, a man of greatness, who rules me completely 

as Mother and Father, is my Lord. (4) 

 

Always before, I coveted the good things of others. 

I coveted women. 

Today, I, your slave, have been blessed [to] become the devotee 

of the Lord of red-gold mansioned holy Kurukūr. (5) 

 

Beginning today and for seven successive births,  

Our Lord has graced [me] to perpetually sing his praise. 

See the Lord of Tirukkurukūr with mountain [high] mansions 

who never scorns me! (6) 

 

 Karimārapirāṉ saw and took me in,  

[he] removed [my] previous bad karma. 

I proclaim so that all the eight quarters know  

the grace of Caṭakōpaṉ, the [master of] bright Tamiḻ. (7) 

 

 So that the devotees that praise grace are pleased, 

 he graced the meaning of the rare Vedas 

 He graciously sang the thousand sweet Tamiḻ [verses]. 

 See the grace that is abundant in this world! (8) 
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 The great expert of the Vedas sang [and] established in my heart 

 the inner meaning of the Vedas so that it remains. 

 The love that entered [this] devotee of my Lord,  

 Caṭakōpaṉ of suitable excellence, is the fruit of my servitude, is it not? (9) 

 

 Even though insignificant, even though disagreeable, 

 he rectifies [them] so that [their] conduct is good and accepts [them] as servants. 

 Lord of Kurukūr, surrounded by groves [where] cuckoos constantly coo,  

 I undertake attachment to your ankleted feet thronged [by bees]. (10) 

 

 See Vaikunta as the abode of those who trust  

 in the words of Maturakavi who is [full of] love  

 for the Lord of the city of southern Kurukūr who is [full of] love 

 for all who take refuge in him who is [the object] of love (Viṣṇu)! (11)193 

																																																								
193 Kaṇṇinuṉ Ciṟuttāmpu: kaṇṇi nuṇciṟut tāmpiṉāl kaṭṭu uṇṇap / paṇṇiya perumāyaṉ eṉ appaṉil / naṇṇit 
teṉkurukūr / nampi eṉṟakkāl / aṇṇikkum amutu ūṟum eṉ nāvukkē (1) 
nāviṉāl naviṟṟu iṉpam eytiṉēṉ / mēviṉēṉ avaṉ poṉṉaṭi meymmaiyē / tēvu maṟṟu aṟiyēṉ kurukūr nampi / 
pāviṉ iṉṉicai pāṭit tirivaṉē (2) 
tiritantu ākilum tēvapirāṉ uṭaik / kariya kōlat tiruvuruk kāṇpaṉ nāṉ / periya vaṇkurukūr nakar nampikku 
āḷ / uriyaṉāy aṭiyēṉ peṟṟa naṉmaiyē (3) 
naṉmaiyāl mikka nāṉmaṟaiyāḷarkaḷ / puṉmai ākka karutuvar ātaliṉ / aṉṉaiyāy attaṉāy eṉṉai āṇṭiṭum / 
taṉmaiyāṉ caṭakōpaṉ eṉ nampiyē (4) 
nampiṉēṉ piṟar naṉporuḷtaṉṉaiyum / nampiṉēṉ maṭavāraiyum muṉ elām / cempoṉ māṭat tiruk kurukūr 
nampikku / aṉpaṉāy aṭiyēṉ catirttēṉ iṉṟē (5) 
iṉṟu toṭṭum eḻumaiyum empirāṉ / niṉṟu taṉpukaḻ ētta aruḷiṉāṉ / kuṉṟa māṭat tiruk kurukūr nampi / eṉṟum 
eṉṉai ikaḻvu ilaṉ kāṇmiṉē (6) 
kaṇṭu koṇṭu eṉṉaik kārimāṟappirāṉ / paṇṭai valviṉai pāṟṟi aruḷiṉāṉ / eṇṭicaiyum aṟiya iyampukēṉ / 
oṇṭamiḻc caṭakōpaṉ aruḷaiyē (7) 
aruḷ koṇṭāṭum aṭiyavar iṉpuṟa / aruḷiṉāṉ avvaru maṟaiyiṉ poruḷ / aruḷkoṇṭu āyiram iṉ tamiḻ pāṭiṉāṉ / aruḷ 
kaṇṭīr iv ulakiṉil mikkatē (8) 
mikka vētiyar vētattiṉ uṭporuḷ / niṟkap pāṭi eṉ neñcuḷ niṟuttiṉāṉ / takka cīrc caṭakōpaṉ eṉ nampikku  / 
āṭpukka kātal aṭimaip payaṉ aṉṟē (9) 
payaṉ aṉṟu ākilum pāṅku alar ākilum / ceyal naṉṟākat tiruttip paṇikoḷvāṉ / kuyil niṉṟu ār poḻil cūḻ 
kurukūr nampi / muyalkiṉṟēṉ uṉtaṉ moy kaḻaṟku aṉpaiyē (10) 
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Nammāḻvār here establishes in Maturakavi’s heart the songs that will save him, and in this way 

becomes the grace of the Lord in the form of the teacher, his “Father” and “Mother” both in one. 

For Maturakavi, Nammāḻvār is the Lord, he does not know “another God.” It is the service and 

love of his teacher that saves Maturakavi. Nammāḻvār, like Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s ācārya, is both the 

mediator of the Lord’s grace and is as if the Lord Himself, both teacher and devotee, both means 

and end.  

After Maturakavi’s outpouring of devotion for Nammāḻvār, it may be surprising that 

nowhere in their doctrinal works do either Yāmuna or Rāmānuja explain their views on the 

ācārya’s role in salvation. What we do find, however, is a degree of reverence shown for the 

lineage of ācāryas with both men acknowledging their predecessors and teachers.194 Yāmuna, in 

particular, is an instructive example. Verse five of his Stotra Ratna praises Nammāḻvār as “the 

first lord of our family,” and describes him as “eternally mother, father, women, sons and 

wealth.”195 Yāmuna’s verse echoes the sentiment of Maturakavi in viewing Nammāḻvār as the 

embodiement of all relations, the locus of family. As Francis Clooney has pointed out, he regards 

Nammāḻvār as the  

… link between the lord and all subsequent teachers. Śaṭakōpaṉ transmits the sacred 

teaching by speaking from his vantage point at the lord’s feet, and thus makes the basic 

value clear: to be at the feet of one’s teacher – prostrate, but also sitting there as a student, 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
aṉpaṉ taṉṉai aṭaintavarkaṭku ellām / aṉpaṉ teṉ kurukūr nakar nampikku / aṉpaṉāy maturakavi coṉṉa col 
/ nampuvār pati vaikuntam kāṇmiṉē. (11) 
194 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 255-256. According to Mumme Yāmuna “invokes 
Nāthamuni, Nammāḻvār, and Paraśara as ācāryas and intercessors.” And Rāmānuja “acknowledges 
Yāmuna in the introduction to his Gītā Bhāṣya.” 
195 madanvayānām ādyasya naḥ kulapateḥ and mātā pitā yuvatayastanayā vibhūtiḥ. 
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truly docile, ready to be taught – puts one in touch with the lord, so that thereafter one’s 

own words too become the occasion of proximity for those who come later.196 

The transmission of knowledge from teacher to disciple is the foundation of the 

community’s and the individual’s continuing connection to the Lord. Because he is directly 

linked with Nammāḻvār through the succession of teachers, the ācārya, like Nammāḻvār, offers a 

view from the feet of the Lord and thereby reproduces the experience of proximity to the divine. 

In contrast to Maturakavi’s unreserved adoration of Nammāḻvār as his Lord, however, Yāmuna’s 

understanding of the ācārya’s significance is predicated upon the reproduction of the teacher-

student paradigm implicit in Maturakavi’s Kaṇṇi nuṉciṟut tampu. Rather than stress the divinity 

of the ācārya as Maturakavi stresses the divinity of Nammāḻvār, Yāmuna emphasises the 

continuity of the teachings and the importance of the institution of ācāryas as transmitters of 

sacred knowledge. The ācārya is an indispensible figure in the process of salvation here, but 

more for his ability to make known the appropriate understanding of Nammāḻvār’s “sweet Tamil 

songs” than for his ability to mediate or correct the relationship of the soul to the Lord. In his 

Stotra Ratna, however, we find a declaration that is reminiscent of the later doctrine of 

ācāryābhimāna. In verse 65 of this work, Yāmuna, finding himself unworthy of the Lord’s 

grace, begs the Lord, “Having beheld my grandfather, Nāthamuni, who is self-possessed [and] 

has a natural, most excellent love for the refuge that is your lotus [feet] and disregarding my own 

conduct, please be gracious.”197 Piḷḷai Lokācārya, in fact, cites this particular verse as one of the 

pramāṇas, or proofs, for his own doctrine of ācāryābhimāna.198  

																																																								
196 Ibid., 33. 
197 akṛtrimatvaccaraṇāravindapremaprakarṣāvadhim ātmavantam | pitāmahaṃ nāthamuniṃ vilokya 
prasīda madvṛttam acintayitvā || 
198 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 452: nallaveṉtoḻīmārāy tāṉ avaṉaiyeṉkiṟa pāṭṭuk kaḷaiyum stotrattil muṭinta 
ślokattaiyum paśurmanuṣyaḥ eṉkiṟa ślokattaiyum itukku pramāṇamāka anusandhippatu| “‘My good 
maid…’; ‘He himself is corrected…’; these verses and the final śloka in the Stotra, and the śloka saying 
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 Rāmānuja references his ācārya in the introductory stanzas of his Vedārthasaṅgraha and 

the invocation to his Bhagavad Gītā Bhāṣya. In the first we find a statement praising Yāmuna for 

dispelling the Advaitin doctrine of māyā. In the second, Rāmānuja is more expressive of the 

impact of his ācārya saying, “I bow to that most renowned Yāmunācārya, for all my sins were 

completely destroyed through contemplation of his lotus feet, and I was led to the realization of 

Ultimate Reality.”199 It should be noted here that his praise for Yāmuna, even in the second 

example, is still very much rooted in his ācārya’s ability to correct erroneous conceptions of 

reality.  

The Sanskrit stotra literature of the first and second generation ācāryas after Rāmānuja, 

Kūreśa and Bhaṭṭar, offers a slightly more reserved expression of the ācārya’s salvific power 

than that of Maturakavi, and yet they both go beyond the position that the ācārya is no more than 

a revered teacher. The ācārya holds a unique position for these authors as taking refuge with an 

ācārya becomes an indispensible preliminary to seeking refuge with the Lord. That is, the ācārya 

becomes, along with Śrī, the mediator in Kūreśa and Bhaṭṭar’s relationship to the Lord. 

Furthermore, as Nayar has pointed out, “Bhaṭṭar’s Śrīraṅgarāja Stava I contains several 

important verses which later became the key taṉiyaṉs linking the Ācāryas, through Nammāḻvār, 

directly with the Lord and His Consort. It includes stanzas in praise of the author’s father Kūreśa 

and his ācārya, Empār.200 The guruparamparā as presented by Bhaṭṭar and Kūreśa, though still 

nascent, provides the basis for an understanding of the ācāryas as Nammāḻvār’s spiritual 

successors and thus for being intimately acquainted with the Lord. 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
‘Beast and man…’, will be considered as authority for this.” The reference to Yāmuna’s Stotra Ratna 
verse 65 occurs here as “the final śloka in the Stotra”. 
199 Mumme, “The Evolution of the Teṅkalai Understanding of the Ācārya,” 77. 
200 Nayar, Poetry as Theology, 95. 
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Nayar points to verse 48 of Bhaṭṭar’s Śrīraṅgarāja Stotra I as an example of the early 

ācāryas’ substantiation of the ācārya’s unique position in the Śrīvaiṣṇava soteriological 

paradigm. The verse is as follows: 

 Let me circumambulate [the Inner Sanctum of the temple], 

 having taken refuge in the series of glances 

  [emanating from my] Gurus 

 who are seated on the Blessed Lord’s left side and who, 

 having completely purified [me] with showers  

  of holy and charming glances, 

 make even me a fit offering to God!201 

Not only does Bhaṭṭar circumambulate and take refuge in his gurus, he is also purified and made 

an offering fit for God by them. Before entering the Inner Sanctum, Bhaṭṭar approaches a number 

of divine beings, the āḻvārs, and the ācāryas. In many of these cases, he “takes refuge” (pra-pad-

) with the particular being he has approached, whether divine or human. Thus, simply “taking 

refuge” does not convey the unique intermediary status of the ācārya. “But only the Ācāryas 

purify and, more importantly, only they make of the devotee a suitable offering to God.”202 

Bhaṭṭar understands the succession of ācāryas as more than mere teachers – they purify the soul 

by bestowing upon the prapanna their “holy and charming glances,” and place the soul thus 

purified into the hands of the Lord. While he does not take his ācārya or the succession of 

ācāryas as the sole means of salvation, it is clear that he understands their intervention as a 

crucial step on the path. The ācāryas affect his transformation into a suitable offering for the 

Lord. 

																																																								
201 Nayar, trans., Poetry as Theology, 97. 
202 Nayar, Poetry as Theology, 98. 
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Kūreśa, too, takes refuge in the ācārya and is made “worthy.” In Varadarāja Stava 102, 

he writes: 

O Varada! I am one who has sought refuge at the feet of Rāmānuja. That Rāmānuja is the 

light of Yāmuna’s clan and Yāmuna is from the line of Nāthamuni who hails from the 

line of Parāṅkuśa [i.e., Nammāḻvār]. That Nammāḻvār is a servant of your consort; so I 

am worthy of your gaze!203 

We find here again the sense that taking refuge with the ācārya is a preliminary step to 

attainment of the Lord, “for [Kūreśa]… this seems to be a premise for the compassion of the 

Lord.”204 Having taken refuge with Rāmānuja, he finds himself to be worthy of the Lord’s gaze. 

The ācārya’s role in salvation is here conceived as more properly inter-mediate as opposed to the 

trans-mediation of Nammāḻvār in the works of Maturakavi and, as we will see, the trans-

mediation of the ācārya in the works of Piḷḷai Lokācārya. For Kūreśa, the ācārya is a step on the 

path, not the path itself.    

The Māṇikkamālai of Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai is the first detailed articulation of the role and 

responsibilities of both the ācārya and the disciple (śiṣya). His definition of the ācārya is as 

follows:  

Ācārya means the one who is the foremost among the Vaidikas (vaidikāgresara), who 

has devotion to Bhagavān, who is without egoism, who understands the tirumantram 

according to the correct meaning – that tirumantram is the essence of all the Vedas, the 

cause of all mantras, the document for the inseparable relationship of the soul and the 

																																																								
203 Carman and Narayanan, trans., The Tamil Veda, 53. 
204Ibid., 53. 
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Lord, the saviour of mumukṣus – who has no interest in artha and kāma but yet lives 

within the world and follows the dharma, artha and kāma (lokaparigraha).205 

In this particular passage of the text we see again that the primary function of the ācārya is to 

convey correct knowledge and act as an example of proper conduct. By this point in the 

development of the tradition the doctrine of the Goddess as puruṣakāra and the idea that 

association with an ācārya (as defined above) is absolutely essential to salvation were well 

established. The real innovation of the Māṇikkamālai is Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai’s discussion of the 

respective roles of the ācārya and Śrī in salvation. He wonders why, if Śrī has been invoked, 

would an ācārya be necessary? “He answers that the ācārya’s mediation is needed to remove the 

obstructions to salvation on the part of the individual seeking refuge, while Śrī’s job is to remove 

the obstructions to salvation on the part of the Lord Himself.”206 Though this basic premise 

seems to me to be evident in the works of the former ācāryas, this is the first articulation of a 

clearly defined division of labour. Moreover, Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai’s statement on the nature of the 

ācārya’s mediation here explains in concrete terms why association with an ācārya is not just 

desirable, but absolutely essential. In terms of his function in the salvific process he is the 

equivalent of the Goddess in the mundane realm.  

 

3.5 Conclusion 

The tendency to impart a quasi-divine status to the religious teacher (ācārya or guru) takes root 

in the Indian sub-continent early on in the development of its religious literary corpus. There are 

numerous references to the importance and/or deification of the ācārya from the Atharva Veda 

through the literature of the classical period and the Pañcarātra Agamas. Maturakavi’s Kaṇṇi 

																																																								
205 Venkatachari, trans., The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 120-21. 
206 Mumme, “The Evolution of the Teṅkalai Understanding of the Ācārya,” 82 



	 82	

nuṉciṟut tampu is perhaps a bit more emphatic on the point of Nammāḻvār’s divine status, but his 

view does not seem to me to be a radical departure from earlier expressions of the ācārya’s role 

in the religious life of the individual. When we come to the fathers of Viśiṣṭādvaita and the 

Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition, Yāmuna and Rāmānuja, the rhetoric of the ācārya’s divinity is rather 

diminished. Given the temporal proximity of Maturakavi (circa tenth century)207 and the 

importance of Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi to the commentarial tradition, it seems somewhat 

surprising that the adoration of the ācārya as a savior is nearly absent in the Śrīvaiṣṇava doctrinal 

literature up to the thirteenth century. Perhaps, however, this omission is a result of the early 

ācāryas’ need to respond to Śaṅkara’s Advaita Vedānta and to align Śrīvaiṣṇavism with a 

normative ideology that rejected emotionalism.208  

The power of the ācārya to “save” the finite soul was exclusively associated with his 

knowledge and erudition rather than his bodily presence; and while he should be revered for his 

ability to impart knowledge of the Vedas, etc., and treated with the utmost respect, it was not the 

case that one should have the same level of love and devotion for his teacher as for God. The 

seeds of a return to the deification of the religious teacher are present in the works of the first and 

second generation of ācāryas after Rāmānuja. Kūreśa’s and Bhaṭṭar’s stotras speak of the 

succession of ācāryas as if mere association with them or seeing and being seen by them (their 

“series of glances”) in the temple complex transforms them, making them ready for acceptance 

by the Lord. Perhaps the most important notion enunciated in the works of these two ācāryas for 

the development of the doctrine of the ācārya is that, as with the Goddess, the ācārya is 

consistently approached for refuge before the Lord as a mediator in their relationship. This then 

grows into the more defined idea of the kind of mediation the ācārya offers found in 

																																																								
207 Hardy, Viraha-Bhakti, 269. 
208 Ibid., 46. 
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Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai’s Māṇikkamālai. Here the ācārya is clearly linked to Śrī as her co-mediator 

and thus is given an absolutely essential role in salvation that goes beyond his teaching function.  

The Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam is particularly indebted to Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai’s Māṇikkamālai. 

Even from the brief summaries of this text offered by Mumme and Venkatachari, it is clear that 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya culled therefrom many of his statements on the duties and responsibilities of 

both the ācārya and the disciple (śiṣya).209 Piḷḷai Lokācārya, however, goes a good deal further in 

his assessment of the ācārya’s position in the salvific paradigm. As we will see in the following 

chapter, his ācārya is the culmination of multiple strands of thought on the matter of salvation. In 

him the ācārya as revered teacher, the puruṣakāra as essential mediator, and the upāya (means) 

that must always also be the upeya (goal) converge to produce a savior in a soteriological 

paradigm that is in many ways the logical conclusion to the dilemma posed by the Lord’s 

absolute autonomy and the soul’s utter dependence. Not content to simply maintain the ācārya’s 

status as a kind of gate-keeper, he appeals to the reality of the individual’s lived experience of 

fear and doubt in the face of an all-powerful, perfect Lord, and provides an alternative - an 

ācārya imbued with the salvific power of the Lord who is without the power or the inclination to 

meet out karmic justice.   

         

 

	

	

																																																								
209 See Mumme, “The Evolution of the Teṅkalai Understanding of the Ācārya,” 81-83; Venkatachari, The 
Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 120-123; and the following chapter. Though I will 
not be able to provide a complete comparison here, it is certainly an area of inquiry worthy of study. 
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The ācārya and his [His?] love 
 

4.0 Introduction 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya lays out his doctrine of ācāryābhimāna in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam through a 

nuanced discussion of the various means of attainment, both acceptable and unacceptable, 

culminating in the final fifty-five sūtras on the affection of the ācārya as, ultimately, the only 

cause of salvation. In his soteriological paradigm, taking refuge with the ācārya is more than an 

intermediate step along the way to salvation. It is salvation itself. I think that for Piḷḷai Lokācārya 

the ācārya reproduces (but does not replace) the activity of both the Lord as upāya and the 

Goddess as puruṣakāra. The ontological status of the ācārya is the crux of his position on this 

matter. His view of the ācārya is liminal, but it is not ambiguous. The ācārya is both divine and 

human. He is the tangible manifestation of the Lord’s compassion for the soul. He is also always 

a soul, just as subservient and dependent as any other. It is precisely because the ācārya occupies 

both realms of being that he is the ideal locus of salvation. Admittedly, Piḷḷai Lokācārya is not 

entirely straightforward about the ācārya’s ontological status in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, and at 

times his statements are quite paradoxical. However, the cumulative effect of his discourse in 

this text points to the special and elevated status of the ācārya. In this chapter I will deal 

specifically with Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s treatment of the ācārya in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. There 

are three important ways that he indicates the dual aspects of the ācārya’s identity and the 

significance of these poles to salvation: (1) the frame, or opening and closing sections, of the text 

that ties together the upāya, puruṣakāra and ācārya as essentials in salvation; (2) rhetorical 

strategies that demonstrate the ācārya’s equivalence to the Lord; and (3) numerous sūtras 

dedicated to outlining the codes of conduct between the ācārya and his disciple which show 
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quite clearly that, for the disciple, the ācārya is as the Lord himself, while at the same time 

pointing to the fact that the ācārya is, as all souls are, subservient (śeṣa) to the Lord.  

 

4.1 The Frame: puruṣakāra, upāya, and the ācārya 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya frames the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam by invoking three key agents in the salvific 

process. This is most explicit in sūtra 15,  

By raising himself to the duties of the ācārya, the puruṣakāra, and upāya to make 

thoroughly known the meanings of the unknown, the greatness of upāya is demonstrated 

in the Mahābhārata.210 

This is the only time we find all three terms in association. It is, however, an important indication 

of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s general outlook on the conditions of salvation. In the first section of the 

text (sūtras 1-23), he extolls the greatness of puruṣakāra and upāya with reference to the figures 

of Sītā in the Rāmāyaṇa and Kṛṣṇa in the Mahābhārata. In the process he reminds the reader that 

1) there is precedent for understanding third-party intercession (puruṣakāra), in the figure of 

Sītā, as essential to the Lord’s acceptance of the soul and soul’s acceptance of the Lord’s 

protection, and 2) that the Lord Himself, as Kṛṣṇa, became the ācārya, intercessor (puruṣakāra), 

and means (upāya). He then closes the text with the final 55 sūtras on the status of 

ācāryābhimāna as the sole means of salvation. In this way he frames the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam as 

a discourse on the essentials of salvation, which not only includes the ācārya but ties him 

directly to the Goddess as intercessor (puruṣakāra) and the Lord as the means (upāya). The 

overarching message of this tri-partite paradigm exemplified by Kṛṣṇa is that human defects or 

sins are no barrier to the Lord’s grace: 

																																																								
210 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 15. 
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…the greatness of puruṣakāra and upāya is disregarding fault and deficiency of quality 

without measure; these [faults] themselves create the openness for acceptance.211 

In terms of the earthly ācārya, I think that there are a couple of ways to read this framing of the 

text, both of which I think are pertinent to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s understanding of the ācārya’s role 

in salvation. First, the Goddess who is eternally present at the side of the Lord is a model for the 

ācārya’s actions on behalf of the soul. Second, and most importantly, the ācārya’s relationship 

to the disciple reproduces the Lord’s relationship to the soul as teacher, intercessor, and means. 

In order to grasp the full significance of the ācārya’s association with both the puruṣakāra and 

the upāya, we will now look at how he defines each of these terms and their (explicit or implicit) 

relation to the ācārya.   

  

4.1.1 Puruṣakāra 

The term puruṣakāra is only found in a total of eight sūtras in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. 

Nevertheless it is an important concept in the tradition as a whole and to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

soteriological project. Although only Sītā and Kṛṣṇa are explicitly stated to be puruṣakāra (in 

sūtras 8 and 15, respectively), there are a number of indications in the text that Piḷḷai Lokācārya 

understands the ācārya to be functioning in this capacity. He defines the puruṣakāra as follows:  

For being puruṣkāra, compassion (kṛpai), dependence (pāratantrya), and not being 

obliged to another (ananyārhatva) are required (veṇum).212 

As we saw in chapter three, Piḷḷai Lokācārya explains each of these qualities by referencing a 

particular episode of Sītā’s separation from Rāma, thus echoing his father’s views as expressed 

																																																								
211 Ibid., 16. 
212 Ibid., 8. 



	 87	

in the Īṭu. Interestingly, we find that two of these three qualities also correspond to the ācārya’s 

relationship with his disciple: 

For the ācārya compassion (kṛpai) toward the disciple and dependence (pāratantrya) 

upon his own ācārya are required (veṇum). 

By compassion the essential nature of the disciple is accomplished (svarūpam 

siddhikkum); by dependence his essential nature is accomplished.213  

I would like to recall here part of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s definition of the Goddess’s intercessory 

function (cited in chapter three) from the Mumukṣuppaṭi, sūtra 125:  

… Everyone gains their true nature (svarūpa-lābha) by resorting to her;  

she gains her true nature by resorting to the Lord.214  

There is a fairly obvious correlation between these two statements. One’s true nature is somehow 

attained through either the Goddess or the ācārya, and both of these attain their own true natures 

by dependence. There are, of course, some equally obvious differences. First, the Goddess is 

clearly the passive recipient (śrīyate- she is depended upon) of the soul’s request for refuge, but 

an active participant (śrayate- ‘she depends upon’) in her own.215 The ācārya, on the other hand, 

is active in both his disciple’s and his own attainment of svarūpa.216 Second, and most obviously, 

																																																								
213 Ibid., 313-314. 
214 Mumme, The Mumukṣuppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya, 114. 
215 See chapter three for the derivation and use of these terms in the Mumukṣuppaṭi and 
Maṇavāḷamāmuṉi’s commentary. 
216 Sūtra 313 is a typical example of a Tamil dative-subject construction, where we must take the dative 
marked lexeme to be the subject of the neuter, third-person, singular verb. See Thomas Lehmann, A 
Grammar of Modern Tamil (Pondicherry: Pondicherry Institute of Linguistics and Culture, 1989), 33 and 
184-192. Thus, we might alternately translate this sūtra as “The ācārya needs compassion toward the 
disciple and dependence upon his own ācārya.” The compassion and dependence that accomplishes the 
essential nature of the disciple and the ācārya himself, then, should be taken as being possessed by the 
ācārya who then acts accordingly or bestows them upon the appropriate recipient.   
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the Goddess is dependent upon the Lord, the ācārya is dependent upon his ācārya.217 We might 

visualize the distinction between Śrī and the ācārya in their roles as mediators (puruṣakāra) vis-

à-vis their participation in their own salvation (upāya) in the following manner: 

           For upāya           As puruṣakāra  

 Lord ←   (serves/active) Śrī    (receives/passive) ← soul  

 Lord/Ācārya ←   (serves/active)  Ācārya   (serves/active)     → soul 

And, in relation to the ācārya, precisely this paradigm is made explicit in sūtras 420 and 421:  

 The ācārya serves both [the Lord and the soul]. 

For Īśvara he serves the śeṣa; for the cetana he serves the Śeṣī. 

Both the ācārya and the Goddess act as mediators in the relationship between the soul and the 

Lord. However, in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, the particular ways in which they fulfill this role are 

assigned different qualities and/or functions. The Goddess is said to “correct,” or “rectify” 

(tiruttum) both the soul and the Lord by instruction (upadeśa), grace (aruḷ), or beauty (aḻaku).218 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya stresses, as we saw in chapter three, that the abundance of [her] doership is 

“because of the qualities of the essential nature in the passive derivation.”219 According to Lester, 

“… she is sought out by the soul due to its essential nature as śeṣa and sought out by the Lord as 

His affectionate wife. In this way, she influences both soul and Lord in her role as mediatrix.”220 

As Kumar puts it, “it is the jīva that seeks the mediation of the goddess, but she herself does not 

reach out to the jīva. This passive power of the divine consort is stressed in order to emphasize 

																																																								
217 I will discuss in detail the reasons for this discrepancy in the following section on the ācārya. Suffice it 
for now to say that when discussing the relationship of the ācārya and his disciple, we must understand 
the ācārya to be as the Lord himself in the eyes and mind of the disciple. 
218 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 12-14. 
219 Ibid., 161. 
220 Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa of Piḷḷai Lokācārya, 52. 



	 89	

her subordination to the Lord.”221 The ācārya, on the other hand, provides service (upakāraka) 

for both the Lord and the soul, serving (upakarittāṉ) each one for the other. If Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

view on the distinction between the passive-active dichotomy in terms of service as expressed in 

Mumukṣuppaṭi 125 hold true for the ācārya, then we must take this to mean that the ācārya is the 

agent and thus an active participant in service to both the Lord and the disciple. He does not 

correct the Lord or the cetana, he does not change their minds by instruction, or grace, or 

seduction. Rather, through service he actively engages in the reproduction of the appropriate 

relationship between them.  

 His role as a mediator, though similar to the Goddess’s role as puruṣakāra, is unique to 

him. On the one hand he is like Śrī in that he is in some ways divine. His compassion for the 

soul, which is the Lord’s, allows the flowering of the soul’s essential nature, and, again like Śrī, 

he is clearly a dependent soul himself. On the other hand, his intercession is described in terms 

that suggest an active participation in the process that is denied to Śrī. What this suggests to me 

is that, for Piḷḷai Lokācārya, the ācārya possesses a level or kind of agency as a mediator that is 

different from that of the Goddess.  

I think that in this respect we need to look again at sūtra 15 (as quoted above) and the 

fact that the Lord too is designated as the mediator of divine-human relations. As Kṛṣṇa in the 

Mahābhārata shows, mediation is sometimes direct and is an activity carried out by the Lord 

himself. “The important distinction that is made here between the Lord and his divine consort is 

that the Lord himself reaches out, as mediator, to find the jīva and to bestow his divine grace on 

it, whereas the divine consort’s power to mediate is seen only in a passive sense.”222 Part of the 

reason that it is so important for Śrī to be understood as acting in a passive manner is because it 

																																																								
221 Kumar, Goddess Lakṣmī, 106. 
222 Kumar, Goddess Lakṣmī, 105-6. 
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is in this way that the Lord’s absolute autonomy and identification as the sole agent of both 

upāya and upeya is maintained. By granting the ācārya a degree of agency in his capacity as 

puruṣakāra, Piḷḷai Lokācārya seems to be upsetting the Lord’s status as the sole means of 

salvation. The ācārya as a devotee and disciple is absolutely passive and subordinate to the Lord. 

He is also absolutely passive and subordinate to his ācārya. In his capacity as mediator, however, 

I think we have to understand him in a similar manner to Kṛṣṇa. That is, the ācārya’s 

compassion (kṛpai) and grace (prasāda) are the direct and unmitigated activity of the Lord.223  

The ācārya’s active role in the salvation of the soul is one of the ways that Piḷḷai Lokācārya links 

the ācārya to the Lord and thus confers upon him His agency. 

 

4.1.2 Upāya 

Both virtue and defect disturb the lowest and highest goal of man. 

Indeed, it is the eternal enemy. 

Therefore, if the goal is to be accomplished, the means should be suitable to that. 

When this is different, there is no identity of goal and means.224 

These sūtras pretty well sum up Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s views on upāya. For him, an effective means 

to salvation is determined according to whether or not it can tolerate both ‘virtue and defect,’ and 

whether or not it is identical to the goal (upeya). As we saw in chapter two, these basic points are 

covered by prapatti. However, because the cetana continues to experience fear and pride, which 

are fundamental obstacles to taking refuge directly with the Lord (even with the Goddess as 

puruṣakāra), prapatti, in the lived experience of the individual, cannot entirely account for the 

																																																								
223 We find two (sūtras 313 & 314)and three (sūtras 244 (x2) and 274) references to the ācārya’s kṛpai 
and prasāda, respectively, in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. 
224 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 415-418. The terms used here are actually prāpya (goal) and prāpakam (means). 
Piḷḷai Lokācārya seems to use these terms interchangeably with upāya and upeya (for an example please 
see Mumme, The Mumukṣuppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya (sūtra 84), 7).   
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disruption caused by virtue and defect. Thus he presents ācāryābhimāna as an alternative to the 

uncertainty inherent to resorting to the Lord directly. The basic paradigm, however, is not new. 

Seeking the refuge and guidance of an ācārya is a well-established practice in the tradition.225 

What I think Piḷḷai Lokācārya notices and emphasizes is that association with an ācārya is 

common to both the upāyas available to a Śrīvaiṣṇava in the generations before him (i.e., bhakti 

and prapatti) and appears, as such, to be the key to salvation for both. What distinguishes Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya from his predecessors is not so much his emphasis on the indispensability of the 

ācārya to attaining the Lord so much as it is his articulation of this path as a separate and equally 

effective upāya. As in sūtra 453: 

Indeed, the affection of the ācārya, like prapatti, is ancillary to other means and an 

independent [means]. 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya here defines ācāryābhimāna as an independent means based on the relationship 

of prapatti to bhakti. That is, if prapatti is to be understood as both an ancillary to bhakti and an 

independent means, then surely the affection of the ācārya that naturally arises from the 

relationship between the teacher and his disciple (which is common to both bhakti and prapatti) 

must also be admitted as an independent means.  

When Piḷḷai Lokācārya calls upon verse 65 of Yāmuna’s Stotra Ratna in sūtra 452 as a 

pramāṇa (proof, or authority) for the doctrine of ācāryābhimāna, we find that Yāmuna 

recognizes that his own faults in character may preclude his acceptance by the Lord. And yet, he 

pleads with the Lord to grant His grace regardless of his own behaviour because his grandfather, 

Nāthamuni, is a paradigmatic devotee. Regardless of what Yāmuna meant by this, Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya clearly takes this as an example of ācāryābhimāna. In the immediately preceding 

																																																								
225 See chapter three. 
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sūtra Piḷḷai Lokācārya cites Naṉmukaṉ Tiruvantāti 89 as the pramāṇa for the path of self-effort. 

The verse is as follows:  

I have understood one [thing] that won’t be in vain – [by] meditating in an unerring 

manner on the feet of the [Lord] of the milk-ocean, seeing and prostrating before servants 

who dwell [with the Lord], they flourish; [their] mixed karma destroyed, heaven is 

opened, and they sit [there] greatly distinguished.226  

This path requires one to worship the Bhāgavatas (the devotees of the Lord) and to meditate on 

the Lord without distraction. It requires proper conduct. The passage from Yāmuna’s Stotra 

Ratna, on the other hand, suggests that though one may be incapable of maintaining the conduct 

that will “destroy the sins attached (to the soul),” the Lord’s causeless grace may still be 

bestowed upon the soul through the mediation of one who is favoured by the Lord. This state of 

affairs, according to Piḷḷai Lokācārya, is the norm. Self-effort is not only difficult, it is contrary 

to the essential nature of the soul.  

The fundamental problem with the very notion of upāyas (other than the Lord), according 

to Piḷḷai Lokācārya, is that they are inherently inefficient as they are the product of self-effort. 

This is made evident by the fact that the means (upāya) and the goal (upeya) are different. In 

sūtra 266 of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam we are provided with five examples: 

For those who are prideful in body and soul, men who cause the body to thrive is their 

aim, prosperity is the means, [and] worldly enjoyment is the goal.  For those who are 

independent, those giving the enjoyment of heaven, etc. is their aim, practicing karma is 

the means, [and] enjoyment of heaven, etc., is the goal.  For those who are devotees of 

another, Brahma, Rudra, etc. is their goal, choosing that [God] is the means, [and] union 

																																																								
226 Naṉmukaṉ Tiruvantāti 89: paḻatākātoṉṟaṟintēṉ pāṟkaṭalāṉ pātam vaḻuvāvakai niṉaintu vaikal 
toḻuvārai kaṇṭiṟaiñci vāḻvār kalanta viṉai keṭuttu viṇtiṟantu vīṟṟiruppār mikku. 
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with that [God] is the goal.  For those who believe in another upāya, Īśvara, the indweller 

of the gods, is their aim, karma, jñāna, and bhakti are the means, [and] experience of God 

is the goal.  For those who are engaged in self-purpose, “He who is perceived by the 

heart” is their aim, their own acceptance is the means, [and] service of their self-purpose 

is the goal. 

The first three – those for whom the goal is worldly enjoyment, heavenly enjoyment, and union 

with another god – are such that they remain in saṃsāra and may only be freed from their karmic 

burden with further experience [i.e., future lives].227 The last two, those for whom the goal is 

experience of God and those for whom the goal is the fulfillment of their self-purpose, however, 

“are the target for favour.”228 Although Piḷḷai Lokācārya does not name them, these two are 

likely 1) those who follow the path of bhakti set out by Rāmānuja, et.al., and 2) those who have a 

misguided understanding of prapatti as an upāya. They can, unlike the first three, however, be 

corrected. The first is corrected by expiation, that is, by surrender (prapatti) to the Lord.229 The 

second, those engaged in self-purpose, are eligible for correction because their mistake arises 

from attachment to the Lord. Such a problem cannot be considered as a defect, per se, as “all 

those [things] that come with the defect of [attachment to] the object [that is the Lord] are 

difficult to abandon.”230 Sūtra 274 suggests that, in light of this problem, the necessary virtues 

for renouncing self-purpose grow by the grace of the true ācārya (sadācāryaprasādattāle). Thus,  

…the wise one should dwell in the proximity of the ācārya and the Lord, should speak of 

the ācārya’s greatness and his own inferiority, should repeat the Guruparamparā and 

Dvaya [mantra], should favour the speech and conduct of the former ācāryas, should 

																																																								
227 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 268. 
228 Ibid., 267. 
229 Ibid., 268. 
230 Ibid., 270-272. 
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renounce dwelling with and love of non-Vaiṣṇavas, and should do the service of the 

ācārya and the service of the Lord.231 

One who takes bhakti as his primary upāya may be brought to see the true nature of his soul by 

recourse to prapatti; likewise, one who takes prapatti as this primary upāya may be corrected by 

recourse to an ācārya. As one inevitably leads to the next, the end of the path for he who takes 

bhakti as his means, just as for he who takes prapatti as his means, is always ultimately in the 

embrace of an ācārya.  

That which is common for both bondage and release is a relationship to Īśvara; that 

which is the cause for release is a relationship to the ācārya.232 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya, however, is careful to never name the ācārya himself as the upāya. His 

abhimāna, his affection for the disciple, on the other hand, is clearly named so, as we saw in 

sūtra 453 above. The status of the ācārya, per se, is thus a bit of a puzzle. Piḷḷai Lokācārya is 

insistent throughout the text that if the upāya and the upeya are not the same, the means will 

inevitably be unsuitable to the essential nature of the soul. On the one hand, he advocates for 

understanding the Lord alone as the upāya and the upeya and thus surrendering (i.e. undertaking 

prapatti) to Him directly; on the other, it is abundantly clear that he takes association with an 

ācārya and ācāryābhimāna to be not only the easiest path to attainment of the Lord but also the 

most effective. Such a situation potentially suggests that there is in fact a distinction between the 

means (ācāryābhimāna) and the goal (the Lord). That is, unless we understand, as 

Maṇavāḷamāmuṉi does, that “the love of an ācārya whom the Lord deems to be Himself is 

virtually equivalent to Divine grace.”233 

 
																																																								
231 Ibid., 274. 
232 Ibid., 425. 
233 Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological dispute, 230. 
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4.1.3 Ācārya 

According to sūtra 315, “The direct meaning of ācārya is he who teaches the great tirumantra 

that destroys saṃsāra.”234 Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s reference to the Tirumantra is interesting here as it 

serves not only as a linkage between the puruṣakāra and the ācārya as instructors, it also 

reminds the reader of the ācārya’s dual identity as both teacher and disciple and how this 

connects him to the Lord. According to sūtra 5 of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s Mumukṣuppaṭi on the 

significance of the Tirumantra: 

Those in saṃsāra have forgotten themselves and the Lord and have lost service to the 

Lord – it is so lost that they do not even know that they have lost it. Thus sunk in the sea 

of saṃsāra, they suffer. The Lord of all, out of his mercy (kṛpā) – so that they might 

know him and reach the other shore – himself became both the disciple and the ācārya 

and proclaimed the Tirumantra.235 

Maṇavāḷamāmuni further explains the Lord’s motivation for taking on the role of the disciple: 

If he had revealed this only by teaching it, people might have thought, “He is only trying 

to show his own superiority.” But when he made this known by his own conduct, it made 

it easier for them to say, “We also need this,” and thus to gain faith and undertake it 

themselves.236 

Like the Lord who manifested as Nara and Nārāyaṇa, the ācārya instructs the disciple on the 

meaning of the Tirumantra while at the same time providing an example for the disciple’s proper 

conduct by his association with his own ācārya.   

																																																								
234 Śrīvacana Bhuūṣaṇam 315. 
235 Mumme, trans., The Mumukuṣppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya (sūtra 5), 36. 
236 Ibid., (sūtra 6), 39. 
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From the very first mention of the ācārya in sūtra 15 of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam we are 

prompted to recall that the Lord has Himself taken on this role in order to “make known what is 

unknown.” The intimate connection between the ācārya and the Lord is, in part, predicated upon 

the fact that the Lord has chosen this position for Himself. Nampiḷḷai’s commentary on verses 

II.3.2 and V.8.9 of the Tiruvāymoḻi (recorded by Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai in the Īṭu) is reminiscent 

of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s formulation in sūtra 15 (and likely its source):  

When the words “making known what is not known” [TVM II.3.2] were being discussed 

in Empār’s class, the question arose, “Who is the first guru for the human person?” Some 

present said, “Isn’t it the ācārya?” Others said, “It is the Śrīvaiṣṇava who meets you and 

invites you saying, ‘Go take refuge at the feet of the teacher.’” But Empār responded, 

“Neither of those. It is the Lord of all who enters within and makes one unable to say no; 

as it says, ‘You made me desire you…’ [TVM V.8.9]. So the Lord is the first guru.”237  

It is interesting that Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s own understanding of the Lord as the first ācārya, rather 

than appealing to the Lord as antaryāmin as Empār does here, is grounded in His manifestation 

as Kṛṣṇa in the Mahābhārata. Such a perspective suggests to me that for Piḷḷai Lokācārya the 

ācārya must be physically present. The Lord as the inner controller may be the ultimate truth, but 

the ācārya who is in the world is the conventional reality of salvation. Sūtra 244 is an important 

example of this dynamic: 

Having feared that the three - pride, wealth, and desire - produce contempt toward 

favourable people, attachment toward unfavourable people, and desire toward those who 

are indifferent, and having concluded that the qualities of the soul are not produced by 

one’s self nor by another, that this much is produced by the grace of the Lord that comes 
																																																								
237 Clooney, trans., Seeing through texts, 240. The in-text citations are references to verses from the 
Tiruvāymoḻi (TVM). 
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such that it is the source of the grace of the true ācārya, one should continue to produce 

growth with the true ācārya [by cultivating] disregard in the maintenance of the body, 

eagerness in the maintenance of the soul, cessation of the thought of the enjoyableness in 

material things, confidence in the peculiar knowledge that confidence in the grace 

obtained by service of the Supreme Soul is maintaining the body, happiness if there is an 

affliction to one’s self [knowing that it is] the fruit of karma or the fruit of compassion, 

cessation of the thought of the means in self-practice, earnest desire in the practice of the 

knowledge of extraordinary people, and abundance of care in the beloved places, the 

prayer of benediction, aversion toward other objects, the restriction which is obedience, 

the restriction of food, favourable friendship, and cessation of unfavourable friendship. 

The ācārya here is clearly identified as the vehicle of the Lord’s grace. 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya appeals to the examples of Maturakavi and Vaṭuka Nampi  (also called 

Andhra Pūrṇa) as precedents for conceiving of the ācārya as if he were the Lord Himself. 

Although he does not specifically name Maturakavi, in sūtra 401 we have a reference to “one 

person” who laughs at the ten people “who say one thing when they have eaten and another 

when they have not.” Based on Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary, Mumme interprets this sūtra as 

follows: “Whereas the other Āḻvārs sometimes praised serving Bhāgavatas and sometimes 

yearned for the Lord, Maturakavi would laugh at them, for he was fully satisfied to serve only 

his ācārya, Nammāḻvār.”238 Lester comments on this same sūtra that, “One cannot always rely 

on ten of the Āḻvārs as sometimes they speak out of experience of the Lord and sometimes they 

speak without that experience. Madhurakavi laughed at the other Āḻvārs because they had no 

ācārya.”239 The context for Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s discussion of Maturakavi and the following 

																																																								
238 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theologocal Dispute, 244. 
239 Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa of Piḷḷai Lokācārya, 109. 
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example of Vaṭuka Nampi is a discussion of the precarious nature of the individual’s experience 

when the Lord is taken as the sole means of salvation. Before the mention of these two figures, 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya tells us that for one who grasps the Lord as the sole means, there will be fear 

and fearlessness, alternately, until the time of attainment.240 The cause of fear is karma and the 

knowledge of what should be removed; the cause of fearlessness is compassion and the 

knowledge of the removal of that which is undesirable.241 In this context, I think it is safe to say 

that the analogy of the “ten people who say one thing when they have eaten and another when 

they have not,” is a reference to the fear and fearlessness expressed by the āḻvārs. Where they 

express both uncertainty and bliss in their relationships with the Lord, Maturakavi’s poem 

exudes confidence in the reality of his salvation through Nammāḻvār. He experiences only 

fearlessness because the means – taking refuge at the feet of his ācārya – is suitable to both his 

essential nature and the goal.242   

The example of Vaṭuka Nampi serves as a further example of one who expresses 

complete devotion toward the ācārya. In sūtra 403 Piḷḷai Lokācārya mentions him by name 

saying that he called Āḻvāṉ and Āṇṭāṉ (Kūreśa and Mudaliyāṇḍāṉ) “two-sided men.” Vaṭuka 

Nampi, a disciple of Rāmānuja, was said to be totally devoted to his ācārya, never going to 

worship Lord Raṅganātha in His temple. Because Kūreśa and Mudaliyāṇḍāṉ would seek out both 

the Lord and Rāmānuja, Vaṭaku Nampi accused them both of being “two-sided,” or “two-

faced.”243  His example highlights the singularity of devotion that characterizes the appropriate 

mode of service in ācāryābhimāna. Furthermore, his criticism of Kūrattāḻvāṉ and Mudaliyāṇḍāṉ 

implies an important correlation – when one worships the ācārya, the Lord is worshiped; but, 

																																																								
240 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 398. 
241 Ibid., 397 and 399. 
242 Ibid., 402. 
243 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 244; and Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, 110. 
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when one only worships the Lord, the ācārya is overlooked. The ācārya, even in the tradition’s 

conception of prapatti, deserves the utmost respect as the facilitator of self-realization and must 

be acknowledged. As such, worship of and dependence upon him is the only appropriate mode of 

service. Of course, the role of the ācārya as disciple in all of these examples is also of paramount 

importance. The Lord as both teacher and student provides the basis for Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

conception of the ācārya. Nammāḻvār was the disciple of the Lord and teacher/Lord of 

Maturakavi, who was, it could be argued, the ācārya to Nāthamuni.244   

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s definition of the ācārya as “he who teaches the tirumantra” alongside 

his identification of Kṛṣṇa as the one who “makes known what is not known,” and his appeal to 

Maturakavi and Vaṭuka Nampi as examples of ācāryābhimāna highlight his concern with the 

ācārya in the world. He is like Nara, Nammāḻvār, Maturakavi, and Vaṭuka Nampi, as the 

example of an ideal student, just as he is like Nārāyaṇa, Kṛṣṇa, Nammāḻvār (again), and 

Rāmānuja as the teacher who reveals the Lord. This line of reasoning is emphasized again in 

sūtras 422 and 423 where Piḷḷai Lokācārya tells us that “Īśvara himself desires ācāryahood. 

Therefore, there is a connection to the succession of teachers, the Gītā, the granting of 

fearlessness, and the gracious sayings.” His own prior manifestations as an ācārya combined 

with His continuing desire to do such service for the soul as only the ācārya can do, is not only 

indicative of the importance of the ācārya’s assistance, it is an indication that the station itself is 

imbued with His salvific power. The quasi-divine status accorded to the ācārya is not unique to 

the works of Piḷḷai Lokācārya. “Nearly all Śrīvaiṣṇava scriptural sources (Vedānta, Itihāsapurāṇa, 

																																																								
244 Though Maturakavi is not officially recognized in the guruparamparā, he, or rather his poem Kaṇṇi 
nuṉciṟut tāmpu, seems to function as a kind of proxy for Nammāḻvār’s instruction of Nāthamuni. 
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Pāñcarātra, the Āḻvār’s hymns) emphasize that the guidance of a wise ācārya is necessary for 

one seeking mokṣa, and that he is to be worshipped and honored like the Lord himself.”245 

 

4.2 The ācārya as the Lord: rhetorical strategies 

Aside from his framing of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, by far the most common way that Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya deals with the similarities between the Lord and the ācārya is with the use of a 

number of rhetorical devices. By way of metaphor, juxtapositioning, and parallelism he grounds 

his conception of the ācārya as the human embodiement of the Lord’s divinity in relational 

terms. Nowhere in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam does he clearly state that the ācārya is a 

manifestation of the Lord. Rather, he constructs a vision of the ācārya that is more like a 

reflection or reproduction of the Lord’s compassionate qualities for his disciple. That is, the 

ācārya’s relationship to his disciple reproduces in conventional terms the ultimate reality of the 

Lord’s relationship to the soul. As a reflection of the Lord, his function is divine, but he is 

human. Throughout his defense of ācāryābhimāna, Piḷḷai Lokācārya maintains the fundamental 

paradox of the ācārya’s dual ontology. As such, there are two clear streams of thought regarding 

the ācārya evident in the text. The first one that I will address here is his construction of the 

category of ācārya and his affection (abhimāna) as the relational equivalent to the Lord and his 

compassion. The second, which I will discuss in the subsequent section in conjunction with the 

codes of conduct enumerated by Piḷḷai Lokācārya, is his continued insistence on the ācārya as a 

subordinate and dependent soul/disciple.  

The juxtaposition of sūtras 298 and 299 is perhaps the clearest expression of the dynamic 

between the Lord, ācārya, and disciple:  
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The target of His knowledge is the quality of him; the target of His ignorance is the fault 

of him; the target of His power is the protection of him; the target of His powerlessness is 

the abandonment of him. 

The target of his knowledge is the quality of the ācārya; the target of his ignorance is the 

fault of the ācārya; the target of his power is service of the ācārya; the target of his 

powerlessness is doing forbidden things. 

In the first of these sūtras He (avaṉ) refers to the Lord as the agent of knowledge, ignorance, 

protection, and powerlessness in his relationship to the devotee. In the second, he (ivaṉ) refers to 

the devotee whose identical qualities are to be directed toward the ācārya. By replacing the Lord, 

who would seem to be the logical object of the second sūtra, with the ācārya Piḷḷai Lokācārya 

defines for the disciples/devotees their appropriate point of contact in their relationship to the 

Lord.  

One of the key indicators of the ācārya’s parallel function to the Lord is the similarity 

between prapatti and ācāryābhimāna as non-upāyas. Just as the soul’s attachment and surrender 

to the Lord cannot be considered as the upāya, so too the soul’s attachment to an ācārya is not 

taken as the means of attainment. Compare the following: 

When one thinks to obtain Him [the Lord], this prapatti is not the means. When He [the 

Lord] thinks to obtain this one, even grievous sin is not at all an obstruction.246 

with, 

Since the attachment to the ācārya is itself pregnant with pride, it is like taking and 

putting on the ring of the god of death (Kāla). 

 The affection of the ācārya alone is the saviour.247 

																																																								
246 Śrīvacana Bhūṣanam 145-6. 
247 Ibid., 438-9. 
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Though stated differently, the message is the same. The soul/disciple’s assent (svagatasvīkāra) is 

not the means. “As with prapatti, it is paragatasvīkāra [the Lord’s or, in the case of 

ācāryābhimāna, the ācārya’s assent] which is the actual means, not svagatasvīkāra.”248 There is, 

however, an important distinction between taking refuge with the Lord directly and taking refuge 

with an ācārya: “… when the merciful ācārya is the upāya, even svagatasvīkāra, where the soul 

takes the initiative and resorts to the ācārya, is always successful.”249 As we saw in chapter two, 

surrendering to the Lord directly is a proposition fraught with uncertainty. Whether the danger of 

being rejected by the Lord is real or only the fear of the prapanna, it gives rise to an instinctive 

desire to withdraw from the Lord. Furthermore, the belief that, as a mere mortal, there is 

anything that one can do, think, or say that will affect in the Lord a permanent disregard of the 

cetana’s defects is pure hubris and incompatible with the soul’s essential nature. By approaching 

the ācārya, however, one suffers none of these dangers as the ācārya’s compassion is not bound 

to the law of karma. Unlike the Lord, he is in no way responsible for ensuring the enactment of 

karmic justice nor is he free to deny the soul brought to him by the Lord. Because of this, even 

one who shrinks from the Lord and another who boasts of his own ability to dispel his karmic 

burden can yet be saved by the ācārya. 

We find a similar parallel between the Lord and the ācārya with regard to the possibility, 

or, more accurately, the impossibility of reciprocity between the Lord/ācārya and the 

soul/disciple. First, one who ascribes to an upāya needs to understand that no amount of self-

effort can account for the greatness of the Lord’s acceptance. As I have already noted in chapter 

two, Piḷḷai Lokācārya points out that, 

																																																								
248 Mumme, The Srivaisnava Theological Dispute, 242. 
249Ibid., 242. 
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Like the shell to the gem, like the lemon to a kingdom, it [the means] is not equal to the 

fruit.250 

So too, one who serves the Lord, even in the proper manner, must know that no offering can ever 

be worthy of Him. 

 Since the object is full, the placed pulse (offering) is not worthy of [His]  greatness.251 

Along similar lines, Piḷḷai Lokācārya addresses the disciple’s debt to his ācārya: 

… if one is to produce a suitable return of service for the ācārya, there [must] be the 

four-fold powers and two-fold Īśvara.252 

In other words, for the disciple such repayment is entirely impossible. Only the Lord’s full 

potency can repay the ācārya. The four-fold power, or vibhūti catuṣṭayam, and two-fold Lord 

refers to the combination of the transcendent Lord’s internal potency manifest in Vaikuṇṭha 

(called tripād vibhūti) with his external potency made manifest by the material world. 253 Thus, 

just as the devotee can never hope to engage in an equal reciprocal relationship with the Lord, 

there is nothing that the disciple, whose “essential nature subsists by poverty,”254 can give to his 

ācārya. This basic idea is not unusual.  

As Gonda has noted, from as early as the Mahābhārata and Āpastambha Dharma Sūtra 

the instruction of an ācārya or guru is said to be repaid as a gift. 

																																																								
250 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 126. 
251 Ibid., 139. The full object (pūrṇaviṣayam) here refers to the Lord. 
252 Ibid., 424 . 
253 This division in the Lord’s potency and form is found already in Ṛg Veda, 10.90.3-4 (this portion of 
the text, 10.90, is also refered to as the puruṣa sukta): etāvān asya mahimāto jyāyāṃś ca pūruṣaḥ | pādo 
'sya viśvā bhūtāni tripād asyāmṛtaṃ divi || tripād ūrdhva ud ait puruṣaḥ pādo 'syehābhavat punaḥ | tato 
viṣvaṅ vy akrāmat sāśanānaśane abhi || “Puruṣa is superior to his [Indra] abundant greatness. One-fourth 
of him is all the worlds, three-fourths of him is the immortal heaven. Puruṣa became the three-fourths that 
are raised above, and the one-fourth of him was again here. Thus, he strides over the [entire] universe, 
over that which enjoys [food] and that which does not enjoy [food].” This paradigm is also attested in the 
Tripad Vibhūti Mahānārāyaṇa Upaniṣad (Otto Schrader, Introduction to the Pañcarātra and the 
Ahirbudhnya Samhita (Madras: Adyar Library, 1916), 50). 
254 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 342. 
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As this instruction had no mercenary motives, the guru is not paid for his tuition, but is 

offered a ‘present’ – see e.g. Mbh. 1, 3, 95ff. – called vedadakṣiṇā “dakṣiṇā for (the 

teaching of) the Veda” (ĀpDhS. 1, 2, 7, 19) or gurudakṣiṇā (cf. Mbh. 5, 107, 1; Kāl. 

Ragh 5, 20)… The ideal was obviously that the dakṣiṇā was “simply for pleasing or 

propitiating the teacher and was not a complete equivalent of … the knowledge 

imparted.”255  

What is significant about Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s particular take on the issue of payment is not so 

much that the payment cannot equal the knowledge imparted, but that to do so is in violation of 

the soul’s essential nature and misunderstands the nature of the ācārya. In sūtras 128 and 339 of 

the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam we see that the soul’s attempt to “give” to the Lord, “if given in the 

improper manner is exposed as theft”; and if the disciple gives to his ācārya “he is a thief.” What 

both sūtras express is the soul/disciple’s absolute poverty. What they both suggest is the 

completeness/fullness/perfection of the one who receives such payment. Both the Lord and the 

ācārya in these sūtras are in need of nothing, can take nothing, as it is all theirs already.  

 Indeed, the poverty of the disciple is juxtaposed in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam with the 

ācārya’s “fullness” (pūrtti): 

Since this one is poor (miṭiyaṉ) he cannot give; since that one is full (pūrṇaṉ) he cannot 

take. For this one, the essential nature subsists by poverty (miṭiyāle); for that one, the 

essential nature subsists by fullness (pūrttiyāle).256 

The terms used to indicate the ācārya’s fullness derive from the verb root “pūr,” meaning “to 

fill, to please, satisfy, cover, surround, etc.”257 Both are primary derivations (kṛt pratyayas). 

																																																								
255 Kane, History of Dharmaśastra, II (Poona, 1941), 360; cited in Gonda, Change and Continuity in 
Indian Religions, 234. 
256 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 341 and 342. 
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Pūrtti is an action noun and pūrṇa is a past passive participle (bhūte kṛdanta). In reference to 

either the Lord or the ācārya, pūrtti is the more common form found with a total of 7 

occurrences, while pūrṇa is found 4 times.258 In all but one instance each, these terms refer to the 

Lord in his manifestations as either the arcāvatāra or Īśvara. The term pūrṇa is, in fact, one of 

the epithets assigned to God in śloka 73 of the Viṣṇusahasranāma. An important source text for 

understanding this usage is 5.1.1 of the Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad: 

That is fullness, this is fullness, the fullness arises from fullness 

Having taken the fullness of the fullness, only fullness remains.259 

In other words, the fullness of God is not expendable. “The restriction of the object is to the 

object in whom alone there is a fullness of qualities (guṇapūrtti); this fullness (pūrtti) is in the 

arcāvatāra especially.”260 He subsequently defines the term (referring here to an alternative 

derivation of the verb root): “By the saying “fullness (pūrṇa),” [it is meant that] all qualities are 

abundant.”261 In her 1978 dissertation, Katherine Young made the following observation 

regarding the use of this term as used by Piḷḷai Lokācārya to describe the arcāvatāra: “… we 

may conclude that there is no depletion of the fullness of the Supreme Lord in the arcāvatāra 

and all the qualities that are essential for obtaining the Lord are in abundance in the 

arcāvatāra.”262 In other words, the application of the term pūrṇa to the arcāvatāra states that 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
257 Apte, “The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary,” http://dsalsrv02.uchicago.edu/cgi-
bin/philologic/getobject.pl?c.3:1:4630.apte 
258 We also find apūrtti in sūtras 291, 292, and 293 meaning “non-accomplishment.” There is one 
additional, unrelated, use of pūrṇa- it is in a quote from the Mahābhārata with reference to a ‘full pot of 
water’ in sūtra 142.  
259 pūrṇam adaḥ pūrṇam idaṃ pūrṇāt pūrṇam udacyate | 
pūrṇasya pūrṇam ādāya pūrṇam evāvaśiṣyate || 
260 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 37. 
261 Ibid., 39. 
262 Katherine Young, Beloved Places, p. 157. 
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this form of the Lord is ontologically identical to the Lord’s manifestations as para, vyūha, 

vibhava, and antaryāmi. 

Thus, it seems to me that assigning the terms ‘pūrtti’ and ‘pūrṇa’ to the ācārya in the 

above sūtras is rather significant. His use of these terms to describe the ācārya is a provocative 

suggestion of the ācārya’s divinity that seems to connect the ācārya to the arcāvatāra and, by 

extension, the five emanations of the Lord (given in chapter two and again below). The specific 

context of these terms in reference to the ācārya, however, do provide an important caveat to his 

formulation of the ācārya’s divinity. In the two sūtras in which we find the ācārya described as 

‘full’ or ‘subsisting by fullness,’ his understanding of the ācārya is given over against the 

disciple’s poverty. In other words, unlike the arcāvatāra which is defined as ‘full’ in absolute 

terms, the ācārya’s fullness is a contrastive or relational quality that Piḷḷai Lokācārya only uses 

to describe the ācārya within the ācārya-śiṣya (teacher-student) dynamic. Nonetheless, within 

this relationship, the ācārya is to be treated in the same manner as one would treat God.  

One of the most interesting examples of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s use of metaphor to explain the 

connection between the ācārya to the Lord is found in sūtras 42 and 441. He begins with a 

simile describing the relative accessibility of the various forms of the Lord in terms of access to 

water: 

The antaryāmi is like the water in the earth; the paratva is like the covering water; the 

vyūha is like the milk-ocean; the vibhava are like a flooded river; among these the 

arcāvatāra is like the full pond.263  

It is important to note here that Piḷḷai Lokācārya reorders the five forms of the Lord as 

traditionally enumerated. The list is usually given in the following order: para (the Supreme 

form), vyūha (the emanations – Saṃkarṣaṇa, Pradyumna, and Aniruddha), vibhava (the 
																																																								
263 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 42.  
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manifestations or avatāras), antaryāmi (the Inner Controler), and arcāvatāra (the image 

form).264 By moving the antaryāmi to the first position he indicates that, although this form is the 

most pervasive, it is also the hardest to grasp.265 And, if you will recall, this is the form listed as 

the goal of the fifth upāya in sūtra 266 (above). In that context we are told that association with 

an ācārya is the correction to the erroneous assumption that one can attain the antaryāmi 

unaided.  

We then find in sūtra 441 that the water metaphor employed to explain the five 

emanations of the Lord is extended to the ācārya: 

When thirst is produced, one should not desire the water of the clouds, ocean, river, 

tanks, and well, neglecting the water remaining in the hand.266 

As we saw in chapter two, the arcāvatāra is celebrated by Piḷḷai Lokācārya for several reasons. 

Most notably is the accessibility of this form. He is like the water in “the full pond.” By 

extending this metaphor to the ācārya, whom he describes as the “water remaining in the hand,” 

he clearly explains the immediate accessibility of the ācārya and, perhaps, suggests that he is to 

be understood as an extension of the manifestations listed in sūtra 42.  

Maṇavāḷamāmuṉi cites Aruḷāḷa Perumāḷ Emperumāṉār’s (circa12th century)267 Jñānasāra 

verse 33 in his commentary on sūtra 441: 

																																																								
264 Narayanan, “Arcavatara: On Earth as He is in Heaven,” 54. 
265 According to Schrader,  this ordering is also found in Padma Tantra I, 3. 16 ff.: “This is the “best of 
Purusas” and the “Highest Light” seen by Brahman in meditation (Padma Tantra I, 3. 16 ff.) and “ever to 
be remembered by Yogins as seated in the lotus of the heart”, that is, evidently, the Antaryamin placed 
here above the Para. This form, again, has originated from “that which has all forms and no form”, 
Brahman without beginning, middle or end.” (Otto S., footnote 3, p. 52) Please see Otto S. pp. 34-53 for a 
detailed discussion of the Pañcarātra theory of the emanations of God. 
266 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 441. 
267 Mumme, “The Evolution of the Teṅkalai Understanding of the Ācārya: Teacher, Mediator and 
Savior,” 80. 



	 108	

To leave the guru one has, saying that he is not God, and go on longing for the Supreme 

One – this is like a man who just shuts his eyes, pours out the water in the vessel in his 

hand, and looks up expectantly at the clouds.268 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya certainly does appear to be referencing this verse of the Jñānasāra. Thus, 

whether he was intentionally creating a link between the ācārya and the Lord’s emanations, or 

merely paying homage to his predecessor, I cannot state with certainty. This verse of the 

Jñānasāra in all likelihood refers to the ācārya’s unique ability to guide his disciple in the proper 

modes of worship and conduct and in this way opens the path to attainment of the Lord. 

Nonetheless, the correlation of these two passages does suggest that this current of thought on 

the importance of the ācārya had been active in the community for some time. The context of 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s variation on this verse, however, clearly points to the ācārya as the direct 

source of salvation.269  

Whether or not Piḷḷai Lokācārya views the ācārya as a literal manifestation of the Lord is 

unclear in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. The sūtras cited here, however, strongly suggest that the 

ācārya is, at the very least, in an internal apṛthaksiddhi relation with the Lord, and, at most, one 

of his incarnations. “Apṛthaksiddhi can be understood as the inseparable relation between 

substance and attributes. Distinction is maintained within this inseparable relation on account of 

the notion that attributes are not substance, although they cannot exist independently of 

substance.” 270  

																																																								
268 Mumme, trans., The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 243. 
269 See the immediately preceding sūtras, 439 and 440: The affection of the ācārya alone is the saviour. 
One should not forsake things in the hand, desiring things that are buried. 
270 James Colin Daly O’Rourke, “God, Saint, and Priest: A Comparison of Mediatory Modes in Roman 
Catholocism and Śrīvaiṣṇavims with special reference to the Council of Trent and the 
Yatīndramatadīpikā,” (Ph.D. thesis, McGill University, 2002), 41.  
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In perhaps the most evocative statement found in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam with respect 

to the ācārya’s ontological status, Piḷḷai Lokācārya tells us that, 

Embracing Īśvara is like grasping the goal beginning with the hand; embracing the 

ācārya is like grasping the goal beginning with the foot.271 

Maṇavāḷamāmuṉi takes this sūtra to mean that “… the ācārya is not different from the Lord, but 

a manifestation of Himself, like a part of His body.”272  God’s manifestation in the mundane 

realm can basically be divided into two main types - the pūrṇa, or ‘full’ incarnations and the 

aṃśa, or ‘partial’ incarnations. This distinction is explained in the Viśvakṣena Saṃhitā: 

There the primary Avatāras only are declared to be like a flame springing from a flame, 

that is to say Viṣṇu Himself with a transcendent body, while a secondary Avatāra is a 

soul in bondage with a natural body which, however, is possessed or pervaded, for some 

particular mission or function, by the power of Viṣṇu.273  

The theory of the avatāra would later be elaborated, particularly in Śrīnivsāsadāsa’s seventeenth 

century text, the Yatīndramatadīpikā. Here we find a list of no less than five types of avatāra: 

Thus there are many kinds of incarnations such as primary [mukhya], secondary [gauṇa], 

full [pūrṇa], partial [aṁśa], those of possession [aveśa], and so forth.274 

This passage is indicative of the fluidity of the category of avatāra. Even at this late date there 

seems to be no precise accounting of the number or types of the Lord’s manifestations in the 

mundane realm. James O’Rourke’s discussion of the ontological status of the āḻvārs in this 

context may be useful as a comparative tool in understanding Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s presentation of 

the ācārya.   

																																																								
271 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 419. 
272 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 240. 
273 Schrader, trans., in Introduction to the Pañcarātra and the Ahirbudhnya Samhita, 47-48. 
274 James Colin Daly O’Rourke, trans., “God, Saint, and Priest,” 168. 
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 According to O’Rourke, two of the above classifications in this late text can be applied to 

the āḻvārs - aṁśa and aveśa.275 The notion that the āḻvārs are partial (aṁśa) incarnations of the 

Lord is found in both the Divyasūricaritam and the Guruparamparāprabhāvam.276 This mode of 

looking at the āḻvārs suggests that they are incarnations of the Lord’s ornaments, weapons, 

companions, or liberated souls normally resident with him in Vaikuṇṭha. As such, an important 

component of the ontological status of the āḻvārs as aṁśa is the sanctity of their bodies. That is, 

their seemingly human bodies are actually composed of the same śuddha sattva (pure substance) 

that makes up the Lord’s ornaments, weapons, and his divine abodes.277  In an alternative 

analysis, O’Rourke also looks at the āḻvār as an anupraveśātara (meaning that they are humans 

whom the Lord takes possession of). He notes that, “…upon taking possession of the devotee’s 

body, the Lord transforms it into His own body. The body becomes purified into śuddha sattva 

or divine matter, therefore, because the Lord accepts it as His own.”278  

Despite Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s identification of the ācārya as ‘full’ in sūtras 341 and 342 

(quoted above), and the numerous instances in which he alludes to the divinity of the ācārya, 

there is one major problem with assuming that his understanding of the ācārya is as an avatāra in 

the same vein as the āḻvārs and arcāvataras (as discussed above). That is, in the Śrīvacana 

Bhūṣaṇam there is no indication that the ācārya’s body consists of the divine substance (śuddha 

sattva) that constitutes both the Lord’s abode in Vaikuṇṭha and all of his earthly manifestations. 

This paradoxical situation is unresolved in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. I think that the important 

distinction between the āḻvārs and arcāvatāras, and the ācārya is that it is the category itself 

rather than the individual person that reproduces the divine in the human realm. That is to say, it 

																																																								
275 Ibid., 165. 
276 Hardy, “The Tamil Veda of a Śudra Saint,” 42-43. 
277 O’Rourke, “God, Saint, and Priest,” 153. 
278 Ibid., 162. 
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is the status of ‘Ācārya’ rather than the ācārya himself that is an inseparable yet distinct 

(apṛthaksiddhi) attribute of the Lord’s svarūpa (essential nature).  O’Rourke identifies two types 

of apṛthaksiddi: the internal relation is associated with the attributes that (partially) constitute the 

Lord’s svarūpa and svabhāva (i.e. His weapons, ornaments, companions, abode, etc.) and the 

external relation is associated with the Lord’s relation with cit and acit (sentient beings and 

insentient matter).279 By connecting the duties of the ācārya to the Lord, Piḷḷai Lokācārya 

maintains the dual aspects of the ācārya – his function is divine, but he is human – without 

compromising the singular and absolute autonomy of the Lord.  

 

4.3 The ācārya and his disciple: rules of proper conduct 

One of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s major concerns in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam is to articulate the rules for 

proper conduct between community members. A large part of this is defining the appropriate 

relationship between the ācārya and his disciple. He outlines, in this respect, rules for the 

individual ācārya and disciple, as well as rules particular to the dynamic of their relationship. In 

these passages we find that the ācārya’s position is presented in a slightly more balanced manner 

than in the sūtras we consulted above. There remains a strong indication that the ācārya 

functions as the Lord for his disciple and is to be seen and treated as such by him, but this stream 

of thought is balanced by reminders of the ācārya’s equally important role as a disciple himself.  

 Piḷḷai Lokācārya defines the disciple as one “who has aversion to anything other than that 

which is to be attained, is desirous of hearing of the means to the fruit, is distressed, affectionate, 

and is not envious.”280 His method of serving the ācārya is to be known by śāstra and the word 

																																																								
279 O’Rourke, “God, Saint, and Priest,” 155-156. 
280 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 321. 
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of the ācārya.281 “He is obliged to think, “the ācārya is all- the mantra, the divine, the fruit, the 

things related to the fruit, the means to the fruit, and worldly enjoyments.”282 Further, Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya states that he is obliged to think about the ācārya with reference to two passages from 

Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi, “… ‘you redeemed my evil mind…,’ ‘you have given [to me] a mind 

enjoined in worship…’ until the time of the cessation of the body.”283 The inclusion of these 

passages to reference the appropriate mode of thinking about the ācārya is a significant 

indication of the ācārya’s status relative to the disciple. Not only do these passages express the 

ācārya’s status as the Lord relative to his disciple, they also suggest that the disciple himself, by 

association with his ācārya who is the Lord, is transposed to the exhalted position of Nammāḻvār 

who is widely believed to be the most beloved of the āḻvārs and, of course, the first (human) 

ācārya. With this we get the sense of the reproductive dynamic of the ācārya-disciple 

relationship that defines, for Piḷḷai Lokācārya, the continuation of the tradition.  

 The general rules he lays out specifically for the ācārya are focused on the appropriate 

mode of instruction. Sūtras 308 through 312 highlight the dependence of the ācārya on his own 

ācārya and thereby his status as a disciple.  

Indeed, when giving the auspicious instruction, the thought opposing him, the disciple, 

and the fruit are harshly forbidden.  
																																																								
281 Ibid., 275. 
282 Ibid., 322. 
283 Ibid., 347. The passages cited are: 1) Tiruvāymoḻi 2.7.8: vāmaṉaṉ eṉ marakata vaṇṇaṉ; tāmarai 
kaṇṇiṉaṉ; kāmaṉai payantāy eṉṟu eṉṟu uṉ kaḻal pāṭiyē paṇintu tū maṉattaṉaṉāy piṟavi tuḻati nīṅka, eṉṉai 
tī maṉam keṭuttāy; uṉakku eṉ ceykēṉ? eṉ cirītaraṉē. “Vāmaṉa, my emerald green coloured [Lord], with 
lotus eyes, you produced the god of desire [Kāma]. Having praised and bowed to your feet, you destroyed 
my evil mind so that the sorrow of transmigration left, making my mind pure. Oh Śrīdhāra, what can I do 
for you?” 2) Tiruvāymoḻi 2.7.7: tirivikkiramaṉ centāmarai kaṇ emmāṉ eṉceṅkaṉi vāy uruvil polinta veḷḷai 
paḷiṅku niṟattaṉaṉ eṉṟu eṉṟu uḷḷi paravi paṇintu pal ūḻi ūḻi niṉ pāta paṅkayamē maruvi toḻum maṉamē 
tantāy vallaikāṇ eṉ vāmaṉaṉē. “Oh Vāmaṉa, a powerful sight! Having prostrated, praised, and thought 
[of] “Trivikrama, our Lord [with] red-lotus eyes, my [Lord] whose complexion is like white quartz, 
[compared ] to the colour of his red-fruit mouth,” for many aeons, having approached [your] lotus like 
feet, you bestowed [upon me] a mind that adores [you].”  
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That is to say, the thought opposing him is thinking of himself as ācārya; the thought 

opposing the disciple is thinking of (the disciple) as his disciple; the thought opposing the 

fruit is thinking that the fruit is seeing profit, the salvation of the disciple, service of the 

Lord, and co-habiting.  

 

If it is said, “not thinking [about these], how are these four to be accomplished?”  The 

fruit of the manifest [world] is accomplished by thinking about the disciple as a devotee; 

salvation is accomplished by thinking about Īśvara; service of the Lord is accomplished 

by thinking about the ācārya; co-habiting is accomplished by remembering assistance.  

 

If it is said, “how are the direct fruit and ācārya-hood accomplished”- [They are] 

accomplished by thinking of his (own ācārya) and by thinking of Īśvara.  

Except by teaching in this way, the essential nature of the two is not established.  

These sūtras suggest to me that the ācārya’s own discipleship is an important element in 

maintaining an appropriate relationship with his disciple. That is, for his instruction to be 

effective he must simultaneously embody the relationships of the Lord to the devotee and the 

disciple to his ācārya. He must continuously remember his own dependence on his ācārya and at 

the same time provide for his disciple a tangible reproduction of the Lord’s compassion for the 

devotee.  

 This dynamic is particurly evident in sūtras 326 to 342, which are addressed to both the 

ācārya and the disciple. Piḷḷai Lokācārya outlines five aspects of this relationship: 

1) The relationship between the ācārya and his disciple is to be based on a mutual respect 

that is grounded in their dependence on Īśvara. 
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The disciple and ācārya are obliged to behavior that is proper and agreeable 

toward each other. 

 

The disciple himself must behave pleasantly, clinging to Īśvara he must behave 

properly; the ācārya is obliged to return such behavior.284 

2) By behaving in the above manner, the disciple and ācārya engage in a relationship that 

mirrors the prapanna’s relationship to the Lord. Here, however, there is a clear indication 

that the ācārya’s affection for his disciple is certain. That is, the ācārya is all compassion 

for his disciple without the anger at his transgressions that cause the soul to shrink from 

the Lord in the case of prapatti. 

The disciple becomes fixed to the pleasure [of the ācārya]; the ācārya becomes 

fixed to the salvation [of the disciple].  

 

Therefore, the disciple becomes the target for the delight of the ācārya, thus there 

is no opportunity for being the target for [his] anger.285 

3) As such, any punishment enacted by an ācārya should be understood by the disciple as a 

part of his attainment and an indication of the ācārya’s acceptance of and affection for 

him. 

When he becomes the recipient of punishment, since it is beneficial, it should be 

acceptable to both. 

 

The cause of punishment should be relinquished by the disciple. 

																																																								
284 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 326 and 327. 
285 Ibid., 328 and 329. 
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Punishment, indeed, like the punishment of the Lord, is included in that which is 

to be attained.286  

4) There is an uneven but essential reciprocity to be observed by both parties in 

conventional terms.  

The ācārya is obliged to nurture the essential nature of the disciple; the disciple is 

obliged to nurture the body of the ācārya.  

 

For the two [the disciple and ācārya], both [of the above] are in the state of being 

the essential nature and service of the Lord.  

 

For the ācārya, protection of [his own] body is neglect of [his] essential nature; 

for the disciple, protection of [his own] soul is neglect of [his] essential nature.  

 

Pride is an impediment to the ācārya who is performing protection of the soul; 

self-interest is an impediment to the disciple who is performing protection of the 

body.  

 

The ācārya is obliged to take the property of him for the protection of his body; 

the disciple is obliged to take the ācārya’s property for the protection of his own 

body.287 

5) As we have already seen, however, in terms of their essential natures there is nothing for the 

disciple to give and nothing that is needed by the ācārya. 

																																																								
286 Ibid., 330-332. 
287 Ibid., 333-337. 
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The ācārya must not take the disciple’s property; the disciple must not give his 

own property.  

 

If taking he is destitute; if giving he is a thief. 

  

If taking and giving arise, the relationship will be upset. 

  

Since this one is poor he cannot give; since that one is full he cannot take.  

 

For this one, the essential nature subsists by poverty; for that one, the essential 

nature subsists by fullness.288 

The issue of ‘taking and giving’ highlights the paradox of the ācārya’s relationship to his 

disciple. On the one hand, he is dependent upon him for the maintenance of his body and thus is 

obligated to ‘take’ from him. On the other, he is prohibited from taking the disciple’s property. It 

is interesting to note here that there is no mention of the disciple’s property being given as a gift. 

Rather, Piḷḷai Lokācārya seems to analyze the problem of taking and giving from an ontological 

perspective. That is, in conventional terms the ācārya requires payment from the disciple for 

sustaining the life of his (human) body, but, just as the Lord requires nothing from his devotee, in 

an ultimate sense the ācārya requires nothing and takes nothing from his disciple. 

 

4.4 Conclusion 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s conception of the ācārya who is “neither fully God nor merely another 

soul”289 provides the ground for ācāryābhimāna that has the advantage of maintaining both the 

																																																								
288 Ibid., 338-342. 
289 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 229. 
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śāstric dictates of activity (pravṛtti) in salvation and the absolute renunciation (nivṛtti) advocated 

by the religious sentiments of the āḻvārs. The ācārya, in submitting himself completely to his 

own ācārya and to the welfare of his disciple, renounces completely any self-effort in salvation. 

Paradoxically, it is in this way that he regains a degree of agency in order to facilitate the 

salvation of his disciple. The ontological status of the ācārya, however, is left unresolved in the 

Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. Like Vaṭakuttiruvītippiḷḷai’s depiction of Śrī in the Īṭu, the ācārya seems 

to inhabit both the divine and human realms depending on one’s perspective. His emphasis on 

the importance of the ācārya to salvation is nothing new to the tradition, but does appear to 

imbue the category of Ācārya with a degree of divine agency that had not before been defined. 

By framing the text with reference to the puruṣakāra, upāya, and the ācārya, Piḷḷai Lokācārya 

presents a soteriological system with the ācārya, whose function encompasses all three of these 

categories, at the centre.  

 In a text that early on affirms the Lord as the sole upāya and upeya, Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s 

emphasis on the role of the ācārya and his affection in salvation seems to contradict his 

insistence on the Lord’s singular and absolute autonomy. His depiction of the ācārya’s position 

with respect to the disciple’s salvation, however, admits of no such conflict. This is because, for 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya, one’s ācārya really is in some sense the Lord himself. Whether he thinks of the 

ācārya as an aṃśāvatāra in a similar manner to the āḻvārs,290 or of the category itself as a 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
 
290 And, in fact, in his Rahasya Traya Sāra even Vedānta Deśika (circa late thirteenth to fourteenth 
century), who does not accept ācāryābhimāna as an independent means, clearly states that the Śrīvaiṣṇava 
ācāryas are themselves avatāras while commenting on the Bhāgavata Purāṇa (XI.5.38-41):  
 As it has been said, ‘Lord Acyuta enters during the kaliyuga into various beings who have already 
 been born and accomplishes in them what he desires’ (Viṣṇudharma 108, 50), he  has once again 
 ‘incarnated himself’ in ten ways by using the bodies of Nammāḻvār, Parakālaṉ, etc. Just as the 
 clouds gather the water from the ocean and then shower it down as rain upon all beings that thrive 
 by it, he has summarized the most meaningful parts of the Vedas and expounded them in a 
 language which is comprehensible to all [sic!] people [viz. in Tamil]. So that apparent or secret 
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manifestation of the Lord’s grace is not entirely clear in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. There are 

indications in the text that both propositions are possible.  

His statement that “embracing the ācārya is like grasping the goal beginning with the 

foot” seems to suggest that the ācārya is indeed a literal manifestation of the Lord on earth. 

Indeed, it is even possible to read his instruction on the necessity of caring for the ācārya’s body 

as being akin to the devotee’s care of the arcāvatāra.  However, as I discussed above, Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya gives no sense that the ācārya’s body is composed of the śuddha sattva (divine 

substance) that is one of the defining qualities of any and all avatāras. Of course, this may 

simply be an omission by default, assuming that anyone with access to the text would take the 

ācārya’s śuddha sattva as a given. 

Looking at the text as a whole, however, it seems to me that the other possible 

explanation, that the category of Ācārya is itself a manifestation of the Lord’s grace, best 

represents Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s overall project in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. From the very first 

mention of the term “ācārya” in sūtra 15 we are reminded that the Lord in the form of Kṛṣṇa 

took on the duties of the upāya, puruṣakāra and ācārya. This suggests to me that Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya understands these roles to be attributes of the Lord’s svarūpa, that is, in an internal 
																																																																																																																																																																																			
 heretics (pāṣaṇḍikaḷ) could not obstruct the true  path which he expounded thereby, in his grace 
 he descended [again] into the country which Agastya frequents, in the disguise of many teachers 
 (ācāryas). … This in mind, the great ṛṣi (viz., Śuka) spoke: ‘There will be in the kali-yuga … 
 (=BhP XI, 5, 38ff).’ Among these teachers, the son of Īśvaramuni, Nāthamuni, … etc. (Hardy, 
 trans., Viraha Bhakti, 644).  
Maṇavāḷamāmuni, too, takes this position on the matter of the ācārya’s ontological status. Mumme points 
to Maṇavāḷamāmuni commentary on Jñānasāra 32 and Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 407, and Jñānasāra 38 as 
evidence of his position on the ācārya’s status as an avatāra: 

The true God Nārāyaṇa makes himself a human body and, out of His compassion, lifts up the 
sunken world by the hand of the śāstra. Therefore one afraid of the perils of saṃsāra should be 
devoted to the guru. (Attributed to Jayākhya Samhita, quoted by Maṇavāḷamāmuni in his 
commentary to Jñānasāra 32 and Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 407.) 
The Lord of the Goddess on the honey-filled lotus has Himself become the guru. Out of His 
grace, for the sake of men, He has joined their condition. Therefore it is fitting for all to 
contemplate His feet. (Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary to Jñānasāra 38)  
(Mumme, trans., The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 240). 
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apṛthaksiddhi relation to the Lord. Although all things are ultimately an aṃśa, or part, of the 

Lord, there is a distinction to be made between the kind of relations these parts enjoy. That is to 

say, those things, beings, attributes, abodes, etc. that are within the nature of the Lord and exist 

separately from His relation to the world, are in an internal apṛthaksiddhi relation to Him: 

The ornaments, etc., as parts (aṃśa) of the whole (God) are inseparably connected 

 to Him and thus express the divine, but they do not express the fullness of the divine 

 (except through this inseparable relation) because they are attributes and, unlike their 

 substance, are not characterized by all of the divine auspicious attributes.291 

Rāmānuja’s Śrībhāṣya II.3.18 will help to further clarify the distinction between the internal and 

external apṛthaksiddhi relations: 

 Brahman always has conscious and non-conscious being as his modes [prakāra] in that 

 such being is his body. Sometimes his body consists of conscious and non- conscious 

 being in an extremely subtle state incapable of being designated as separate from him. 

 Brahman is then in the causal condition. But sometimes his body consists of gross 

 conscious and non-conscious being separated out into name and form. Then he is in the 

 effected condition. Now, where the passage into the effected condition is concerned, the 

 non-conscious part bereft in the causal condition of word [designation], undergoes 

 change of an essential kind in so far as words now attach to it in that it becomes the 

 objects of experience [bhogya]. The conscious part, so that it may become the 

 [embodied] experiencers [bhoktṛ] of particular karmic fruits, undergoes a change in the 

 form of expansion of  knowledge in accordance with [the individual requirements of] the 

 experiencing-condition. Finally, with respect to that part which is [Brahman] the 

 Controller, qualified by both [kinds of] mode [i.e. the non-conscious and the conscious], 
																																																								
291 Ibid., 157-158. 
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 a change also occurs in the form of [Brahman’s] being doubly qualified by the 

 aforementioned conditions. Thus a like change takes place in the two modes as well as in 

 the mode-possessor inasmuch as there is a passing into another condition from the 

 [original] causal one.292 

So, both the causal and effected conditions, or the internal and external attributes, really exist as 

qualifications of the Lord. Their respective relations to Him, however, are different. The internal 

relation indicates that something is “incapable of being designated as separate from him.” The 

external relation, on the other hand, indicates something that has undergone a change such that it 

becomes the object of enjoyment (i.e., acit) or becomes the experiencer of enjoyment (i.e., cit).  

  I think that by applying this basic paradigm to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s depiction of the ācārya 

in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, we may get a clearer picture of his understanding of the ācārya’s 

ontological status. Thus, insofar as the ācārya is an experiencing subject, a śeṣa, a disciple, and a 

devotee, his apṛthaksiddhi relation to the Lord is of the external type. His function, that is, his 

reproduction of the Lord’s affection for the soul, however, is an inseparable attribute of the 

Lord’s svarūpa. Nowhere does Piḷḷai Lokācārya name, with the exception of Kṛṣṇa, individual 

ācāryas as embodiments of the Lord. Instead, he seems to define the duties and responsibilities 

of the ācārya, rather than the individual who takes up this role, as existing in this internal, 

inseparable relation to the Lord. In this way we might conceive of the very existence of the 

category of the Ācārya as an act of the Lord’s grace.  

After defining the disciple’s obligation to think of the ācārya as “all” in sūtra 322 (cited 

in full above), Piḷḷai Lokācārya explains that the basis for this is the “memory of assistance” 

																																																								
292 Lipner, trans., The Face of Truth, 85-86. 
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(upakāra smṛti) which begins with gratitude toward the ācārya and ends with gratitude toward 

the Lord.293 This dynamic is explained in sūtras 426, 427, and 428:  

 

Attainment of the Lord is because of the ācārya. 

Attainment of the ācārya is because of the Lord. 

Because of the importance of the nature of [His] assistance,  

Īśvara is doing greater service than the ācārya. 

 

In other words, the prapanna and/or disciple is initially grateful to the ācārya for facilitating his 

attainment of the Lord.  In the end, however, he is grateful to the Lord for having attained an 

ācārya. I think that these passages define the ācārya, who is powerless to refuse a soul in need, 

as the Lord’s compassion for the soul. Or, as Mumme puts it, “… acceptance by the ācārya is 

really a function of the Lord’s causeless grace.”294 

 In the end, however, Piḷḷai Lokācārya is not so concerned with a precise definition of the 

ācārya’s ontological status. The fact that he maintains the paradox of the ācārya as at once 

subservient and dependent and yet able to actively engage in his disciple’s salvation suggests that 

it is precisely because of these conflicting natures that the ācārya’s affection for the soul “causes 

the essential nature to sprout, then causes the bloom, and finally, causes the fruit.”295  

	

	

	

	
	
																																																								
293 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 324 and 325. 
294 Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 244. 
295 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 455. 



	 122	

Conclusion: agency as an ontological category 

5.0  Introduction 

In this study I have examined three areas of tension in the theological framework of the 

Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition that have shaped Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s articulation of the ācārya’s role in 

salvation. These are (1) the conflict between the soul’s agency (kartṛtva) and subservience 

(śeṣatva), (2) the apparent paradox of mediation (puruṣakāra), and (3) the ambiguity of the 

ācārya’s ontological status. Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s treatment of each of these issues in the Śrīvacana 

Bhūṣaṇam deals with the problematic of agency in the ontological relationship of the subordinate 

(śeṣa) to the principal (śeṣī). As we saw in chapter two, Piḷḷai Lokācārya assigns two levels to the 

soul’s qualities. On the one hand, knowledge (jñāna) and bliss (ānanda) are indicative 

characteristics of the soul. On the other, servitude (dāsya) is the definition of the inmost limb 

(antaraṃganirūpaka).296 The distinctions he makes here suggest that he is appealing to a 

bifurcated ontological system. That is, he seems to mark a difference between the indicative, or 

contingent reality of the soul’s qualities and the ultimate truth of his existence. The agency 

(kartṛtva) that the soul possesses as a consequence of being a knower (jñātā), while 

conventionally real, does not pertain to the ultimate truth of his servitude. Thus, the question of 

who may initiate the salvific process and how is fundamental to his re-evaluation of the ācārya’s 

ontological status and role in salvation. 

The problem of free will is a major point of tension in the works of the post-Rāmānuja 

ācāryas. As they attempted to reconcile the theological perspective of the āḻvārs with the 

Viśiṣṭādvaita Vedānta of Rāmānuja, it was necessary for them to deal with their contrasting 

conceptions of agency in salvation. While each of the āḻvārs gives voice to their experience of 

																																																								
296 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 73; also see chapter two. 
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the Lord in their own way, there is an overall sense in their works that they understand the 

Lord’s grace to be entirely unmerited. Thus, there is nothing that one can do to affect salvation. It 

is a matter that is entirely in the hands of the Lord. This is in sharp contrast to Rāmānuja’s 

articulation of the individual’s responsibilities in pursuing the path of bhakti.  

 Arguing on the basis of śāstra, from Rāmānuja’s theological perspective a degree of 

agency on the part of the soul is required because the śāstras have a purpose.297 Thus, though he 

understands the Lord to be the efficient and material cause of all things, he crafts an 

understanding of the soul that retains the power of intention. Freschi sums up his view of the 

soul’s agency as follows: “Intentions need the support of God to be turned into actions but one 

can conceive independently the desire to take refuge in God and this is the root of one’s future 

attitudes and deeds.”298 The problem in this formulation as highlighted in the works of the 

thirteenth to fourteenth century ācāryas, particularly Piḷḷai Lokācārya and Vedānta Deśika, is 

how to then conceive of the initial act of intention.299  

 

5.1 Contingent agency and the Ultimate Reality 

As we have seen, Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s assessement of the issue emphasizes the Lord’s singular 

autonomy and the total dependence of the soul. He does not deny, however, that the individual 

possesses a kind of conditional agency. That is to say, he avoids a direct challenge to the (earlier) 

Viśiṣṭādvaita conception by proposing a situation in which the finite self both is and is not an 

agent in his own salvation. In an ultimate sense, the soul can do nothing to attain the Lord. Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya makes this point abundantly clear in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam. In terms of 

																																																								
297 Ganeri, “Free Will, Agency, and Selfhood in Rāmānuja,” 239. 
298 Freschi, “Free Will in Viśiṣṭādvaita Vedānta: Rāmānuja, Sudarśana Sūri and Veṅkaṭanātha,” in 
Religion Compass 9/9 (2015): 287-296) 292. 
299 See Mumme, “The Theology of Maṇavāḷamāmuni,” and Freschi, “Free Will in Viśiṣṭādvaita Vedānta,” 
for discussions on Vedānta Deśika’s interpretation of the soul’s agency in salvation. 
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conventional reality, however, he displays a degree of ambiguity in his assessment of the soul’s 

agency, particularly as it pertains to following śāstric dictates.   

 The soteriological paradigm that Piḷḷai Lokācārya presents clearly denies the efficacy of 

jñāna, karma, and bhaktiyoga for attainment of the Lord. Nevertheless, he addresses the fact that 

the Vedāntas prescribe these means by saying that they are for the purpose of making the Lord 

more palatable. Literally, he says, “Like those who mix [medicine] in a desirable thing for those 

who do not make use of medicine, this injunction mixes Īśvara [with upāya].”300 Thus suggesting 

that they are useful insofar as they lead people to the Lord [i.e., the “medicine”], whose pleasure 

is their true purpose. Furthermore, they are prescribed for instilling trust in one’s essential 

nature.301 These statements are qualified, however, by his observation that because the means 

prescribed by the Vedānta can only be attained by ritual action (karma) they will be difficult to 

accomplish.302 He does not rule out the possibility of attaining the Lord through the means 

prescribed by śāstra, which require agency on the part of the soul. And, in fact, for Brahimns, he 

states clearly that learning and reciting the Vedas is acceptable as “it is the cause of attainment of 

the Lord.”303 However, in every case, if the means becomes an obstacle to the realization of 

one’s subordinate status (śeṣatva), they should be abandoned.304 

 In fact, for Piḷḷai Lokācārya, the conventional agency required for the means prescribed 

by śāstra is the very cause of the pride (ahaṃkāra) and fear (bhaya) that are the obstacles to 

salvation. As I discussed in chapter two, pride arises from the belief that one has attained or can 

attain the Lord (or the ācārya) independently of His will; fear arises from the realization that it 

																																																								
300 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 131. 
301 Ibid., 134. 
302 Ibid., 136. 
303 Ibid., 209. 
304 see chapter two for a discussion of the obstacles to realization and Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 209 on the 
potential need for Brahmins to abandon Vedic study. 
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will be impossible to independently overcome the burden of sins accumulated over endless births 

by the accumulation of good deeds. Trust in one’s agency is almost always, in fact, an 

impediment to attainment of the Lord and realization of one’s true nature. Thus, though jñāna, 

karma, and bhaktiyoga are prescribed as the means for those who are qualified (i.e., brāhmaṇas, 

kṣatriyas, and vaiṣyas), they should be renounced as incompatible with the soul’s essential 

nature. “The preeminent reason for complete renunciation of other means is not ignorance or 

powerlessness; it is their opposition to the essential nature.”305 

 However, I think that Piḷḷai Lokācārya recognizes human agency as real insofar as it is 

necessary for maintaining the meaningfulness of śāstric injunctions, albeit for a different 

purpose. That is, the choices one seems to make independently really are important to the extent 

that they are pleasing to the Lord. For example, in his discussion of what should and should not 

be done by the prapanna, Piḷḷai Lokācārya tells us, “That which is desired [by the Lord] and that 

which is not desired depends on varṇāśrama [caste and stage of life] and the essential nature.”306 

Furthermore, he defines “practice that is contrary to varṇāśrama” as something that ought not to 

be done as it is disrespectful of the Lord.307 The śāstric dictates are also important to Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya for maintaining a social order that is pleasing to the Lord. 

 On the question of the initial intention to seek attainment of the Lord as an act of agency, 

however, Piḷḷai Lokācārya is abundantly clear. As we saw in chapter two, there is literally 

nothing that the Lord does not do for the souls caught in saṃsāra. The fruits of his labour 

produce for the individual the conditions that will lead to the self-knowledge (ātmajñāna) and 

non-denial (apratiśedha) that are required for the fruit of attainment. That is to say, he provides 

the soul with everything it needs to make the choice to seek the Lord. Even the questions that 
																																																								
305 Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam 118. 
306 Ibid., 278. 
307 Ibid., 303. 
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lead to such a realization, i.e. “Who are we?”, “What is our condition?”, “Henceforth to what 

place do we go?”,308 are produced by the Lord. Though there is a sense that the choice is 

independent, the fact that absolutely everything which leads one to that choice is produced by the 

Lord means, for Piḷḷai Lokācārya, that even in this the soul has no agency. There may be a shift 

in perspective, but this choice, unlike the choice to actively seek salvation through jñāna, karma, 

and/or bhaktiyoga as dictated by śāstra, is merely an acknowledgment of one’s subservience 

(śeṣatva) and consequent dependence (pāratantrya).  

 Piḷḷai Lokācārya correlates dependence (pāratantrya) with subservience (śeṣatva), 

effectively defining agency as an ontological category. The implication being that where 

dependence qualifies subservience, independence (svātantrya) qualifies the Principal (śeṣitva). 

Though he is careful to articulate that there is a balance between the Lord’s qualities of 

independence and compassion (kṛpā), as he turns to the experiential reality of the individual, he 

emphasizes the gap between the Lord’s independence and the soul’s subservience. The Lord’s 

compassion may be a fundamental part of the ultimate truth of salvation, but in conventional 

terms, the individual who invariably feels the gulf between himself and the Lord is incapable of 

approaching Him unaided.  

 

5.2 The Problem of Mediation 

Ultimately, the suggestion of mediation is entirely inconsistent with the essential nature of the 

soul. That is, the soul’s relationship to the Lord is a matter of existence, as śeṣa and śeṣī they are 

in an inseparable (apṛthaksiddhi) relationship to one another. The sentient being (cetana), 

however, is bound by karma such that the realization of this fundamental relationship is 

continually obstructed from his view. In one of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s more peculiar statements, he 
																																																								
308 Ibid., 386. 
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applies the notion of dependence upon karma to the Lord as well.309 He does not, of course, 

mean that the Lord is subject to karma; rather that He, by His own free will, is duty bound to see 

karmic justice fulfilled. As we have seen, however, if the Lord is only attentive to the 

punishments and rewards required of the soul’s karmic record, no one would ever be saved. Such 

a situation runs entirely counter to the Lord’s equally important quality of compassion. Looking 

to maintain the integrity of both his compassionate nature and his role as the Lord of karma, the 

Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas early on posited the Goddess Śrī, who is ever at his side, as the embodiment 

of His compassion.  

 

 The seemingly unbridgeable gap between the Lord’s singular autonomy and the soul’s 

utter helplessness emerged as an important theme in the works of Rāmānuja’s immediate 

disciples, especially Piḷḷāṉ and Bhaṭṭar. In these early works we find that Śrī is posited as the first 

point of refuge in approaching the Lord. The lineage of teachers (guruparamparā), though not 

yet imbued with the Lord’s salvific power, is viewed by these early ācāryas with reverence for 

the transformation or purification that is affected in the supplicant by way of the ācārya’s 

transmission of the knowledge necessary to approach the Lord. 

 Śrī  is first identified as the puruṣakāra in Piḷḷāṉ’s commentary, called the Āṟāyiram, on 

verse 6.10.10 of Nammāḻvār’s Tiruvāymoḻi. In the works of Bhaṭṭar her roles as the Mother of 

All and Consort of the Lord (these being identified with her qualities of compassion and eternal 

union with the Lord) solidify her place as the ideal mediator. Like the compassionate mother, she 

forgives or simply ignores the faults of her children and hides them from their father; and 

because she is ever at the Lord’s side, she can be trusted to intervene on behalf of the supplicant 

																																																								
309 Ibid., 155. 
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at any time, in any place. Though Śrī’s role as puruṣakāra is established in these early works, her 

precise ontological status remains ambiguous. That is, her depiction suggests both her equality 

with the Lord, that is, as śeṣī, and her dependence upon Him, that is, as śeṣa. In the thirteenth to 

fifteenth century, the task of resolving this problematic began in earnest. The resultant 

definitions coming out of the ācāryas’ speculations on her nature as the puruṣakāra would 

eventually lead to two distinct interpretations of her ontological status.310  

 One such interpretative endeavour can be found in Vaṭakkuttiruvītippiḷḷai’s Īṭu 

Muppattāṟāyirappaṭi. Here we find that Śrī is overwhelmingly identified with Sītā as she is 

depicted in the Rāmāyaṇa. As we saw in chapter three, his depiction of the Goddess consolidates 

in the figure of Sītā a view of her mediatorship that merges the divine and human levels of 

experience. Athough Piḷḷai Lokācārya does not deal at length with the Goddesses’s role in 

salvation in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, he explicitly identifies the puruṣakāra with Sītā. He 

further makes clear that her mediation must be understood to be of a passive nature. That is, 

rather than actively engaging either the Lord or the soul in an effort to lead them to each other, it 

is incumbent upon them to take the active role and seek her out for the counsel that will rectify 

their troublesome reliance on karma.   

 Her passive position, however, leaves the dependent soul in the position of having to 

actively engage in the process of salvation. Her mediation alone would be ideal for one who is 

both qualified and willing to risk the problems associated with asserting the conventional agency 

that is accessible to the soul. Piḷḷai Lokācārya, however, given his views on the need for utter 

																																																								
310 The Teṉkalai position, and the one that seems closest to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s views in the Śrīvacana 
Bhūṣaṇam, is that the Goddess is ultimately subordinate to the Lord (i.e. śeṣa). The Vaṭakalai position is 
that, because she is eternally inseparable from the Lord, she is to be understood as working in unison with 
him (i.e., śeṣī). 
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dependence on the part of the individual seeking salvation, proposes that the ācārya, who is 

actively empowered with the agency of the Lord, is the soul’s true refuge.  

 He is certainly not the first of the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas to look to the lineage of teachers 

(guruparamparā) as intermediaries in the relationship of the soul to the Lord. As we saw in 

chapter three, in the literature of the Indian sub-continent there is a long history of viewing one’s 

guru or ācārya as a vital link to the divine. The pronounced reverence shown to the tradition’s 

ācāryas in the form of hymns expressing devotion to one or many of the ācāryas and the 

taṉiyaṉs (single stanzas regarding the preceptor) that precede most of their works is a distinctive 

characteristic of the Śrīvaiṣṇava tradition.311  

 The earliest iteration of a preceptor’s importance to salvation is found in Maturakavi’s 

Kaṇṇi nuṉciṟut tampu. Here we find that Nammāḻvār is viewed by Maturakavi as if he were the 

Lord himself. In the doctrinal works of the post-Rāmānuja ācāryas, however, clear suggestions 

of the ācārya’s divine character are largely absent until the thirteenth century. Rather, the 

emphasis in these early works is on the ācārya’s ability to impart the information and training 

necessary to attain the Lord. In Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai’s Māṇikkamālai, though still tending to see 

the ācārya’s teaching function as primary, articulates a view of this function that ties him closely 

to the mediation of Śrī. That is to say, he proposes a division of labour between the divine and 

human realms. Śrī’s mediation rectifies the Lord’s relationship to the soul, while the ācārya 

rectifies the soul’s relationship to the Lord. In this way Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai reifies the ācārya’s 

unique status and absolutely essential role in the salvific process. 

 

																																																								
311 Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 12. 
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5.3 The ācārya as the Lord 

In Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s view of the ācārya we find the convergence of these earlier views of both 

Śrī and the lineage of teachers as an answer to the problem of human agency in salvation. Unlike 

Periyavāccāṉ Piḷḷai, who explains the double mediation of Śrī and the ācārya by appealing to 

their relative ontological statuses, Piḷḷai Lokācārya explains their roles in salvation with 

reference to the agency they wield. Śrī’s passive nature means for him that, though her mediation 

is important to correcting the relationship between the soul and the Lord, she cannot reach out to 

the soul. This, then, implies that the act of engagement is up to the one seeking her aid. And as 

we saw in chapter two, the fact that there is even a modicum of agency required on the part of 

the soul may result in the fear and pride that will obstruct his self-realization. Thus, Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya looks to the already well-established understanding of the ācārya as a mediator of 

divine-human relations.  

 In chapter four of this dissertation I have enumerated some of the ways in which Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya links the ācārya to the active agency of the Lord. The framing of the text as a treatise 

on puruṣakāra and upāya highlights the ācārya’s reproduction of these roles in his relationship 

with his disciple. By analyzing the definitions of these terms as they are found in the Śrīvacana 

Bhūṣaṇam, I have called attention to the multiple points of convergence in his understanding of 

the duties of these three agents of salvation. The ācārya appears to function in all three of the 

these roles for his disciple. That is, he is the mediator of the divine-human relationship through 

his service to both the Lord and the soul, he is both the means (upāya) and the goal (upeya) of 

the disciple’s service, and he teaches the Tirumantra, as the Lord Himself did, that releases one 

from the cycle of existence.   

 In terms of the ācārya’s active role in salvation, my discussion of puruṣakāra has 

revealed an important characteristic of the ācārya. As I have already discussed at length, the 
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Goddess’s area of activity is extremely circumscribed. That is, her  “doership”  (kartṛ) occurs 

only in a passive manner. This can be juxtaposed with the ācārya’s active participation in service 

of both the Lord and the soul. It would seem that the ācārya, unlike Śrī, can actively engage a 

disciple in order to affect his salvation. This suggests to me that the ācārya is imbued with a 

limited, but active agency that draws upon the will of the Lord. 

 The limited agency of the ācārya in the slavific process is further strengthened in Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya’s discourse by appealing to the ācārya’s relational equivalence with the Lord. That is, 

through a number of metaphors, juxtapositionings, and parallel constructions, he shows rather 

than states that the ācārya is to his disciple what the Lord is to the soul. Some of the strongest 

indications of the ācārya’s divinity are linked to the structural similarity between prapatti and 

ācāryābhimāna. For example, Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s understanding of both as non-upāyas suggests  

that the ācārya’s will, like the Lord’s in prapatti, is the only cause of the disciple’s acceptance. 

That is to say, just as the soul’s act of surrender is not the cause of the Lord’s protection, so too 

the disciple’s assent to a relationship with an ācārya is not the cause of his affection. The parallel 

function of the ācārya in this capacity further implies that he possesses a degree of agency in the 

salvific process.  

 The distinctions between the Lord and the ācārya in terms of their roles in salvation, 

however, are also important. The Lord, as we have seen, is duty-bound to uphold the laws of 

karma; the ācārya has no such responsibility. The Lord is autonomous (svātantrya); the ācārya 

is dependent (pāratantrya) but capable of active participation in his disciple’s salvation. As I 

have already discussed, Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s definition of the soul as pāratantrya and śeṣatva links 

the question of agency to the ontological status of the soul. Thus we are left with the difficult 

question of the ācārya’s ontological status in light of his active engagement in the salvific 
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process. As we saw in chapter four, there are a few particularly evocative indications that Piḷḷai 

Lokācārya views the ācārya as an avatāra of the Lord. His use of the terms “pūrtti” and “pūrṇa” 

to describe the essential nature of the ācārya, his extension of the water metaphor he uses to 

describe the pañcarātra enumeration of the Lord’s emanations to include the ācārya, and his 

likening of embracing the ācārya to “grasping the goal beginning with the foot,”312 certainly 

suggest that he views the ācārya as either a pūrṇa or aṃśa avatāra. However, the fact that he 

does not discuss the sanctity of the ācārya’s body is a troublesome ommission if he does in fact 

see the ācārya as an avatāra. Furthermore, his description of the appropriate relationship of the 

ācārya to his own ācārya as one of dependence (pāratantrya) emphasizes his ontologically 

subservient (śeṣa) status.  

 

5.4 Conclusion 

The double aspect of the ācārya’s depiction in the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam is an important element 

of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s soteriological project. As he works through the tensions present in the 

thought of his predecessors, the status of the ācārya is the only issue to be left unresolved. The 

soul’s qualities of jñāntṛtva, kartṛtva, and bhoktṛtva are subordinated to the soul’s true nature as 

śeṣatva and pāratantrya. The apparent conflict of the Lord’s characteristics of svātantrya and 

kṛpā are dealt with by appealing to the individual’s experience of the Lord as primarily 

svātantrya. And, in his treatment of the paradox of two mediators, we see that the Goddess’s 

power to participate in the salvific process is severely curtailed, effectively assigning her to the 

status of a śeṣa. His discussion of the ācārya, however, emphasizes his similarity with the Lord 

while maintaining his dependent status. It seems to me that he is working to problematize the 

prior understanding of the ācārya’s role as no more than a teacher with reference to the lived 
																																																								
312 See chapter four. 
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reality of the devotee. The ācārya is the point of contact, the guide, the teacher, the Lord to 

whom one may speak, and the agent of one’s salvation. In practical terms, his view of the ācārya 

clearly implies that he is to be worshipped as one would the Lord himself. But more than this, it 

implies that salvation is real, that it is attainable, and that the disciple has already been embraced 

by the Lord.  
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Part II  

Introduction to Edition 

A Brief Note on Maṇipravāḷa Literature  

The Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, like all of Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s works, was composed in the so-called 

‘maṇipravāḷa-style’. The first use of the compound term “maṇipravāḷa” (lit. “gem and coral”) in 

Indian literature appears in the ninth century in Jinasena’s Jayadhavala, a Sanskrit commentary 

on the Jain work Sadkhaṇḍāgama, in reference to the mixing of Sanskrit and Prakrit. In the 

eleventh century Abhinavagupta compares Bharata’s claim that nātya can be staged in a mixture 

of Sanskrit and a local language to the Maṇipravāḷa style prevalent in the South in his 

commentary to the Nātya Śāstra.1 And, our first reference to Maṇipravāḷa in a Tamil language 

text is in the eleventh century grammatical treatise, the Vīracōḻiyam. This is also the first time 

that we find something resembling a definition of Maṇipravāḷa.  

The 180th verse of the Vīracōḻiyam states that interspersing “northern letters” (vaṭa eḻuttu) 

is called “mixture” (viraviyal) and interspersing “words of divine speech” (nal teyva colliṉ) is 

called “rubies and coral” (maṇipravāḷa).2 It is important to note here that the viraviyal and 

maṇipravāḷa to which the Vīracōḻiyam refers is in reference to poetic forms: “in the same verse 

(180) that defines each term, the author adds that there is no need to employ initial rhyme 

(etukai) when composing in either style (etukai naṭai ētum illā).”3  

																																																								
1 Kamil Zvelebil.  Tamil Literature, Handbuch der Orientalistik, Zveite Abteilung: Indien, vol.2, no.1. Ed. 
Jan Gonda (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1975) 163; K.K.A. Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the 
Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 167. 
2 iṭaiyē vaṭa eḻuttu eytil viraviyal… / … maṇippiravāḷam nal teyvac colliṉ. Cited in Anne Monius, 
Imagining a Place for Buddhism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 211. 
3 Monius, Imagining a Place for Buddhism, 119. 
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 The earliest example of a work composed in Tamil Maṇipravāḷa4 is the ninth century 

Pārataveṇpa of Peruntēvaṉār. “In this Vaiṣṇavite work, the poetry was in classical Tamil 

(=centamiḻ) while the prose sections were in maṇipravāḷa or a heavily sanskritized Tamil.”5 And, 

later, around the fourteenth century, we have several Jain works authored in a maṇipravāḷa style: 

Śrīpurāṇam, Jayakumāraṉkatai, Ottāyaṇamāhārajaṉkatai, Pārikṣeṇakumāraṉkatai and 

Satyaghoṣaṉkatai among others.6 Though I cannot comment on these texts myself, based on the 

work of Ñāṉacuntaram as cited by Srilata Raman, it appears that the Maṇipravāḷa employed by 

the Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas “is a distinct dialect peculiar to the Śrīvaiṣṇava community, which 

stands apart both from the maṇipravāḷa of earlier works such as the Pārataveṇpā and of later 

works such as the Śrīpurāṇam.”7 

 The majority of the textual remains explicitly identified as being composed in 

Maṇipravāḷa are the prose works of the twelfth to fifteenth century Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas. The 

literature as a whole is representative of the concerted effort of these ācāryas to synthesize the 

three streams of authoritative scripture referred to in the introduction, that is, the Sanskrit Vedas 

by way of Rāmānuja’s doctrinal works (Śrī Bhāṣya, Gītā Bhāṣya, etc.), the āḻvārs’ devotional 

hymns (Divya Prabndham), and the Pañcarātra Āgamas. This corpus of literature can be roughly 

divided into two categories: 1) the vyākhyānas, or commentaries on the Divya Prabandham, and 

2) the sampradāyagranthas, or traditional works, that include the hagiographies of the lineage of 

āḻvārs and ācāryas (paramparai), the rahasyagranthas, and other independent works 

(Aḻakiyamaṇvāḷapperumāḷnāyaṉār’s Ācārya Hṛdayam, for example).  The transmission of these 

																																																								
4 For an outline of the development of Maṇipravāḷa literature in Malayāḷam, Kannada, and Telugu, see 
Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 167-171. 
5 Raman, Self-surrender (prapatti)to God in Śrīvaiṣṇavism, 63. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Ñāṉacuntaram, Vaiṇava Uraivaḷam (Madras: Tāyammai Patippakam, 1989), cited in Ibid., 63-64. 
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texts was both oral, in the ‘way of individual instruction’ (ōrāṇ-vaḻi),8 and textual, in the form of 

palm-leaf manuscripts.   

 

Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s Maṇipravāḷa 

Lexicon 

 Of 4965 total lexical items, 2329 are of Sanskrit derivation and 2636 are from Tamil. 

Thus, of the total lexemes represented, 53% are Tamil. 

Of the total Tamil lexemes there are 88 adjectives (3%), 135 adverbs (5%), 82 conjuncts (3%), 

679 nouns (26%), 151 particles (6%), 357 pronouns (14%), and 1141 verbs (43%).  

Of the total Sanskrit words there are 341 adjectives (15%), 8 indeclinables (less than 1%), 1827 

nouns (79%), 13 particles (less than 1%), 35 pronouns (1.5%), and 105 verbs (4.5%).9  

 

Which then breaks down as follows: 

Major Category Items (nouns and adjectives)- 

Nouns: of 2506 nouns, 27% derive from Tamil, 73% from Sanskrit 

Adjectives: of 429 adjectives, 21% derive from Tamil, 79% from Sanskrit 

 

Minor Category Items (grammatically bound lexemes)- 

Verbs: of 1246 verbs, 92% derive from Tamil, 8% from Sanskrit 

Pronouns: of 392 pronouns, 91% derive from Tamil, 9% from Sanskrit 

																																																								
8 Vasudha Narayanan, “Oral and Written Commentary on the Tiruvāymoḻi,” in Texts in Context (Albany: 
State University of New York Press, 1992, 85-108), 91. 
9 Note that I have included as Tamil any item consistently written in Tamil in the manuscripts even 
though of certain Sanskrit derivation, as I suspect these items were understood as Tamil words (i.e., 
borrowed into Tamil in some previous period).  Of which there are 41, all nouns. 
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Particles and indeclinables: of 172 particles, 88% derive from Tamil, 12% from Sanskrit 

Adverbs: of 135 adverbs, 100% derive from Tamil 

Conjuncts: of 82 conjuncts, 100% derive from Tamil 

There is a clear division of linguistic labour here. There is a marked preference in the case of 

nouns and adjectives for Sanskrit lexical items. Tamil lexical items, on the other hand, are 

dominant in the verb, pronoun, adverb and particle categories. Assuming then, that Tamil verbs 

can be construed as grammatically-bound (and I do), then we can identify the superstratum 

language, the one that provides the majority of the phonetic representations for the ‘Major 

Category,’ as Sanskrit.  And the ‘substratum’ language, the one that provides the phonetic 

representation and syntactic structure for the majority of the ‘Minor Category’ items, must be 

identified as Tamil. 

 When we remove redundancy (multiple entries of a single item), we find that there is 

greater variation in the Sanskrit lexical items used by Piḷḷai Lokācārya than there is in the Tamil: 

Of 1391 distinct lexical items 610 are Tamil (44%) and 781 are Sanskrit (56%). 

Phonology 

 Sanskrit words have, for the most part, been unaffected by Tamil phonology.  This is 

evidenced most clearly in the palm-leaf manuscripts of the text. The text has been recorded in a 

mixture of Tamil and Grantha scripts, coinciding with the Tamil and Sanskrit elements, 

respectively. Modern, printed, versions have elided this distinction, recording Sanskrit words in 

Tamil script according to Tamil phonological rules. I think that this treatment of the text in the 

printed editions has helped to distort the perception of this language and its intended audience in 

contemporary scholarship.   
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 There are, however, a few changes that bear observation: Sanskrit vocalic ‘ṛ’ has been 

inconsistently reanalyzed as its semi-vowel counterpart ‘r’ in the manuscripts10 and ‘ru’ in 

printed editions; word-final long-a ‘ā’ has been changed to ‘ai’ in both the manuscripts and 

printed editions; and, again in both, compound nouns and prefixed-verb roots derived from the 

Sanskrit lexicon usually follow Sanskrit sandhi (sound-change) rules internally.  But, for the 

most part, external sound changes occur according to Tamil phonetic rules.   

 

Morphology 

Nominal inflection.  The vast majority of nominal forms are inflected for case, number and 

gender/rationality with Tamil endings.  

  

Inventory of case suffixes: 

Category sg.-rat.  pl.-rat.    sg.-non-rat.  pl.-non-rat. 

Nominative -∅  -(ār)kaḷ  -∅  -kaḷ 

Accusative -∅/-ai  -kaḷai   -∅/-ai  -kaḷai/-aiyum 

Instrumental -āl  -kaḷāl  -āl  -kaḷāl/-āl(um) 

Dative  -(u)kku  -kaḷukku -ukku  -kaḷukku/-ukkum 

Genetive -∅/-uṭaiya -∅/-kaḷ  -∅  -∅/-kaḷ/-kaḷiṉ 

Locative -il  -kaḷil/-āril -il  -il/-kaḷil 

  -pakkal  -pakkal  -pakkal  -pakkal 

 
																																																								
10 The distinction between the vocalic and semi-vowel characters in Grantha is minimal, making it at 
times difficult to determine which was intended in the manuscripts. Furthermore, the manuscripts are 
inconsistent in their usage of one or the other forms, that is, at times we clearly see, for example, kṛtya 
(কৃত$) and at others krtya (ক"ত$). In my edition I have, for the most part (that is, unless it is abundantly 
clear that the semi-vowel was intended), restored the vocalic reading of the ‘r.’ 
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I won’t go into a comparison with Sanskrit here, suffice it to say that there is absolutely no 

overlap with Sanskrit nominal case endings.  There are, however, three exceptional cases: 

pitāvukku, which should be analyzed as pitā (Skt. m.nom.sg.) + ukku (Ta. dat.) and pitāvai, pitā 

(Skt. m.nom.sg.) + (v)ai (Ta.acc.); ātmāvukku, ātmā (Skt.m.nom.sg.) + (v)ukku (Ta.dat), with 

one occurrence each.  These three appear in these forms in all of the manuscripts from the 

collection of the École Français d’Extrême-Orient in Pondicherry, India. These are likely words 

that had some time before been borrowed wholesale into Tamil along with their Sanskrit 

inflections, but it’s important to note here that all of these examples are written in the 

manuscripts using the Grantha script and are also used in other places in the expected stem 

forms- pitṛkku  (Skt.stem+Ta.dat.), ātmavukku (Skt.stem+Ta.dat.).   

 

Verbal inflection.  Verbs are, without exception, inflected according to the Tamil verbal system.  

Where Sanskrit verbs are used the Sanskrit form of the present stem or the bare root, marked 

with a final short ‘i’ is used as the base for tense and aspect markers.  For example, the Sanskrit 

root √bhram (4P) becomes bhrami > bhramittu (advervial participle); anu√vṛt (1A) becomes 

anuvartti > anuvarttikkai (verbal noun)11; √niras (4P) becomes nirasi > nirasikka (infin.); apa√īkṣ 

(1Ā) becomes apekṣi > apekṣittāṉ (past, 3rd.masc.sg.).  

Though what I have provided here is very much a cursory assessment, I can say with 

confidence that Maṇipravāḷa, as Piḷḷai Lokācārya uses it, can be classified as a Contact Language 

that shares certain characteristics typical of Mixed or Intertwined Languages. According to 

Clarie Lefebvre, Mixed Languages show the following characteristics: 

																																																								
11  Instead of the expected *anuvarutti.  It appears that the present stem form is only used when the root is 
of the 1st class.  In all other cases the ‘i’ is appended to the bare root.  For example, an+ā√dhṛ (1P) > 
anādhar(i) > anādharikkiravarkaḷai; but √bhram (4P) > bhram(i) instead of bhramya(+i). 
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1) They emerge in situations involving only two languages, a substratum and a 

superstratum, or lexifier, language.  

2) They emerge in communities with a large bi-lingual population and thus do not involve 

second language acquisition. 

3) They constitute intra-group communication motivated by a will for in-group identity vis-

à-vis a neighbouring linguistic group.  

4) They derive their grammatical properties from one language but the phonological 

representations of lexical entries are derived from both languages: the substratum 

language is the source for the underlying structures of the language, like morphology and 

syntax, but it can also be the source for the phonological representation of any 

grammatically-bound lexical elements; the lexifier language, on the other hand, 

contributes most, if not all, the major or open category items, nouns and adjectives, for 

example. 12 

The Maṇipravāḷa used by Piḷḷai Lokācārya (1) involves only Sanskrit and Tamil,13 (2) emerged 

in a community of ācāryas, all of whom were Brahmins, who would have been native speakers 

of Tamil and trained extensively in Sanskrit, (3) serves, I think, to distinguish this group of 

Brahmins from the larger Brahmin community and from the non-Brahmins (non-Sanskrit-

speaking) within the Śrīvaiṣṇava community, and (4) Tamil can be clearly identified as its 

substratum language and Sanskrit as the target, lexifier, or superstratum language. 

 The generally accepted observation regarding the social function of a Mixed or 

Intertwined Language, that it is used for group internal communication, suggests that it should be 
																																																								
12 Claire Lefebvre, Creole Genesis and the acquisition of grammar: The case of Haitian creole 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), p. 28. 
13 Of course, there are Prakrit elements (i.e. pakkal), but I suspect these had been borrowed into the Tamil 
language at a much earlier date. 
 



	 141	

understood as a marker of distinct identity. In this regard it is important to emphasize that 

because Maṇipravāḷa does not appear to have been used as a mode of daily communication, and 

thus access to it was limited, and because of the pervasiveness of Sanskrit lexical items, the 

likelihood of non-Brahmin Śrīvaiṣṇavas understanding even an oral discourse in Maṇipravāḷa is 

extremely unlikely. Thus, it seems to me that Maṇipravāḷa was used in the Śrīvaiṣṇava 

community exclusively for the purpose of transmitting knowledge, i.e. from ācārya to disciple 

(śiṣya) and from ācārya to ācārya. That is to say, this was very much an artificial language, used 

with specific purpose and in very particular contexts. Nevertheless, I think that the ācāryas’ 

choice to compose many of their doctrinal and commentarial works in this situational idiom is an 

indication of the importance of this language to their attempt to define a distinct identity within a 

multilingual and religiously diverse environment.  

 Thus, I think that the manner in which Piḷḷai Lokācārya uses Maṇipravāḷa should be more 

appropriately described as a situational language rather than as a “highly Sanskritized form of 

late medieval Tamil.”14 The particular way in which he employs the two languages (i.e., Sanskrit 

and Tamil) with which he is dealing is not ad hoc, it is not a simple case of code-switching, nor 

can it be called a standard case of borrowing. Nor, I think, can we brush aside the complexities 

involved in the choice to use this language by referring to it as a case of Sanskritization. He did, 

after all, along with all the ācāryas who were writing commentaries and rahasyagranthas have 

access to and the ability to write in both Sanskrit and Tamil. So, why Maṇipravāḷa? If he wanted 

to speak only to Brahmins, why not write exclusively in Sanskrit? If he wanted to speak to the 

entire community of Śrīvaiṣṇavas, including women and śudras, why not write exclusively in 

Tamil? As Raman has pointed out, “there was always the possibility of recourse to an already 

existent extensive Tamil philosophical vocabulary for Sanskrit terms if they had chosen to avail 
																																																								
14 Mumme, introduction to The Mumukṣuppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya, 1. 
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of it.”15 I think in order to answer these questions, we need to understand the Śrīvaiṣṇava 

ācāryas’ use of Maṇipravāḷa as a choice, and by doing that we can begin to interrogate what that 

choice meant and, perhaps, why such a choice was made. That said, these observations are still 

quite preliminary. A good deal more analysis needs to be done on the corpus of literature 

composed by the ācāryas before anything can really be said about Maṇipravāḷa as a linguistic 

choice. First, and foremost, there needs to be a rigourous study of the etymology, morphology 

and syntax of the forms found in the works of all the acaryas. Once such a data set is made 

available it will be possible to comment on the specific characteristics of the language and to 

assess my Mixed Language hypothesis. Such a study may also allow us, through a diachronic 

study of the language alongside the development of Tamil in the same peiod, to more accurately 

date the ācāryas.  

 In addition, one would be remise to disregard the importance of the history of Sanskrit 

and Tamil interaction in the centuries leading up to the genesis of Maṇipravāḷa. Areas of 

particular importance in this regard are the non-theoretical, poetic works of the Caṅkam corpus 

and Tamil epics, the grammatical treatises (eg.g Tolkāppiyam, Naṉṉūl, Vīracōḻiyam, etc.), and 

the numerous bi-lingual inscriptions on both copper-plates and temple walls. Great strides in this 

regard have and are being made by a number of scholars.16     

 I have begun here by focusing on a single representative from the corpus of Maṇipravāḷa 

literature available to us. The choice to limit my study to Piḷḷai Lokācārya’s Śrīvacana 

Bhūṣaṇam has in large part been in order to ensure as detailed an analysis of the linguistic 

paradigm presented as is possible. It is my hope that one day it will be possible to make a 
																																																								
15 Raman, Self-surrender (prapatti)to God in Śrīvaiṣṇavism, 63. 
16	See,	for	example,	Eva	Wilden,	“Depictions	of	Language	and	Languages	in	Early	Tamil	Literature,”	
Jean-Luc	Chevillard,	“Urappium	eṭuttum	kaṉaittum:	Contrastive	Phonetics	or	how	to	describe	one	
language	with	the	help	of	another	one,”	and	Bilingual	Discourse	and	Cross-cultural	Fertilisation:	
Sanskrit	and	Tamil	in	Medieval	Indian,	edited	by	W.	Cox	and	V.	Vergiani.	
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comparison with his other works and the works of the other ācāryas. A diachronic analysis of 

this kind is the only way to really present any definitive answers on the nature of this language. 

For now, however, I hope my small contribution will serve as a springboard for thinking through 

some of the challenges presented by the phenomenon of the Maṇipravāḷa literature of the 

Śrīvaiṣṇava ācāryas. 

  

Materials and Apparatus 

As I have already noted in chapter one, this edition is based on my collation of the three palm-

leaf manuscripts of the Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam root text held by the École Français d’Extrême-

Orient (EFEO) in Pondicherry, India.  

E1 palm-leaf manuscript from the EFEO [EO 408a] – 21 folios, 8 lines per page, good 

condition. The text is complete. It begins on folio 1a, line 1 (vedārttham aṟuvitiyiṭubatu 

smṛtītihāsapurāṇaṅkaḷāle | smṛtiyāle pūrvabhāgattilartthamaṟitiyiṭakkaṭavatu), ends on folio 

21b, line 4 (itu prathamam svarūpattai pallavitamākkum | piṉpu puṣpitamākkum | anantaram 

phalaparyantamākkum |). Traditional script without puḷḷis, without disctinction between e/ē, o/ō, 

ā/ra, and old characters for ṟ. This is the only one of the manuscripts for which the date of 

production is given; it is dated to 1819. I have used this manuscript as the base text for my 

edition. Unless otherwise indicated, the text of my edition reflects the text as attested in EO-408. 

E2 palm-leaf manuscript from the EFEO [EO 947] – 106 folios, 5 lines per page, quite a bit 

of damage to the margins from worms but in fair condition and mostly readable. The text is 

complete. It begins on folio 56a, line 3 (vedārttham arutiyiṭuvatu smṛti itihāsa purāṇaṅkaḷāle | 

smṛtyāle pūrvabhāgattil arttham aṟutiyiṭakkaṭavatu |), ends on folio 160a, line 2 (itu prathamam 

svarūpattaipallavi‡m‡‡kum – piṉampu puṣpitamākkum – anantaraṃ phala paryantamākkum ||). 
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Traditional script without puḷḷis, without disctinction between e/ē, o/ō, ā/ra, and old characters 

for ṟ. 

E3 palm-leaf manuscript from the EFEO [EO 1008] – 18 folios, 11 lines per page, good 

condition. The text is complete. It begins on folio 1b, line 3 (vedārttham aṟutiyi‡vatu smrti 

itihāsa puraṇaṅkaḷāle | smrtiyāle pūrvabhāgattil arttham aṟutiyiṭakkaṭavatu |), ends on folio 

18b, line 6 (itu prathamam svarūpattai pallavitamākkum | piṉpu puṣpitamākkum | anantaraṃ 

phala paryantamākkum ||). Traditional script without puḷḷis, without disctinction between e/ē, 

o/ō, ā/ra, and old characters for ṟ. 

 I have, additionally, collated four printed editions. Although I have included in footnotes 

any major variations attested in these editions, they are solely for the purpose of comparison and 

have had little bearing on my editing choices. 

RJ Rangaswami,	J.	(Ed.	&	Eng.	Trans.)	Śrīvacanabhūṣaṇam	of	Piḷḷailokācārya:	

Translation	and	Commentary	of	Maṇavāḷamāmuni;	Critical	Evaluation	of	the	Theo-

Philosophy	of	the	Post-Rāmānuja	Śrīvaiṣṇavism.	Delhi:	Sharada	Publishing	House,	2006.	

NV	 Narasimhācāryasvmāi,	Kōvinta	and	Varatācrāya	Svāmi,	Vēḷukkuṭi	(eds.).	

Śrīvacanabhūṣaṇam	of	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya	with	Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s	Vyākyānam.	(first	edition,	

Chennai:	Ananda	Mudra	Yantralayam,	1908).	Reprint-	Trichy:	Sri	Sudarshana	Trust,	2001;	

Tiruvarangam:	Sri	Vaiṣṇava	Sri,	2001.	

LR	 Lester,	Robert	C.	(Ed.	&	Eng.	Trans.)	Śrīvacana	Bhūṣaṇa	of	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya.	Madras:	

The	Kuppuswamy	Sastri	Research	Institute,	1979.	

PN	 Purushothama	Naidu,	B.R.	(ed.).	Śrīvacana	Bhūṣaṇam	of	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya	with	

Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s	Vyākyānam.	Cudaloore:	T.K.	Narayanasami	Naidu,	1970.  
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 I have chosen a positive apparatus, that is, where variants are attested, I have included in 

bullet points, first, the form I have included in the main body of my text (from EO-408 (E1), 

unless otherwise indicated), followed by the variant(s) attested in E0-947 (E2) and/or EO-1008 

(E3). In the interest of identifying true variants, I have corrected any obvious spelling errors and 

illegible forms in EO-408 (E1) with reference to EO-947 (E2) and EO-1008 (E3). I have not 

included here any variants that can be explained by external sandhi rules relating to the 

assimilation of nasals. That is, I have retained word-final nasals as they appear in EO-408 (E1) 

without reference to the attestations of EO-947 (E2) and EO-1008 (E3). Nor have I changed the 

manuscript’s use of a short ‘e’ to the more familiar long ‘ē’. All other sandhi variants, however, 

are given in bullet points. Wherever necessary, I have also used ‡ to represent an illegible 

character. 
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Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam: a new edition and translation with variants 

Sūtra 1  
!দা$%gmh அiதியிiவi সvmৃ$%হাসপুরাণŋhகளாெல । 
 

vedārttham aṟutiyiṭuvatu smṛtītihāsapurāṇaṅkaḷāle  | 

 

The meaning of the Veda will be determined by smṛti, itihāsa and purāṇa. 

 

Sūtra 2 
সvmৃ$யாெல পূৱ$ভাগthதில অ"#gmh அiதியிடkhகடவi ।  
மrhைறயிரNhடாimh উতvtরভাগthதிlh অ"#mh அiதியிடkhகடவi । 
 

smṛtiyāle pūrvabhāgattil arttham aṟutiyiṭakkaṭavatu |   

maṟṟaiyiraṇṭālum uttarabhāgattil arttham aṟutiyiṭakkaṭavatu | 

 

The meaning in the previous section [of the Veda] is to be determined by smṛti. The meaning in 

the latter section is to be determined by the other two [itihāsa and purāṇa]. 

 

Sūtra 3 
இைவயிரNhiimh ைவthikhெகாNhi ই"হাসgmh প"বলgmh । 
 

ivaiyiraṇṭilum vaittukkoṇṭu itihāsam prabalam | 

 

From among these two, itihāsa is stronger.  

 

Sūtra 4 
அthதாெலயi iµறபThடi । 
 

attāley atu muṟapaṭṭatu | 

 

Therefore, it came before [the purāṇas].  
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Sūtra 5 
ই"হাস ে"ষvமான !রামাযণthதால சிைறயிinhதவLh எrhறh ெசாlhiகிii । 

 

itihāsa śreṣṭhamāṉa śrīrāmāyaṇattāl ciṟaiy iruntavaḷ eṟṟañ collukiṟutu | 

 

The superiority of the Lady who was confined (Sītā) is expressed by the best of itihāsa, the 

Śrīrāmāyaṇa,.  

 

Sūtra 6 
মহাভারthதாlh দূতু ெபானவnh எrhறh ெசாlhiகிii । 

 

mahābhārattāl dūtu poṉavaṉ eṟṟañ collukiṟutu | 

 

The superiority of the man who went as a messenger (Kṛṣṇa) is expressed by the Mahābharata.  

 

Sūtra 7 
இைவயிரNhடாimh পুরুষকার !ভৱiµmh উপায !ভৱiµh 
ெசாlhithதாயthi । 

 

ivaiy iraṇṭālum puruṣakāra vaibhavamum upāya vaibhavamuñ colluttāyattu | 

 

The greatness of puruṣakāra and upāya is expressed by these two [itihāsas]. 

  

Sūtra 8 
পুরুষকারமாmh ெபாi কৃৈপimh পারত%&'iµmh অনন#াহ&'iµmh ெவiΝmh । 

 

puruṣakāramām potu krpaiyum pāratantryamum ananyārhatvamum veṇum | 

 

[The qualities of] compassion, dependence, and not being obliged to another are required for 

being the puruṣkāra. 
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Sūtra 9 
பிராThi iµrhபடphபிinhதi தnhiνைடய কৃৈপைய ெவளியிiைகkhகாக ।  
நii பிinhதi পারত%&'thைத ெவளியிiைகkhகாக ।  
অন#রgmh பிinhதi অনন#াহ"#thைத ெவளியிiைகkhகாக । 

 

• 3 অন#রgmh பிinhதi অনন#াহ&'thைத ெவளியிiைகkhகாக (ananantaram pirintatu 

ananyārhatvattai veḷiṭukaikkāka) E1+E2; E3 gives this line enclosed in brackets at the beginning 

of the second line and repeats it as the third line.  

 

pirāṭṭi muṟpaṭap piṟintatu taṉṉuṭaiya kṛpaiyai veḷiyiṭukaikkāka |  

naṭuvu pirintatu pāratantryattai veḷiyiṭukaikkāka |  

anantaram pirintatu ananyārhatvattai veḷiyiṭukaikkāka | 

 

The first separation of the Goddess revealed her compassion. The middle separation revealed her 

dependence. The final separation revealed her not being obliged to another. 

  

Sūtra 10 
সং#vlষ&#vlষŋhகLh இரNhiimh পুরুষকার'nh ெதாrhimh । 
 

saṃśleṣaviśleṣaṅkaḷ iraṇṭilum puruṣakāratvan toṟṟum | 

 

In both union and separation puruṣakāraness is manifested. 

 

Sūtra 11 
সং#vlষ দ"யிlh ঈশvvর!னthதிithimh ।  
!"vlষ দ"யிlh !তন!னthதிithimh । 
 

saṃśleṣa daśaiyil īśvaraṉaittiruttum |  

viśleṣa daśaiyil cetanaṉaittiruttum | 

 

In the state of union there is rectification to Īśvara. In the state of separation there is rectification 

to the sentient being. 
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Sūtra 12 
இiவைரinh திithiவimh উপ#শthதாெல । 

 

iruvaraiyun tiruttuvatum upadeśattāle | 

 

There is rectification to both by instruction.  

 

Sūtra 13 
উপ#শthதாெலயிiவiைடய কম# পারত%&'iµŋh i!லimh । 
 

• இiவiைடய (iruvaruṭaiya) E1; இiவiைடயimh (iruvaruṭaiyavum) E2+E3 

• পারত%&'iµŋh (pāratantryamuṅ) E1; পারত%&'ŋh (pāratantryaṅ) E2+E3 

 

upadeśattāley iruvaruṭaiya karma pāratantryamuṅ kulaiyum | 

 

The dependence on karma of both will be destroyed by instruction. 

 

Sūtra 14 
উপ#শthதாlh iளாெபாi !তন!னயiளாெல திithimh ।  
ঈশvvর!னயழகாெல திithimh । 
 

upadeśattāl mīḷāpotu cetanaṉaiy aruḷāle tiruttum |  

īśvaraṉaiy aḻakāle tiruttum | 

 

When [they] are not returned by instruction, there is rectification by grace for the sentient being, 

and rectification by [the Goddess’s] beauty for Īśvara.  

 

Sūtra 15 
அiயாதவ!"ŋhக#ளயைடயவiவிthi আচায% কৃত$thைதimh পুরুষকার 
কৃত$thைதimh উপায কৃত$thைதinh தாெனெயiThikhெகாLhiைகயாெல 
মহাভারতthதிlh উপায !ভৱh ெசாlhithதாயthi । 
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aṟiyātav artthaṅkaḷaiy aṭaiyavaṟivittu ācārya kṛtyattaiyum puruṣakāra kṛtyattaiyum upāya 

kṛtyattaiyun tāṉey eṟiṭṭuk koḷḷukaiyāle mahābhāratattil upāya vaibhavañ colluttāyattu | 

 

By raising Himself to the duties of the ācārya, the puruṣakāra, and upāya to make thoroughly 

known the meanings of the unknown, the greatness of upāya is demonstrated in the 

Mahābhārata.  

 

Sūtra 16 
পুরুষকারthikhimh উপাযthikhimh !ভৱமாவi !াষthைதimh গুণ 
হা#ையimh பாrhthi উেপ$யாதவளவnhikhெக অং#কারthikhகைவ தnh)னெய 
பchைசயாkhiைக । 
 

puruṣakārattukkum upāyattukkum vaibhavam āvatu doṣattaiyum guṇa hāniyaiyum pārttu 

upekṣiyātav aḷavaṉṟikke aṃgīkārattukkavai taṉṉaiye paccaiyākkukai | 

 

That is to say, the greatness of puruṣakāra and upāya is disregarding fault and deficiency of 

quality without measure; making these the opening1 for acceptance.  

 

Sūtra 17 
யிரNhimh இரNhiŋh i*லய ெவiΝmh எnhiikhகிlh இரNhikhimh இரNhimh 
உNhடாயthiதாmh । 

 

yiraṇṭum iraṇṭuṅ kulaiya veṇum eṉṟirukkil iraṇṭukkum iraṇṭum uṇṭāyattutām | 

 

If it is said that it is necessary that the two [puruṣakāra and upāya] destroy the two [fault and 

deficiency of character], the two [fault and deficiency of character] are for the two [puruṣakāra 

and upāya]. 

  

																																																								
1	The	Tamil	word	here	is	paccai,	literlly	meaning	“green	colour,	rawness,	freshness,	tenderness,	that	
which	is	fresh	or	not	healed,	etc.”	I	have	translated	it	here	as	“opening”	to	reflect	what	I	think	is	the	
general	sense	conveyed	by	the	word	here.	That	is,	that	fault	and	deficiency	of	character	are	like	
open	wounds	or	vulnerabilities	that	1)	make	it	possible	for	the	soul	to	acknolwedge	his	need	of	
assistance	and	2)	make	it	both	possible	and	desireable	for	the	Lord	to	assist	the	soul.				
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Sūtra 18 
இரNhiŋh i"லnhதெதnhiikhகிlh இthத"லkhகிரNhimh உNhடாயthiதாmh । 

 

iraṇṭuṅ kulaintateṉṟirukkil ittalaikkiraṇṭum uṇṭāyattutām | 

 

If it is said that the two [fault and deficiency of character] are destroyed, the two are for this 

person.2  

 

Sūtra 19 
রা#$கLh !াষgmh প"#$gmh । 

 

rākṣasikaḷ doṣam prasiddham | 

 

The fault of the demonesses is well known.3 

 

Sūtra 20 
!"#vயirhற%லயாyh আ"vtকা&'সরiyh !শৱস%াতvmাெவnhi কৃষvNiνkhi 
ধারকiyh இikhகிறவজ"নiνkhi !াষgmh எெதnhனிlh ব"ুkhகLh பkhகlh !vnহiµmh 
কারুণ&iµmh ৱধ#$imh । 
 

• E2 continues with sūtra 21 without marking it off from sūtra 20; E3 continues with sūtra 21 and 

22 without marking them off from sūtra 20 (any variants will be treated below) 

 

jitendriyariṟṟalaiyāy āstikāgresaraṉāy keśavasyātmāveṉṟu kṛṣṇaṉukku dhārakaṉāy irukkiṟav 

arjunaṉukku doṣam eteṉṉil bandhukkaḷ pakkal snehamum kāruṇyamum vadhabhītiyum | 

 

																																																								
2	That	is	to	say,	if	one	acknowledges	that	they	are	burdened	with	fault	and	deficiency	of	character	
and	that	they	yet	need	to	be	destroyed,	the	Lord	takes	them	and	aids	the	soul.	If,	however,	one	
believes	himself	to	have	destroyed	them	without	the	aid	of	the	Lord,	they	become	firmly	attached	to	
the	soul	(at	least	until	such	time	as	he	realizes	the	error	in	his	thinking	and	requests	the	aid	of	the	
Lord).	
3	This	is	a	reference	to	an	incident	narrated	in	the	Rāmāyaṇa	during	which	Sītā	convinced	Hanuman	
not	to	hurt	the	demonesses	even	though	they	had	confined	and	harrassed	her	in	the	Aśoka	grove	of	
Rāvaṇa’s	palace(Rāmāyaṇa,	6.101ff.).	That	is	to	say,	she	mediated	on	their	behalf,	thus	sparing	their	
lives.	
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If it is said, “what fault can there be to Arjuna, sustainer of Kṛṣṇa, leader among conquerors of 

the senses, leader of believers, and Keśava’s4 soul?”  [They are] affection, compassion, and fear 

of killing [his] relatives. 

 

Sūtra 21 
[ெ◌]দ"ளপ! প"ভৱŋh கNhiinhதimh কৃষvNা&প"াযতvt◌ாெல প"ধান !াষgmh । 

 

• [ெ◌]দ"ளপ! (draupadi); দ"ளপ! (draḷapadi) E1; !"ৗপதி (draupati) E2+E3 
• கNhiinhதimh (kaṇṭiruttum) E1; கNhiinhதi (kaṇṭiruntatu) E2+E3 

 

draupadi paribhavaṅ kaṇṭiruntatum kṛṣṇābhiprāyattāle pradhāna doṣam | 

 

[Arjuna’s] having seen the contempt for Draupadī is, according to Kṛṣṇa, [his] essential fault.5 

 

Sūtra 22 
পণvৱrhக#ளimh !র#khக প"াপvtமாyh இikhக ைவthதimh [ெ◌]দ"ளপ!iைடய 
মংগলসূ'thikhகாக । 
 

• 1 ைவthதimh (vaittatum) E1; ைவthதi (vaittatu) E2+E3 

• 1 [ெ◌]দ"ளপ! (draupadi); দ"ளপ! (draḷapadi) E1; !"ৗপதி (draupati) E2+E3 
 

paṇdhavarkaḷaiyum nirasikka prāptamāy irukka vaittatum draupadiyuṭaiya 

maṃgalasūtrattukkāka | 

 

Although the Pāṇḍavas were destined to be destroyed, [they were] protected for the sake of 

Draupadī’s sacred thread.  

 
																																																								
4	Keśava is another name for the Lord.	
5	The	incident	referred	to	here	as	“the	contempt	for	Draupdī”	is	recorded	in	the	Mahābhārata	
(2.61ff.).	After	Yudhiṣṭhira	lost	Draupadī	in	a	game	of	dice,	the	Pāṇḍava	brothers	(including	Arjuna)	
sat	passively	as	Duḥśāsana	pulled	at	her	sari	attempting	to	disrobe	her.	For	a	summary	of	the	story	
and	analysis	of	the	themes	in	a	specifically	Tamil	context,	see	Alf	Hiltebeitel,	“The	Folklore	of	
Draupadī:	Saris	and	Hair,”	in	Gender,	Genre,	and	Power	in	South	Asian	Expressive	Traditions,	eds.	
Arjun	Appadurai,	Frank	J.	Korom,	and	Margaret	A.	Mills,	395-427	(Philadelphia:	University	of	
Pennsylvania	Press,	1991).		
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Sūtra 23 
অজ#নiνkhi দূত$সারথ$ŋhகLh பNhiΝthimh প"পতvtvপ"শmh பNhiΝthimh 
இவikhகாக । 

 

arjunaṉukku dūtyasārathyaṅkaḷ paṇṇuttum prapattyupadeśam paṇṇuttum ivaḷukkāka | 

 

Acting as charioteer and messenger to Arjuna and giving instruction on prapatti are for her sake.  

 

Sūtra 24 
প"প#vtkhi !শ !যমiµmh কাল !যমiµmh প"কার !যমiµmh অ"কা% !যমiµmh ফল 
!যমiµmh இlh%ல । 
 

prapattikku deśa niyamamum kāla niyamamum prakāra niyamamum adhikāri niyamamum phala 

niyamamum illai | 

 

There is no restriction of place, time, manner, worthiness, or fruit for prapatti.  

 

Sūtra 25 
!ষয !যমெமiLhளாi । 
 

viṣaya niyamamey uḷḷātu | 

 

There is only the restriction of object.  

 

Sūtra 26 
কম#thikhi পুণ$ ে"#gmh ৱস#া% কালgmh ।  
শা#vা%ŋhகளான ততvtgth প"কারŋhகLh ।  
ৈ"ৱ$%কrh எnhiைவெயlhலாmh ৱ"ৱ#vতŋhகளாyh இikhimh । 
 

karmattukku puṇya kṣetram vasantādi kālam |  

śāstroktaṅkaḷāṉa tattat prakāraṅkaḷ |  

traivarṇikar eṉṟivaiy ellām vyavasthitaṅkaḷāy irukkum | 
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For ritual action, a holy place, a time in spring, modes according to this and that śāstra, and 

people of the three varṇas, all these would have been established. 

 

Sūtra 27 

স এষ !শ: কাল: எnhைகயாெல இi தனkhi !শ কাল !যমmh இlh$ல । 

 

sa eṣa deśaḥ kālaḥ eṉkaiyāle itu taṉakku deśa kāla niyamam illai |6 

 

With the saying, “this is the time, this is the place,” there is no restriction of place or time for this 

[prapatti]. 

 

Sūtra 28 
இvhৱ"#gmh ম"# রতvnthதிlh প"থম পদthதிெல সুসvp$gmh । 

 

ivvarttham mantra ratnattil prathama padattile suspaṣṭam | 

 

This meaning is evident in the first word in the mantraratna.7 

 

Sūtra 29 
প"কার !য#யிlh$லெயnhiνmh இடmh எŋhiŋh காணலாmh । 

 

prakāra niyatiy illaiy eṉṉum iṭam eṅkuṅ kāṇalām | 

 

In every place it may be seen that there is no restriction of manner. 

 

Sūtra 30 
[ெ◌]দ"ளপ! সvnা$யாyh அnhெற প"প#vt பNhiΝthi ।  
অজ#নnh !চgrh நiெவயிெறயிvhৱ"#ŋh ெகThடi । 

 
																																																								
6 Rāmāyaṇa 6.11.48: sa eṣa deśaḥ kālaḥ 
7 Mantraratna refers to the Dvaya Mantra: śrīman nārāyaṇacaraṇau, śaraṇam prapadye; śrīmate 
nārāyaṇāya namaḥ. Piḷḷai Lokācārya discusses the first word, śrīmat, in the Mumukṣuppaṭi, sūtras 123 to 
135 (Mumme, The Mumukṣuppaṭi of Piḷḷai Lokācārya, 114-119). 
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• 1 [ெ◌]দ"ளপ! (draupadi); দ"ளপ! (draḷapadi) E1; !"ৗপதி (draupati) E2+E3 
 

draupadi snātaiyāy aṉṟe prapatti paṇṇuttu |  

arjunaṉ nīcar naṭuveyiṟey ivvartthaṅ keṭṭatu | 

 

Draupadī was not in the state of being purified [when] performing prapatti.  Arjuna [was] in the 

midst of vile persons [when] he heard the meaning of this [prapatti]. 

  

Sūtra 31 
ஆைகயாlh শু#$শু%கLh இரNhinh ெதட ெவNhடா ।  
இinhத பiெய অ"কা%யாithத&ன। 

 

ākaiyāl śuddhyaśuddhikaḷ iraṇṭun teṭa veṇṭā |  

irunta paṭiye adhikāriyām ittaṉai | 

 

Therefore, it is unnecessry to inquire into either purity or impurity. Whatever the state, as such, 

one is worthy. 

 

Sūtra 32 
இvhவிடthதிெல ெவlhெவThiphபிLh*ளkhiphபிLh*ளயiளிchெசyhத வாrhthைதைய 
সvm#phபi । 

 

• 1 இvhவிடthதிெல (ivviṭattile) E2+E3; இவடthதிெல (ivaṭattile) E1  

• 1 வாrhthைதைய (vārttaiyai) E1; வாrhைதைய (vāṟtaiyai) E2+E3 

 

ivviṭattile velveṭṭip piḷḷaikkup piḷḷaiy aruḷicceyta vārttaiyai smarippatu | 

 

In this place the words spoken by Nampiḷḷai for Velveṭṭi Piḷḷai will be remembered.8  

																																																								
8 Nampiḷḷai was Vaṭaku Tiruvīti Piḷḷai’s ācārya. The incident and “words spoken” as recorded by Lester 
(see below) may be recorded in one of the saṃpradāya hagiographies (likely the Guruparamparā 
Prabhāvam of 6000 verses). It is also conceivable, if the hagiographies are correct regarding the father-
son relationship of Vaṭaku Tiruvīti Piḷḷai and Piḷḷai Lokācārya, that this was an incident related to Piḷḷai 
Lokācārya by Vaṭaku Tiruvīti Piḷḷai himself and preserved by Piḷḷai Lokācārya and his disciples. Lester 
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Sūtra 33 
অ"কা% !যমmh இnhikhெகெயாinhத பiெயnhெனnhனிlh | 
 

adhikāri niyamam iṉṟikkey oḻinta paṭiy eṉṉeṉṉil | 

 

If it is said, “how is it done without the restriction of fitness?”   

 

Sūtra 34 
ধম#পু&া(கimh [ெ◌]দ"ளপ!imh কাকiµmh কা#যiνmh !গ#$vাLLhவாiνmh 
!"#ষণাLLhவாiνmh ெபiமாimh இ,ளயெபiமாimh iடkhகமானவrhகLh শরণgmh 
iiiைகயாெல অ"কা% !যমmh இlh!ல । 

 

• 1 [ெ◌]দ"ளপ!imh (draupadiyum); দ"ளপ!imh (draḷapadiyum) E1; !"ৗপதிimh 

(draupatiyum) E2+E3 

• 1 !গ#$vাLLhவாiνmh (śrīgajendrāḻvāṉum) E1+E3; !"#$vাLLhவாiνmh (śrīgejendrāḻvāṉum) 

E2 

 

dharmaputrādikaḷum draupadiyum kākamum kāliyaṉum śrīgajendrāḻvāṉum śrīvibhīṣaṇāḻvāṉum 

perumāḷum iḷaiyaperumāḷum tuṭakkamāṉavarkaḷ śaraṇam pukurukaiyāle adhikāri niyamam illai | 

 

[The answer is that] because Dharmaputra, etc., Draupadī, Kāka, Kāliyan, Śrīgajendra, 

Śrīvibhīṣaṇa, Perumāḷ (Rāma), the young Perumāḷ (Lakṣmaṇa), and others entered the refuge, 

there is no restriction of fitness. 

 

Sūtra 35 
ফল !যমmh இnhikhெகெயாinhத பiெயnhெனnhனிlh । 
 

phala niyamam iṉṟikkey oḻinta paṭiy eṉṉeṉṉil | 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
records the words as follows: “For a pure person, impurity is not necesssary; for an impure person purity 
is not necessary” (Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa, 22). This phrase, however, does not, as far as I can tell, 
occur in Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary. What we find here instead, among other things, is that 
Nampiḷḷai’s response to Vaṭaku Tiruvīti Piḷḷai’s question regarding the lack of restrictions to this upāya 
(prapatti) is that,  “the one restriction for this upāya is being the inseparable companion [of the Lord]” 
(niyamam ivvupāyattukku uṭaṉvantiyāy iruppatu oṉṟu).   
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If it is said, “how is it done without the restriction of the fruit?”  

 

Sūtra 36 
ধম#পু&া(கikhi ফলgmh রাজ$gmh ।  
[ெ◌]দ"ளপ!khi ফলgmh ৱসvgmh ।  
কাকthikhimh কা#যiνkhimh ফলgmh প"াণgnh । 
!গ#$vাLLhவாiνkhi ফলং !ংকয%gmh ।  
!"#ষণাLLhவாiνkhi ফলং রামপ%াπvt ।  
ெபiமாikhi ফলgmh সমুদ%তরণgmh ।  
இ"ளயெபiமாikhi ফলgmh রামানুৱৃ'vt । 

 

• 2 [ெ◌]দ"ளপ!khi (draupadikku); দ"ளপ!khi (draḷapadikku) E1; !"ৗপதிkhi 

(draupatikku) E2+E3 

• 3 কাকthikhimh (kākattukkum) E1; কাকthikhiŋh (kākattukkuṅ) E2+E3 
• 3 কা#যiνkhimh (kāḷiyaṉukkum) E1; காளியiνkhimh (kāḷiyaṉukkum) E2+E3 
 
 

dharmaputrādikaḷukku phalam rājyam |  

draupadikku phalam vastram |  

kākattukkum kāḷiyaṉukkum phalam prāṇan |  

śrīgajendrāḻvāṉukku phalaṃ kaiṃkaryam |  

śrīvibhīṣaṇāḻvāṉukku phalaṃ rāmaprāpti |  

perumāḷukku phalam samudrataraṇam |  

iḷaiyaperumāḷukku phalam rāmānuvṛtti |  

 

The kingdom is the fruit for Dharmaputra; clothing is the fruit for Draupadī; breath is the fruit 

for Kāka and Kāliyan; servitude is the fruit for Śrīgajendra; attainment of Rāma is the fruit for 

Śrīvibhīṣaṇa; crossing the sea is the fruit for the Perumāḷ (Rāma); obedience to Rāma is the fruit 

for the younger Lord. 

 

Sūtra 37 
!ষয !যমமாவi গুণ পূ#vt%iLhளவிடெம !ষযமாைக ।  
পূ#vt%iLhiimh অচvc$াৱতারthதிெல । 
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• 1 পূ#vt%iLhளவிடெம (pūrttiuḷḷaviṭame) E1+E2; পূ#vt%iLhளிடெம (pūrttiyuḷḷiṭame) E3 

• 1 !ষযமாைக (viṣayamāka) E1; !ষযமாiைக (viṣayamākukai) E2+E3 

• 2 পূ#vt%iLhiimh (pūrttiyuḷḷutum) E1+E2; পূ#vt%iLhளiম (pūrttiyuḷḷatum) E3 

 

viṣaya niyamam āvatu guṇa pūrttiy uḷḷaviṭame viṣayamākai |  

pūrttiy uḷḷutum arcāvatārattile | 

 

The restriction of the object is to the object in whom alone there is a fullness of qualities. This 

fullness is in the idol form especially. 

 

Sūtra 38 
ஆLLhவாrhகLh பலவிடŋhகளிimh প"প#vt பNhiΝthimh অচvc$াৱতারthதிெல । 

 

āḻvārkaḷ palaviṭaṅkaḷilum prapatti paṇṇuttum arcāvatārattile | 

 

The āḻvārs in many places performed prapatti to the arcāvatāra. 

 

Sūtra 39 
পূণ$mh எnhைகயாெலெயlhலா গুণŋhகimh পুষvkলŋhகLh । 

 

pūrṇam eṉkaiyāley ellā guṇaṅkaḷum puṣkalaṅkaḷ | 

 

By saying fullness, [it is meant that] all qualities are abundant. 

 

Sūtra 40 
প"প#vtkhகেপ#তŋhகளான !ৗলভ%া'கLh இiThடைறயிlh விளkhiphெபாெல 
প"কা%phபதிŋhெக । 
 

prapattikkapekṣitaṅkaḷāṉa saulabhyādikaḷ iruṭṭaṟaiyil viḷakkuppole prakāśippatiṅke | 

 

Accesibilty, etc., required for prapatti are shining here especially like a light in a dark room.  
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Sūtra 41 
পূ#vt%ையimh সvvাত%&'thைதimh i'லthikhெகாNhi தnh'ன 
অনাদ%khகிறவrhக'ளthதாnh আদ#thi நிறகிறவிடmh । 
 

pūrttiyaiyum svātantryattaiyum kulaittuk koṇṭu taṉṉai anādarikkiṟavarkaḷait tāṉ ādarittu 

niṟakiṟaviṭam | 

 

Disturbing [His] fullness and independence, [He] stands here and supports even those who treat 

Him with indifference.  

 

Sūtra 42 
ভূগতজলgmh ெபாெல অ"য$া&'gmh ।  
আৱরণজলgmh ெபாெல পর#gmh ।  
பாrhகடlh ெபாெல ৱvহgmh ।  
ெபikhகாi ெபாெல !ভৱŋhகLh ।  
அதிெல ெதŋhகின மikhகLh ெபாெல অচvc$াৱতারgmh । 
 

bhūgatajalam pole antaryāmitvam |  

āvaraṇajalam pole paratvam |  

pāṟkaṭal pole vyūham |  

perukkāṟu pole vibhavaṅkaḷ |  

atile teṅkiṉa maṭukkaḷ pole arcāvatāram | 

 

The antaryāmi is like the water in the earth; the paratva is like the covering water; the vyūha is 

like the milk-ocean; the vibhava are like a flooded river; among these the arcāvatāra is like the 

full pond.9  

 

Sūtra 43 
இi தாnh শাসvŋhகளாrhiithதெவாNhiெத !শযা%রŋhகளிெல மNhi !মুখরাyhph 
ெபாimh !তনrhi !মুখ%thைத மாrhi রু#ைய வி#ளkhகkhகடவதாyh রু# 
பிறnhதாlh উপাযமாyh উপায প"গ$হgmh பNhணிilh েভাগ%மாyh இikhimh । 

																																																								
9	antaryāmi (the Inner Controler); para (the Supreme form); vyūha (the emanations – Saṃkarṣaṇa, 
Pradyumna, and Aniruddha); vibhava (the manifestations or avatāras); and arcāvatāra (the image form).	
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itu tāṉ śāstraṅkaḷāṟṟiruttav oṇṇāte viṣayāntaraṅkaḷile maṇṭi vimukharāyp porum cetanaṟku 

vaimukhyattai māṟṟi ruciyai viḷaikkak kaṭavatāy ruci piṟantāl upāyamāy upāya parigraham 

paṇṇiṉāl bhogyamāy irukkam | 

 

For the sentient beings who are continuously disinclined, concentrating on other objects, and 

cannot be corrected by śāstra, this (the arcāvatāra) indeed, converts aversion to hunger. This 

must be explained – if the taste is produced it becomes as the upāya, if accepting the upāya, it is 

the object of enjoyment.  

 

Sūtra 44 
இதிlh প"প#vt பNhiΝmh অ"কা%கLh iவrh । 

 

itil prapatti paṇṇum adhikārikaḷ mūvar | 

 

Three claimants perform prapatti to this. 

 

Sūtra 45 
অ"imh !ানা#করুmh ভ"விவৱশimh । 
 

• விவশimh (vivaśarum) E1; পরৱশimh (paravaśarum) E2+E3 10 

 

ajñarum jñānādhikarum bhaktivivaśarum | 

 

The ignorant, the religious authority, and those who are helpless in devotion.  

 

Sūtra 46 
অ"ানthதாெல প"প#grh অসvmদা&கLh ।  
!ানা$ক&thதாெல প"প#grh পূৱ$াচায$grhகLh ।  
ভ" পারৱশ&thதாெல প"প#grh ஆழவாrhகLh । 

 

																																																								
10 vivaśarum (having lost control of oneself, dependent) is also attested in NV; paravaśarum (subject to 
devotion to the highest [i.e. Īśvara]) is also attested in RJ, LR, and PN. 
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ajñānattāle prapannar asmadādikaḷ | 

jñānādhikyattāle prapannar pūrvācāryarkaḷ |  

bhakti pāravaśyattāle prapannar āḻvārkaḷ | 

 

Us and others are prapannas because of ignorance; the former ācāryas are prapannas because of 

a superiority of knowledge; the āḻvārs are prapannas because of the ecstasy of devotion.  

 

Sūtra 47 

இphபi ெசாlhiகிறimh ஊrhறthைதphபrhற । 
 

ippaṭi collukiṟatum ūṟṟattaippaṟṟa | 

 

Saying thus is about the greatness [of prapatti]. 

 

Sūtra 48 
இmhinhimh inhi ত"thைதimh பrhi வimh । 

 

immūṉṟum mūṉṟu tatvattaiyum paṟṟi varum | 

 

These three occur with respect to the three realities.11 

 

Sūtra 49 
எnhinh ெசyhெகnh எnhகிற விடthதிெலயிmhinhimh உNhi । 

 

eṉṉāṉ ceykeṉ eṉkiṟa viṭattiley immūṉṟum uṇṭu |12 

 

These three are in the place of saying “what can I do?”  

 

																																																								
11	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya	discusses	the	three	realities	(tattvatraya)	at	lenth	in	his	Tattvatraya.	They	are,	
acit	(insentient	matter),	cit	(sentient	beings),	and	Īśvara.	Thus	they	are	related	as	ignorance,	
knowledge,	and	devotion,	respectively.	
12 Tiruvāymoḻi 5.8.3: eṉ nāṉ ceykēṉ yārē kaliakaṇ eṉṉaiyeṉ ceykiṉṟāy “What can I do? Who is [my] 
support? What are you doing to me?” 
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Sūtra 50 
அŋhெகாnhைறphபrhiயிikhimh মুখ$মiெவ । 
 

• মুখ$মiெவ (mukhyamatuve) E2+E3; মূখ$মiெவ (mūkhyamatuve) E1 

 

aṅkoṉṟaippaṟṟiy irukkum mukhyamatuve | 

 

There, [they] are referring to one [thing], that [one thing] alone is primary.13  

 

Sūtra 51 

অ"দ$াত: எnhகிற !vlাকthதிெலயிmhinhih ெசாlhithi । 

 

avidyātaḥ eṉkiṟa ślokattiley immūṉṟuñ colluttu | 

 

These three are mentioned in the śloka beginning “because of ignorance.”14 

 

Sūtra 52 
ইদং শরণম%ান◌ாgmh । 

 

idaṃ śaraṇamajñānām |15 

 

This is the refuge of the ignorant. 

 

Sūtra 53 
ভ" தnhனிெல অৱসvােভদmh பிறnhதவாெறயிi தாnh i.லயkhகடவதாயிikhimh । 

 

bhakti taṉṉile avasthābhedam piṟantavāṟey itu tāṉ kulaiyak kaṭavatāy irukkum | 

																																																								
13	The	“one”	referred	to	here	is	the	Lord.	If	we	look	to	the	previous	sūtra	and	the	citation	given,	we	
find	that	“the	three”	are	asking	three	questions:	“What	can	I	do?	Who is [my] support? What are you 
doing to me?” In this sūtra we find that Piḷḷai Lokācārya boils these down to a single element that is both 
the question and the answer- the Lord.	
14 “avidyātaḥ” – this reference is to one of Bhaṭṭar’s muktaka ślokas (independent verses). I have not been 
able to locate a useable, edited version. 
15	Lakṣmī	Tantra	17.101:	idaṃ śaraṇamajñānām	
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[When] bhakti produces a different stage within him, this too may be destroyed. 

 

Sūtra 54 
தnh#னphெபணimh பNhiΝmh ধ"khகimh பNhiΝmh । 
 

• தnh#ன (taṉṉai) E1; இi தnh%ன (itu taṉṉai) E2+E3 

 

taṉṉaip peṇavum paṇṇum dharikkavum paṇṇum | 

 

[Thus] producing [in the soul] affection and support for himself. 

 

Sūtra 55 
இnhத সvvভাৱ !"ষŋhகLh কল#াণ গুণŋhகளிimh திichசரŋhகளிimh 
திiநாமŋhகளிimh திikhiழெலாைசயிiŋh காணலாmh । 

 

inta svabhāva viśeṣaṅkaḷ kalyāṇa guṇaṅkaḷilum tiruccaraṅkaḷilum tirunāmaṅkaḷilum 

tirukkuḻalocaiyiluṅ kāṇalām | 

 

These characteristics of the [soul’s] intrinsic nature may be seen in the auspicious qualities, the 

divine arrows, divine names, and the sound of the divine flute.16 

 

Sūtra 56 
இi தnh%னphபாrhthதாlh πতাikhi পু#nh எithi வாŋhiமாphெபாெலயிiphபெதாnhi। 

 

itu taṉṉaip pārttāl pitāvukku putraṉ eḻuttu vāṅkumāppoley iruppatoṉṟu | 

 

If one looks into this, it is like a son taking a letter [of protection] from [his] father. 

 

Sūtra 57 
இi தனkhi সvvরূপnh தnh$னphெபாராெதாiைக । 
																																																								
16	That	is	to	say,	the	Lord’s	auspicious	qualities,	etc.,	produce	such	a	strong	desire	for	the	Lord	that	
it	may	lead	the	devotee	to	abandon	his	self-surrender	and	the	dependence	it	entails	in	an	attempt	to	
attain	Him.	
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itu taṉakku svarūpan taṉṉaip porātoḻikai | 

 

The essential nature of this [prapatti] is not tolerating itself. 

 

Sūtra 58 
অংগnh தnh#னெயாinhத ைவthைதph ெபாiெதாiைக । 
 

• ைவthைத (vaittai) E1; வrhைற (vaṟṟai) E2+E3 

 

aṃgan taṉṉaiy oḻinta vaittaip poṟātoḻikai | 

 

The ancillary is not tolerating things other than itself.  

 

Sūtra 59 
উপাযnh தnh$னphெபாikhimh ।  
উপাযা%রmh இரNhைடimh ெபாikhimh ।  
இதிரNhைடimh ெபாii । 

 

upāyan taṉṉaip poṟukkum |  

upāyāntaram iraṇṭaiyum poṟukkum |  

itiraṇṭaiyum poṟātu | 

 

The upāya (the Lord) tolerates Himself; another upāya tolerates both [a means and an end]; this 

(prapatti) tolerates neither. 

 

Sūtra 60 
ফলthikhi আতvm$ানiµmh অপ#$%ধiµெம ெவNhiவi । 

 

phalattukku ātmajñānamum apratiśedhamume veṇṭuvatu | 

 

Self-knowledge and non-denial are required for the fruit. 
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Sūtra 61 
அlhலாத ெபாi ব"thikhimh পূ#vt%khiŋh ெகாrhைறயாmh । 

 

allāta potu bandhattukkum pūrttikkuṅ koṟṟaiyām | 

 

When it is otherwise, there will be a defect to the relationship [between the soul and the Lord] 

and to [His] fullness. 

 

Sūtra 62 
আপthைதph ெபாkhகிkhெகாLhiகிெராmh எnhi ভ"#thi அthைத 
வி#ளthikhெகாLhளாெதாiைகெய ெவNhiவi । 

 

āpattaip pokkik koḷḷukirom eṉṟu bhramittu attai viḷaittuk koḷḷātoḻikaiye veṇṭuvatu | 

 

Having been mistaken, [thinking,] “we obliterate misfortune,” one should not cultivate that 

[thought]. 

 

Sūtra 63 
র"ণthikhகেপ#তgmh র"#$ানুম)ெய । 

 

rakṣaṇattukkapekṣitam rakṣyatvānumatiye | 

 

The requirement for protection is only assent to protectedness. 

 

Sūtra 64 
எlhலாৱুপাযthikhimh ெபாiவாைகயாimh !তন$কায(mh ஆைகயாimh 
প"◌ாπvtদ$யிimh অনুৱ%vt'khைகயாimh সvvরূপা'()யlhலாைமயாimh 
অ"#$াৱৃ(vt*ষthைத সাধনமாkhகெவாNhii । 

 

ellāv upāyattukkum potuv ākaiyālum caitanyakāryam ākaiyālum prāptidaśaiyilum 

anuvarttikkaiyālum svarūpātirekiy allāmaiyālum acidvyāvṛttiveṣattai sādhanamākkav oṇṇātu | 
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By being common to all upāyas, by being the purpose of the mind, by continuing in the state of 

attainment, and by not being different from the essential nature, [prapatti, which has an] entrance 

different from that of the non-sentient, cannot be a sādhana.17  

 

Sūtra 65 
অ"#$াৱৃ(vtkhi প"#াজনমুপাযthதிlh উপকার সvmৃ$imh উেপযthதிlh உகphimh । 

 

acidvyāvṛttikku prayojanamupāyattil upakāra smṛtiyum upeyattil ukappum | 

 

The cause for the exclusion of the non-sentient is the memory of the assistance of the upāya [the 

Lord] and pleasure in the attainment [of the Lord]. 

 

Sūtra 66 
உnh மனthதாlh எnh னி+னnhதிinhதாyh எனகிற பiெய প"াπvtkhiপাযmh ஆவnh நி'னi । 

 

uṉ maṉattāl eṉ ṉiṉaintiruntāy eṉkiṟa paṭiye prāptikkupāyam avaṉ niṉaivu |18 

 

As it is said, “What have you been thinking with your mind?”  The upāya for attainment is His 

thinking. 

 

Sūtra 67 
அi தாnh எphெபாimh உNhi । 

 

atu tāṉ eppotum uṇṭu | 

 

That, indeed, always exists. 

 

Sūtra 68 
அi ফ"phபi இவnh நி)னi மாiilh । 

 

																																																								
17	That is, prapatti cannot be considered a means or cause of salvation. 
18 Tirumaṅkai Āḻvār’s Periya Tirumoḻi 2.7.1: uṉ maṉattāl eṉ ṉiṉaintiruntāy. 
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atu phalippatu ivaṉ niṉaivu māṟiṉāl | 

 

There is fruition of that if one’s thinking is changed. 

 

Sūtra 69 
অ"মকালthikhithதhசmh இphெபாi தhசmh எnhெனnhகிற நி2னi i2லைகெயnhi !যgrh 
அiளிchெசyhவrh । 

 

antimakālattukkuttañcam ippotu tañcam eṉṉeṉkiṟa niṉaivu kulaikaiyeṉṟu jīyar aruḷicceyvar | 

 

Nañjīyar graciously asserts [that] for the refuge at the time of death, destroy the thought “what is 

the refuge now?” 

 

Sūtra 70 
প"াপvtাimh প"াপকiνmh প"াπvtkhiகphபாiνmh அவென । 
 

• E1+E3 প"াπvtkhiகphபாiνmh (prāptikkukappāṉum); E2 প"াπvtkhiகphபானmh 

(prāptikkukappāṉam) 

 

prāptāvum prāpakaṉum prāptikkukappāṉum avaṉe | 

 

He alone is the one who attains, procures, and pleasures from attainment. 

 

Sūtra 71 
সvvযতvn !ৱৃ$vt পারত%&' ফলgmh ।  
সvvপ$%াজন !ৱৃ$vt !ষ# ফলgmh । 

 

svayatna nivṛtti pāratantrya phalam |  

svaprayojana nivṛtti śeṣatva phalam | 

 

The fruit of dependence is the cessation of self-effort. The fruit of subservience is the cessation 

of self-aim. 
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Sūtra 72 
পর প"#াজন প"ৱৃ%vt প"যতvn ফলgmh ।  
ত"ষয !"# !তন$ ফলgmh । 
 

para prayojana pravṛtti prayatna phalam |  

tadviṣaya prīti caitanya phalam | 

 

The fruit of continuous exertion is the Supreme one’s aim. The fruit of consciousness is His 

pleasure. 

 

Sūtra 73 
অহgmh অ"#thikhi !ানান$ŋhகLh তটসvmh எnhiνmh பi দাস$iெற অ"রংগ 
!রূপকgmh । 

 

aham artthattukku jñānānandaṅkaḷ taṭastham eṉṉum paṭi dāsyamiṟe antaraṃga nirūpakam | 

 

Knowledge and bliss are indicative characteristics with respect to the soul, as such servitude is 

the defining [quality] of the inmost limb (i.e., the heart/mind).  

 

Sūtra 74 
இi தாnh வnhெதiயnhi । 

 

itu tāṉ vanteṟiyaṉṟu | 

 

This [servitude], indeed, is not introduced from the outside. 

 

Sūtra 75 
সvvাত%&'iµmh অন#$ষ&iµmh வnhெதi । 

 

svātantryamum anyaśeṣatvamum vanteṟi | 

 

Independence and subservience to others are introduced from the outside. 
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Sūtra 76 
!ষ# !"া$ সvvাত%&'gmh ।  
ত"vষ% !"া$ ত"তর !ষ#gmh । 

 

śeṣatva virodhi svātantryam |  

tachśeṣatva virodhi taditara śeṣatvam | 

 

Independence opposes subservience; subservience to another opposes subservience to Him. 

 

Sūtra 77 
অহংকারமாகிறவாrhphைபthiைடthதாlh আতvmাikhகiயாத ெபrh அiயாnh எnhiெற । 

 

ahaṃkāramākiṟavārppaittuṭaittāl ātmāvukkaḻiyāta per aṭiyāṉ eṉṟiṟe | 

 

If one removes the bondage caused by pride, the unperishing name for the soul is servant. 

 

Sūtra 78 
গ"াম কুলা%களாlh வimh ெபrh অন#$ הতু । 
 

grāma kulādikaḷāl varum per anarttha hetu | 

 

The cause of harm is the name that comes with village, family, etc. 

 

Sūtra 79 

একা$ ৱ"প$%ৱ": । 

 

ekāntī vyapadeṣṭavyaḥ | 

 

He who is one-minded ought to be defined. 
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Sūtra 80 
উপাযthikhiphபிராThiையimh [ெ◌]দ"ளপ!ையimh திikhகNhணமŋhைகயாNhடா0னimh 
ெபாெலயிikhக ெவiΝmh ।  
উেপযthikhகி&ளயெபiமா&ளimh ெபiயiைடயாைரimh பிLh&ள திiநைறirh அைரimh 
!"য$ையimh ெபாெலயிikhக ெவiΝmh । 

• 1 উপাযthikhi (upāyattukku) E1; উপাযthதிlh (upāyattil) E2 +E3 

• 1 [ெ◌]দ"ளপ!ையimh (draupadiyaiyum); দ"ளপ!ையimh (draḷapadiyaiyum) E1; 

!"ৗপதிையimh (draupatiyaiyum) [inserted in subscript] E2; !"ৗপதிimh (draupatiyum) 

E3 

• 3 উেপযthikhகி&ளய (upeyattukkiḷaiya) E1; উেপযthதிi%ளய (upeyattiliḷaiya) E2+E3 

• 4 !"য$ையimh (cinttaiyantiyaiyum) E1; சிnhைதயnhதிையimh (cintaiyantiyaiyum) 

E2+E3  

upāyattukkup pirāṭṭiyaiyum draupadiyaiyum tirukkaṇṇamaṅkaiyāṇṭāṉaiyum poleyirukka veṇum |  

upeyattukkiḷaiya perumāḷaiyum periyavuṭaiyāraiyum piḷḷai tirunaṟaiyūr araiyum 

cintaiyantiyaiyum poley irukka veṇum | 

 

For the upāya one needs to be like the Goddess (Sītā), Draupadī, and Tirukkaṇṇamaṅkai Āṇṭāṉ; 

for upeya one needs to be like the younger Lord (Lakṣmaṇa), Periyavuṭaiyār, Piḷḷai Tirunaṟaiyūr 

Araiyar, and Cintaiyanti. 

  

Sūtra 81 
பிராThikhimh [ெ◌]দ"ளপ!khimh வாசி শ"imh অশ#imh । 
 

• [ெ◌]দ"ளপ!khimh (draupadikkum); দ"ளপ!khimh (draḷapadikkum) E1; !"ৗপதிkhimh 

(draupatikkum) E2+E3 

pirāṭṭikkum draupadikkum vāci śaktiyum aśaktiyum | 

 

The difference between the Goddess and Draupadī is power and powerlessness. 

 

Sūtra 82 
பிராThi সvvশ$ைய விThடாLh ।  
[ெ◌]দ"ளপ! লৈ#ைய விThடாLh ।  
திikhகNhணமŋhைகயாNhடாnh সvvৱ$াপারthைத விThடாnh । 
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• 2 [ெ◌]দ"ளপ! (draupadi); দ"ளপ! (draḷapadi) E1; !"ৗপதி (draupati) E2+E3 

 

pirāṭṭi svaśaktiyai viṭṭāḷ |  

draupadi lajjaiyai viṭṭāḷ |  

tirukkaṇṇamaṅkaiyāṇṭāṉ svavyāpārattai viṭṭāṉ | 

 

The Goddess renounced her power. Draupadī renounced shame. Tirukaṇṇamaṅkaiyāṇṭāṉ 

renounced self-exertion. 

 

Sūtra 83 
பசியராயிiphபாrh அThடெசாimh உNhண ெவiΝmh அiகிற ெசாimh உNhண ெவiΝmh 
எnhiνமாphெபாெல காThikhiphெபாகிற ெபாi இ3ளய ெபiமாnh பிiயிrh தiயாைமைய 
iµnhனிThi அiைம ெசyhய வiΝmh எlhலாவiைமih ெசyhய ெவiΝmh எவிkhெகாLhளimh 
ெவiΝmh எnhirh ।  
பைட வீThilh iinhத பிnhi காThilh தனியிடthதிlh সvvযgmh পাকthதிெல 
வயிrhைறphெபikhகின பiயாெல ஒphiNh உNhணமாThடாெத ஒi திikhைகயாெல 
திiெவNh ெகாrhறkhiைடimh ஒi திikhைகyhயாெல திiெவNhசாமரiµmh ধ"thதiைம 
ெசyhதாrh ।  
 

• 2 ெபiமாnh (perumāṉ) E1; ெபiமாLh (perumāḷ) E2+E3 

• 3 அiைமih (āṭimaiyuñ) E1; அiைமகih (aṭimaikaḷuñ) E2+E3 

• 5 வீThilh (vīṭṭil) E1; வீThirh (vīṭṭiṟ) E2+E3 

• 7 திiெவNhசாமரiµmh (tiruveṇcāmaramum) E1; திiெவNhசாமரthைதimh 

(tiruveṇcāmarattaiyum) E2+E3 

 

paciyarāyiruppār aṭṭacoṟum uṇṇa veṇum aṭukiṟa coṟum uṇṇa veṇum eṉṉumāp pole kāṭṭukkup 

pokiṟa potu iḷaiya perumāṉ piriyiṟ tariyāmaiyai muṉṉiṭṭu aṭimai ceyya veṇum ellāv aṭimaiyuñ 

ceyya veṇum evik koḷḷavum veṇum eṉṟār |  

paṭai vīṭṭil pukunta piṉpu kāṭṭil taṉiyiṭattil svayam pākattile vayiṟṟaip perukkiṉa paṭiyāle oppūṇ 

uṇṇamāṭṭāte oru tirukkaiyāle tiruveṇ koṟṟakkuṭaiyum oru tirukkaiyyāle tiruveṇcāmaramum 

dharittaṭimai ceytār |  
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Just as hungry people will eat the cooked food and the cooking food, so the younger Lord, when 

[Rāma was] going to the forest, being unable to bear the separation, put forward [his desire] 

saying, “I desire to do service, to do every service, I want to obey [you].”  After reaching the 

Capital, since he had caused [his] stomach to swell by cooking for himself in the seclusion of the 

forest, and would not be able to eat with others, he did service by carrying the divine white 

victory umbrella in one blessed hand and the divine white fly-whisk with the other.   

 

Sūtra 84 
ெபiயiைடயாimh பிLh-ள திiநைறiைரயiiµடmhைபiেপ#ত தாrhகLh । 
!"য$khiடmhi தnhனைடெயெபாyhthi । 
 

• 1 திiநைறiைரயimh (tirunaṟaiyūraiyarum) E1; திiநைறiரயimh (tirunaṟaiyūrayarum) 

E2+E3 

• 2 !"য$ (cintayanti) E1; !ை◌!ய! (cintaiyanti) E2+E3 

• 2 தnhனைடெய (taṉṉaṭaiye) E1; தnhனிைடெய (taṉṉiṭaiye) E2+E3 

 

peṟiyavuṭaiyārum piḷḷai tirunaṟaiyūr aiyarum uṭampaiy upekṣita tārkaḷ |  

cintayantikkuṭampu taṉṉaṭaiyepoyttu | 

 

Periyavuṭaiyār and Piḷḷai Tirunaṟaiyūr Aiyar neglected the body, for Cintayanti the body perished 

by itself.  

 

Sūtra 85 
উপাযthikhi শ"imh লৈ#imh যতvniµŋh i$லய ெவiΝmh ।  
উেপযthikhi েপ#মiµnh தnh%னphெபiைமimh ধ"யாைமimh ெவiΝmh । 

 

upāyattukku śaktiyum lajjaiyum yatnamuṅ kulaiya veṇum |  

upeyattukku premamun taṉṉaippeṇāmaiyum dhariyāmaiyum veṇum | 

 

Power, shame, and effort must be destroyed for the upāya. Love, not protecting oneself, and 

restlessness are required for the upeya. 
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Sūtra 86 
இவiνkhi !ধமாyh வiமதிெற ত"#khகலாவi ।  
রাগপ%াপvtமாyh வimh அi ত"#khகெவாNhiதிெற । 

 

ivaṉukku vaidhamāy varumatiṟe tyajikkal āvatu |  

rāgaprāptamāy varum atu tyajikkav oṇṇātiṟe | 

 

That which comes to him such that it conforms to rule (i.e., scripture) can be abandoned; that 

which comes such that it is obtained by desire is impossible to abandon. 

 

Sūtra 87 
উপায%ানুস)ান*ৱতvt.কgmh ।  
উেপয%ানুস*ানgmh প"ৱতvt&কgmh । 

 

upāyatvānusandhānannivarttakam |  

upeyatvānusandhānam pravarttakam | 

 

Contemplation of the state of upāya is abolished; contemplation of the state of upeya is 

promoted. 

 

Sūtra 88 
অপ#াপvt !ষযŋhகளிெல স"iனவnh அi ল"khக ெவiΝmh எnhiரா நிnhilh প"াপvt 
!ষয প"ৱণiνkhichெசாlhல ெவNhடாவிெற । 

 

aprāpta viṣayaṅkaḷile saktaṉāṉavaṉ atu labhikka veṇum eṉṟirā niṉṟāl prāpta viṣaya 

pravaṇaṉukkuc colla veṇṭāviṟe | 

 

If it is said that the man devoted to an unauthorized object wants to reach it, it is clear that it is 

unnecessary to say [this] for the man devoted to an authorized object. 
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Sūtra 89 
অনুষvানiµmh অননুষvানiµmh উপায !া#யிlh অ"#யாi । 

anuṣṭhānamum ananuṣṭhānamum upāya koṭiyil anvayiyātu | 

 

Doing and not doing are not connected to the end of upāya. 

 

Sūtra 90 
অন#$াপায(iµmh অন#$ােপয)iµmh অনন"#ৱ%iµŋh i$லimh பiயான 
প"ৱৃ%vt காiநிnhெiiெற । 
 

• 1 i"லimh (kulaiyum) E1+E3; க"லimh (kalaiyum) E2 

 

ananyopāyatvamum ananyopeyatvamum ananyadaivatvamuṅ kulaiyum paṭiyāṉa pravṛtti  

kāṇāniṉṟomiṟe | 

 

We have not seen conduct such that it destroys [the stipulations of] no other upāya, no other 

upeya, and no other deity. 

 

Sūtra 91 
!ান !পাক কায$மான অ"ানthதாெல வiமைவெயlhலாmh அikhகழhi ெபimh । 
 

• !পাক (vipāka) E1+E2; !পাெ◌ক (vipāke) E3 

• E2 does not mark the following sūtra off from this one (any variants will be given below) 

 

jñāna vipāka kāryamāṉa ajñānattāle varumavaiyellām aṭikkaḻañcu peṟum | 

 

Everything that comes with the ignorance that is an effect of maturing knowledge is to be highly 

valued. 
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Sūtra 92 
উপায ফলமாyh উেপযা&ভ(তமாyh இikhimh அi উপায প"#ব%কmh ஆகாi। 

 

upāya phalamāy upeyāntarbhūtamāy irukkum atu upāya pratibandhakam ākātu | 

 

That which is the fruit of upāya and the inner truth of upeya will not obstruct upāya. 

 

Sūtra 93 
সা#$ সমানgmh !ৰmNvbাসহmh எnhiெற সাধনthikhெகrhறmh ।  
সা#$ প"াৱণ&gmh அiயாகவிெற সাধনthதிlh இiகிii । 
 

• 1 !ৰmNvbাসহmh (viḷambāsaham) E1+E3; !লvlmNvbাসহmh (villambāsaham) E2 

 

sāddhya samānam viḷambāsaham eṉṟiṟe sādhanattukkeṟṟam |  

sāddhya prāvaṇyam aṭiyākaviṟe sādhanattil iḻikiṟutu | 

 

It is said that the superiority of the means is [that it is] equal to the goal and intolerant of delay. 

One enters into the means because of attachment to the goal. 

 

Sūtra 94 
இவiνkhiph பிறkhi আতvm গুণŋhகLh எlhலாthikhimh প"ধান הতু இnhத  
প"াৱণ&gmh । 
 

• 1 இவiνkhiphபிறkhi (ivaṉukkuppiṟakku) E1; இவiνkhiphபிறkhimh (ivaṉukkuppiṟakkum) 

E2+E3 

• 1 প"ধান (pradhāna) E1+E3; প"ডান (praḍāna) E2 

 

ivaṉukkup piṟakku ātma guṇaṅkaḷ ellāttukkum pradhāna hetu inta prāvaṇyam | 

 

This attachment is the most important cause of the qualities of the soul [that are] produced for 

him.  
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Sūtra 95 
மாrhபாlh மனh iiphப ।  
পরমাতvm' !া র": ।  
கNhi ெகThithiெமாnhi । 
 

• 3 ெகThirhimh (keṭṭuṟṟum) E1; ெகThithimh (keṭṭuttum) E2+E3 

• E1 does not mark off the following two sūtras from this one (any variants will be treated below). 

 

māṟpāl maṉañ cuḻippa |  

paramātmani yo raktaḥ |  

kaṇṭu keṭṭuttumontu |19 

 

‘The mind concentrated on the Lord…’;  ‘Who is attached to the Supreme Souled One…’; 

‘Seeing, hearing, touching, smelling…’ 

 

Sūtra 96 
আতvm গুণŋhகளிlh প"ধানmh শমiµmh দমiµmh । 
 

• প"ধানmh (pradhānam) E1+E2; প"ধানiµmh (pradhānamum) E3 

• E3 does not mark off the following sūtra from this one (any variants will be treated below). 

 

ātma guṇaṅkaḷil pradhānam śamamum damamum | 

 

Among the qualities of the soul, the most important are tranquility and self-restraint.  

 

Sūtra 97 
இைவயிரNhimh உNhடாilh আচায%gnh ைகiகிimh ।  
আচায%gnh ைகiinh தவாெற திiম"#ŋh ைகiகிimh ।  

																																																								
19 1) Mūṉṟāntiruvantāti 14: māṟpāl maṉamcuḻippa maṅkaiyartōḷ kaiviṭṭu “foresake the arms of women to 
concentrate [your] mind on the Lord.” 2) Source unknown: “Whoever is impassioned toward the Supreme 
Soul and detached from things other than the Supreme soul.” (Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa, 37). 3) 
Tiruvāymoḻi 4.9.10: kaṇṭu keṭṭu uṟṟu montu uṇṭu uḻalum aiṅkaruvi kaṇṭaviṉpam “the five instruments that 
are in [constant] motion - seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, and tasting - are [merely] the perceivable 
pleasures.”  
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திiম"#ŋh ைகiinh தவாெற ঈশvvরgnh ைகiகிimh ।  
ঈশvvরgnh ைகiinh தவாெற ைவinhதமானகrh மrhறi ைகyhயiெவெயnhகிற பiெய 
প"াপ$ ভূ# ைகiகிimh ।20 
 

• ைகiகிimh (kaipukirum) E1 (all occurrences); ைகiiimh (kaipukurum) E2+E3 (all 

occurrences) 

 

ivaiy iraṇṭum uṇṭāṉāl ācāryan kaipukirum | 

ācāryan kaipukun tavāṟe tirumantraṅ kaipukirum |  

tirumantraṅ kaipukun tavāṟe īśvaran kaipukirum |  

īśvaran kaipukun tavāṟe vaikuntamāṉakar maṟṟatu kaiy yatuvey eṉkiṟa paṭiye prāpya bhūmi 

kaipukirum |21 

 

If these two exist, the ācārya enters the hand, the ācārya having reached the hand, the 

Tirumantra enters the hand, the Tirumantra having reached the hand, Īśvara enters the hand, 

Īśvara having reached the hand, as in the saying “the great city of Vaikunta is in the other hand,” 

the land of attainment enters the hand.  

 

Sūtra 98 
প"াপ$ লাভgmh প"াপকthதாெல ।  
প"াপক লাভgmh திiম"#thதாெல ।  
திiম"# লাভgmh আচায%iெல ।  
আচায% লাভgmh আতvm গুণthதாெல । 
 

prāpya lābham prāpakattāle |  

prāpaka lābham tirumantrattāle |  

tirumantra lābham ācāryaṉāle |  

ācārya lābham ātma guṇattāle | 

 

																																																								
20 The final portion of the last line (kaiyyatuveyeṉkiṟa paṭiye prāpya bhūmi kaipukirum) is ommitted from 
RJ. 
21 Tiruvāymoḻi 4.10.11: vaikunta mānakar maṟṟatu kaiyatuvē.  
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With the means the goal is obtained; with the Tirumantra the means is obtained; with the ācārya 

the Tirumantra is obtained; with the quality of the soul the ācārya is obtained.   

 

Sūtra 99 
இi தாnh ঐশvvয% কামrhkhimh উপাসকgrhkhimh প"প#grhkhimh ெவiΝmh । 
 

• কামrhkhimh (kāmaṟkkum) E1; কামgrhkhimh (kāmarkkum) E2+E3 

 

itu tāṉ aiśvarya kāmaṟkkum upāsakarkkum prapannarkkum veṇum | 

 

This, indeed, is necessary for those who desire wealth, who are worshippers, and who are 

prapannas.  

 

Sūtra 100 
iவiimh ைவthikhெகாNhi iகimh ெவNhiவi প"প#iνkhi । 

 

mūvarilum vaittuk koṇṭu mikavum veṇṭuvatu prapannaṉukku | 

 

From among the three, for the prapanna it is very necessary.  

 

Sūtra 101 
மrhைறயிiவrhimh !"# !ষয !ৱৃ$vtெயயைமimh ।  
প"প#iνkhi !"ত !ষয !র# தnhெனrhறmh । 
 

• 2 !র# (virakti) E1; !ৱৃ$vt (nivṛtti) E2+E322 

 

maṟṟaiy iruvaṟkum niṣiddha viṣaya nivṛttiyeyamaiyum |  

prapannaṉukku vihita viṣaya virakti taṉṉeṟṟam | 

																																																								
22	virakti	means	“change	of	disposition,	dissatisfaction,	indifference,	etc.”		nivṛtti,	meaning	
“cessation,	abstaining	from,	aversion,	etc.”	is	the	only	form	found	in	the	printed	editions	(RJ-4).	
Thus	giving	the	meaning	of	the	second	line	as,	“the peculiar merit of the prapanna is abstaining from 
that which is prescribed.”  
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For the other two it is appropriate to abstain from that which is prohibited; the peculiar merit of 

the prapanna is [his] indifference toward that which is prescribed. 

 

Sūtra 102 
இi தாnh சிலrhkhகழகாெல பிறkhimh ।  
சிலrhkhகiளாெல பிறkhimh ।  
சிலrhkhகாচারthதாெல பிறkhimh । 

 

itu tāṉ cilarkkaḻakāle piṟakkum |  

cilarkkaruḷāle piṟakkum |  

cilarkkācārattāle piṟakkum | 

 

This is produced for some by the beauty [of the Lord]; for some [it is] produced by [the Lord’s] 

grace; for some [it is] produced by proper conduct. 

 

Sūtra 103 
பிறkhimh ক"মmh எnhெனnhனிlh ।  
அழi অ"ানthைத விளkhimh ।  
அiLh অরু$ைய விளkhimh ।  
আচারgmh அchசthைத விளkhimh । 

 

• விளkhimh (viḷakkum) E1 (all occurrences); வி#ளkhimh (viḷaikkum) E2+E3 (all occurrences) 

 

piṟakkum kramam eṉṉeṉṉil |  

aḻaku ajñānattai viḷakkum |  

aruḷ aruciyai viḷakkum |  

ācāram accattai viḷakkum | 

 

If it is said, “how is it produced?” Beauty produces ignorance; grace produces aversion; proper 

conduct produces fear. 
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Sūtra 104 
இைவimh ஊrhறthைதphபrhறchெசாlhiகிறi  

 

ivaiyum ūṟṟattaippaṟṟaccollukiṟatu | 

It is said with reference to the eagerness of these [three]. 

 

Sūtra 105 
অরু$ பிறkhimh ெபாைதkhi !াষ দশ#নgmh অেপ$তமாyh இikhimh । 
 

aruci piṟakkum potaikku doṣa darśanam apekṣitamāy irukkum | 

 

For the mature mind that is producing aversion, perceiving defects is expected. 

 

Sūtra 106 
அi প"ধান הতুவnhi 

 

atu pradhāna hetuvaṉṟu | 

 

That (the perception of defects) is not the predominant cause. 

 

Sūtra 107 
অপ#াপvtthைதெய প"ধান הতু । 
 

aprāptattaiye pradhāna hetu | 

 

Incompatibility is the predominant cause. 

 

Sūtra 108 
ভগৱ$ষযthதிlh இiகிறimh গুণŋh கNhடnhi । 

 

bhagavadviṣayattil iḻikiṟatum guṇaṅ kaṇṭaṉṟu | 
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It is not seeing the quality [that causes one to] enter into [association with] the object of the Lord. 

 

Sūtra 109 
সvvরূপ প"াপvtmh எnhi । 
 

• E2 & E3 do not mark off the following sūtra from this one (any variants will be treated below). 

 

svarūpa prāptam eṉṟu | 

 

It is appropriate to the essential nature. 

 

Sūtra 110 
இphபi ெகாLhளாதெபாi গুণ !নmh எnhi நி'னthத দ"யிlh ভগৱ$ষয 
প"ৱৃ%vtimh !াষানুস'ান দ"யிlh সংসারthதிlh প"ৱৃ%vtiŋh iடாi । 

 

ippaṭi koḷḷātapotu guṇa hīnam eṉṟu niṉaitta daśaiyil bhagavadviṣaya pravrttiyum 

doṣānusandhāna daśaiyil saṃsārattil pravṛttiyuṅ kūṭātu | 

 

When it is not taken in this way, striving toward the object of the Lord while thinking “[He] is 

without quality,” and striving toward saṃsāra while inspecting [its] defects are irreconcilable.  

 

Sūtra 111 
ெகாiயெவnhெனhசmh அவnh எnhெற கிடkhimh ।  
அiெயnh நாnh பிnhiνmh உnh ெசவiயnhi நயெவnh எnhi நிnhirhகளிெற । 

 

koṭiyaveṉṉeñcam avaṉ eṉṟe kiṭakkum |  

aṭiyeṉ nāṉ piṉṉum uṉ cevaṭiy aṉṟi nayaveṉ eṉṉā niṉṟārkaḷiṟe |23 

 

‘My cruel heart dwells on Him’; ‘Morevover, I, your slave, will long for nothing but your red 

feet’. 

																																																								
23 1) Tiruvāymoḻi 5.3.5: koṭiyaveṉṉeñcam avaṉ eṉṟē kiṭakkum. 2) Periya Tirumoḻi 11.8.7: aṭiyeṉ nāṉ 
piṉṉum uṉ cēvaṭiyaṉṟi nayaveṉ. 
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Sūtra 112 
গুণ কৃত দাস$thதிiŋh காThilh সvvরূপ প"যু%மான দাস$iெற প"ধানgmh । 

 

guṇa kṛta dāsyattiluṅ kāṭṭil svarūpa prayuktamāṉa dāsyamiṟe pradhānam | 

 

The yoked servitude of the essential nature is more important than the servitude effected by [His] 

qualities. 

 

Sūtra 113 
অনসূையkhiphபிராThi அiளிchெசyhத ৱা#vt%ைய সvm#phபi । 
 

• ৱা#vt%ைய (vārttaiyai) E1; வாrhைதைய (vāṟtaiyai) E2+E3 

 

anasūyaikkup pirāṭṭi aruḷic ceyta vārttaiyai smarippatu | 

 

The words the Goddess graciously said to Anusūyā will be remembered.24 

 

Sūtra 114 
ভগৱ$ষয প"ৱৃ%vt பிnh$னchெசiெமாெவnhனிlh அikhகi প"াৱণ&gmh। 

 

bhagavadviṣaya pravrtti piṉṉaic cerumov eṉṉil atukkaṭi prāvaṇyam | 

 

If it is said, “Moreover, is striving toward the object of the Lord suitable?”  [The answer is that] 

the basis for it is love.  

 

Sūtra 115 
அikhகi সংব$gmh । 

 

atukkaṭi saṃbandham | 

																																																								
24 The incident of their meeting is narrated in Rāmāyaṇa 2.109-111. Maṇavāḷamāmuni recounts the 
relevant portion of her speech as: “My innate bond to Perumāḷ is such that it continues of its own accord” 
(eṉakkup perumāḷ pakkal pāvapanttam svataḥ uṇṭāyirukkacceytē). 
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The basis for that (love) is the relationship [of the soul and the Lord].  

 

Sūtra 116 
அi தாnh ঔপা$কmh அnhi সতvtাপ&যু)gmh । 
 

• அnhi (aṉṟu) E1; எnhi (eṉṟu) E2+E3 

 

atu tāṉ aupādhikam aṉṟu sattāprayuktam | 

 

That, indeed, is not conditional. It is that which arises from existence. 

  

Sūtra 117 
இnhத স"vt প"াৱণ& কায$மான অনুভৱmh இlhலாத ெபாi i+லimh ।  
அi i!லயாைமkhகாக வimh அைவெயlhலாমৱজ$ন◌ிযŋhகiமாyh প"াপvtŋhகiமாyh 
இikhimh ।  
ஆைகயாெல ভগৱ$ষয প"ৱৃ%vt ெசimh ।। 
 

• 1 இnhத (inta) E1; அnhத (anta) E2+E3 

• 2 அৱজ#ন ◌ிযŋhகiமாyh (avarjaniyaṅkaḷumāy) E1; அৱজ#$যŋhகiமாyh 

(avarjanīyaṅkaḷumāy) E2+E3 

 

inta sattai prāvaṇya kāryamāṉa anubhavam illāta potu kulaiyum |  

atu kulaiyāmaikkāka varum avaiy ellām avar janiyaṅkaḷumāy prāptaṅkaḷumāy irukkum |  

ākaiyāle bhagavadviṣaya pravṛtti cerum || 

 

When there is no experience as a result of love, this existence will be destroyed. All that happens 

for the purpose of maintaining that [existence] are His creation, and are proper. Therefore, 

striving after the object of the Lord is suitable.  

 

Sūtra 118 
প"াপকা%র প"ত$াগthikhiম"ানাশ&கLh அnhi ।  
সvvরূপ !"াধெம প"ধান הতু । 
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prāpakāntara parityāgattukkum ajñānāśaktikaḷ aṉṟu |  

svarūpa virodhame pradhāna hetu | 

 

The preeminent reason for complete renunciation of other means is not ignorance or 

powerlessness, it is their opposition to the essential nature [of the soul]. 

 

Sūtra 119 
প"াপকা%রgmh অ"grhkhiপাযgmh । 
 

• E2 alone among the manuscripts and printed editions attests মাশুচ: எnhைகயாெல 

!াকজনকাgmh (“with the saying ‘great-sorrow,’ causing grief [is meant]”) subsequent to this 

sūtra. In all other texts, this appears in sūtra 123 below. 

 

prāpakāntaram ajñarkkupāyam | 

 

Other means are means for the ignorant. 

 

Sūtra 120 
!া#கikhகপাযgmh । 
 

jñānikaḷukkapāyam | 

 

[They] are a danger for the wise. 

 

Sūtra 121 
অপাযமாயthii সvvরূপ নাশকmh ஆைகயாெல । 
 

• সvvরূপ (svarūpa) E1+E2; সvvরূপক (svarūpaka) E3 

 

apāyamāyattutu svarūpa nāśakam ākaiyāle | 

 

They are dangerous because they are destructive to the essential nature. 
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Sūtra 122  
ெநiகாThi நீkhiதிெயாெவnhi நிnhறதிெற । 

neṟikāṭṭi nīkkutiyoveṉṉā niṉṟatiṟe |25 

 

It has been said, “Having revealed a path, will there not be exclusion?” 

 

Sūtra 123 
ৱতvt$% ! মহতvযgmh எnhைகயாெல ভযজনকgmh ।  
মাশুচ: எnhைகயாெல !াকজনকgmh । 

 

varttate me mahatbhayam eṉkaiyāle bhayajanakam |  

māśucaḥ eṉkaiyāle śokajanakam |26 

 

That there is the producing of fear [is shown] by the saying, “Great fear exists for me”; That 

there is the producing of grief [is shown] by the saying, “Do not grieve.”  

 

Sūtra 124 
இphபiெகாLhளாதெபாi এতgth প"ৱৃ%vtயிlh প"ায%তvt !" iடாi । 

 

ippaṭikoḷḷātapotu etat pravrttiyil prāyaścitta vidhi kūṭātu | 

 

When not taken in this manner, the injunction to do expiation for striving for that would not be 

suitable. 

 

Sūtra 125 
திikhiiைகphபிராnhபிLhளாnh பணிkhimh பi ।  
ম"রা !"ু !"மான শাতকংভময কুংভ গত !"# স"লmh ெபாெல অহংকার 
!"மானৱুপাযা&রgmh । 

 

tirukkurukaip pirāṉ piḷḷāṉ paṇikkum paṭi |  

																																																								
25 Periya Tiruvantāti 6: neṟikāṭṭi nīkkutiyo. 
26 1) Jitantā Stotra 1.9: vartate me mahadbhayam. 2) Bhagavadgītā 18.66: māśucaḥ. 
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madirā bindu miśramāṉa śātakaṃbhamaya kuṃbha gata tīrttha salilam pole ahaṃkāra 

miśramāṉav upāyāntaram | 

 

Tirukkurukai Pirāṉ Piḷḷāṉ says as such: other means are blended with pride like holy water in a 

golden pot with a drop of liquor.27 

 

Sūtra 126 
রতvnthikhiphபலகைற ெபாெலimh রাজ$thikhெகiichசmhபழmh ெபாெலimh  ফলthikhi 
সদৃশmh அnhi । 
 

ratnattukkup palakaṟai poleyum rājyattukkelumiccampaḻam poleyum phalattukku sadṛśam  

aṉṟu | 

 

Like the shell to the gem, like a lemon to a kingdom, it [the means] is not equal to the fruit. 

 

Sūtra 127 
தாnh দ"দ#iைகயாெல தனkhikhெகாikhகலாவெதாnhilh1ல । 

 

tāṉ daridraṉākaiyāle taṉakkuk koṭukkalāvatoṉṟillai | 

 

Indeed, there is poverty. Therefore, there is not even one thing to give to Him [the Lord]. 

 

Sūtra 128 
அவnh தnhதthைதkhெகாikhimh இடthதிlh◌் அடவிெல ெகாikhகிlh অনুপাযமாmh।  
அடi ெகடkhெகாikhகிlh கழi ெவளிphபimh । 
 

• 1 இடthதிlh (iṭattil) E1; இடthi (iṭattu) E2+E3 

• 2 ெகாikhகிlh (koṭukkil) E1; ெகாikhகிrh (koṭukkiṟ) E2+E3 

 

avaṉ tantattaik koṭukkum iṭattil aṭavile koṭukkil anupāyamām |  

aṭavu keṭak koṭukkil kaḷavu veḷippaṭum | 

																																																								
27 Again, this may have been recorded in the saṃpradāya hagiographies. 



	 187	

Giving that which is His, even if giving in the proper manner and place, is not the means. If [one 

is] giving in the improper manner it is exposed as theft. 

 

Sūtra 129 
ভতvts েভাগthைத வயிi வழrhkhைகkhiiphபாkhiமாphெபாெல இiவrhkhimh অৱদ$gmh । 
 

bharttṛ bhogattai vayiṟu vaḷarkkaikkuṟuppākkumāp pole iruvaṟkkum avadyam | 

 

Like making enjoyment of a husband for the purpose of filling the stomach, there is blame for 

both of them. 

 

Sūtra 130 
!দা$ŋhகLh উপাযமாக !"khகிற பiெயnhெனnhனிlh । 
 

vedāntaṅkaḷ upāyamāka vidhikkiṟa paṭiy eṉṉeṉṉil | 

 

If it is said, ‘Why are the Vedāntas enjoining means?’  

 

Sūtra 131 
ঔষধ !ைவ பNhiதவrhகikhi অ"মত ৱসvtুkhகளிெலய 
அthைதkhகலசியிiவாைரphெபாெல!শvvর!னkhகலnhi !"khகிறதிthத'ண । 
 

• 1 பNhiதவrhகikhi (paṇṇātavarkaḷukku) E1+E2; பNhiதவrhகளாkhக 

(paṇṇātavarkaḷākka) E3 

• 2 அthைத (attai) E1; அைவthைத (avaittai) E2+E3 

 

auṣadha sevai paṇṇātavarkaḷukku abhimata vastukkaḷiley attaikkalaciyiṭuvāraip poley īśvaraṉaik 

kalantu vidhikkiṟatittaṇai | 

 

Like those who mix it in a desirable thing for those who do not make use of medicine, this 

injunction mixes Īśvara [with upāya]. 
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Sūtra 132 
இthைத প"ৱ$vt&phபிthதi পর#ংৈসைய !ৱ#vt%phபிkhைகkhகாக । 

 

ittai pravarttippittatu parahiṃsaiyai nivarttippikkaikkāka | 

 

This prescription is for the prevention of injury to others. 

 

Sūtra 133 
இi தாnh পূৱ$ !"ত !ংৈস ெபாெல !" !"ধŋhகLh இரNhikhimh 
iைறயிlh'ல । 

 

itu tāṉ pūrva vihita hiṃsai pole vidhi niṣedhaṅkaḷ iraṇṭukkum kuṟaiyillai | 

 

This, indeed, is like the killing enjoined in the previous [part of Veda]; there is no fault for both 

prescription and prohibition. 

 

Sūtra 134 
அthைத শাসv !শvvাসthikhகாக !"thதi ।  
இthைத সvvরূপ !শvvাসthikhகாக !"thதi । 

 

attai śāstra viśvāsattukkāka vidhittatu |  

ittai svarūpa viśvāsattukkāka vidhittatu | 

 

Prescribing that was for trust in the śāstra. Prescribing this was for trust in [one’s] essential 

nature. 

 

Sūtra 135 
அi ெதாrhiைரெய ெபாmh ।  
இi মম" সvp#$ । 
 

• 2 সvp#$ (sparśi) E1+E2; সvpশ$ (sparśa) E3 
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atu toṟpuraiye pom |  

itu marma sparśi | 

 

That goes only as far as the skin. This touches the core. 

 

Sūtra 136 
இi தாnh কম# সা#$mh ஆைகயாெல দুষvkরiµமாyh இikhimh । 

 

itu tāṉ karma sāddhyam ākaiyāle duṣkaramumāy irukkum | 

 

This, indeed, will be difficult to accomplish because it is attainable by karma. 

 

Sūtra 137 
প"পতvপাযthikhகிkhirhறŋhகLh ஒnhimh இlh1ல । 

 

prapatyupāyattukkikkuṟṟaṅkaḷ oṉṟum illai | 

 

For the means of prapatti there are none of these errors. 

 

Sūtra 138 
আতvmযাথাতvm' !ান কায$mh ஆைகயாெல সvvরূপthikhi!তமாyhchசிrhற 
ெவNhடாெவnhகிற பiெய !ৱৃ$vt সা#$mh ஆைகயாெல সুকরiµமாyh இikhimh ।  
 

ātmayāthātmya jñāna kāryam ākaiyāle svarūpattukkucitamāycciṟṟa veṇṭāveṉkiṟa paṭiye nivrtti 

sāddhyam ākaiyāle sukaramumāy irukkum |28 

 

Since it is the effect of knowledge of the true state of the soul, being suitable to the essential 

nature, and since cessation is possible as in the saying, ‘it is not necessary to be troubled in the 

mind,’ it [prapatti] is easy to do.  

 

																																																								
28 Tiruvāymoḻi 9.1.7. ciṟṟa veṇṭā. 
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Sūtra 139 
পূণ$ !ষযmh ஆைகயாெல ெபiைமkhகீடாக பchைசயிடெவாNhii । 

 

pūrṇa viṣayam ākaiyāle perumaikkīṭāka paccaiyiṭavoṇṇātu | 

 

 Since the object is full, the placed pulse [offering] is not worthy of [His] greatness. 

 

Sūtra 140 
আ!মুখ% সূচকমা'thதிெல স"াষgmh வி#ளimh । 
 

ābhimukhya sūcakamātrattile santoṣam viḷaiyum | 

 

In the slightest indication of inclination, pleasure is produced. 

 

Sūtra 141 
পূ#vt% ைக வாŋhகாெத ெமlh விiைகkhi הতু விthத%ன । 

 

pūrtti kai vāṅkāte mel viḻukaikku hetu vittaṉai | 

 

To the learned man, the fullness [of the Lord] is the cause for the descent upon [the soul], not 

pulling away the hand. 

 

Sūtra 142 
প"gmh পুষvpgmh অন#gth পূণ$াgth iiவiimh iைகiெவ । 
 

patram puṣpam anyat pūrṇāt purivatuvum pukaipūve |29 

 

‘leaf, flower’; ‘other than a full (pot of water)’; ‘ offering incense and flowers.’ 

 

 

																																																								
29 1) Bhagavadgītā 9.26: patram puṣpam. 2) Mahābhārata, 5.85.13: pūrṇād anyat. 3) Tiruvāymoḻi 1.6.1: 
purivatuvum pukaipūve. 
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Sūtra 143 
ilh#லkhகாThiயைழthiphilh#லயிiவாைரphெபாெல ফল সাধনŋhகikhi েভদmh 
இlh#ல । 

 

pullaikkāṭṭiyaḻaittuppullaiyiṭuvāraip pole phala sādhanaṅkaḷukku bhedam illai | 

 

Like the one who is giving grass [to a cow], after having shown the grass and having summoned 

[the cow]; the fruit is not different from the means. 

 

Sūtra 144 
ஆைகயாெல সুখরূপமாyh இikhimh । 

 

ākaiyāle sukharūpamāy irukkum | 

 

Therefore, it is such that its form is happiness.  

  

Sūtra 145 
இவnh அவ%னphெபற நி!னkhimh ெபாi இnhத প"প#vtimh উপাযmh அnhi । 

 

ivaṉ avaṉaippeṟa niṉaikkum potu inta prapattiyum upāyam aṉṟu | 

 

When one thinks to obtain Him, this prapatti is not the means. 

 

Sūtra 146 
அவnh இவ%னphெபற நி%னkhimh ெபாi পাতকiµmh விலkhகnhi । 

 

avaṉ ivaṉaip peṟa niṉaikkum potu pātakamum vilakkaṉṟu | 

 

When He thinks to obtain this one, even grievous sin is not at all an obstruction. 
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Sūtra 147 
இைவயிரNhimh !ভরতাLLhவாnh பkhகiimh !গুহphெபiமாLh பkhகiiŋh 
காணலாmh । 

 

ivaiyiraṇṭum śrībharatāḻvāṉ pakkalilum śrīguhapperumāḷ pakkaliluṅ kāṇalām | 

 

These two truths may be seen in the case of Śrībharatāḻvāṉ and Śrīguhapperumāḷ. 

 

Sūtra 148 
!ভরতাLLhவாiνkhi நnhைமதாென தீயைமயாயthi । 
!গুহphெபiமாikhithதீைமதாென நnhைமயாயthi ।  
 

śrībharatāḻvāṉukku naṉmaitāṉe tīyamaiyāyattu |  

śrīguhapperumāḷukkuttīmaitāṉe naṉmaiyāyattu | 

 

The very goodness of  Śrībharatāḻvāṉ became a fault. The very fault of Śrīguhapperumāḷ became 

goodness. 

 

Sūtra 149 
সৱ#াপরাধŋhகikhimh প"ায%তvtமான প"প#vt தாiνmh অপরাধ 
!া#$ெலயாyh !ামণmh பNhண ெவNhimh பi நிlhலா நிnhறதிெற । 
 

sarvāparādhaṅkaḷukkum prāyaścittamāṉa prapatti tāṉum aparādha koṭiyileyāy kṣāmaṇam paṇṇa 

veṇṭum paṭi nillā niṉṟatiṟe | 

 

Prapatti being the expiation for all faults is itself among the multitude of faults requiring 

forgiveness. 

 

Sūtra 150 
ெநiநாLh অন# প"யாyhphெபாnhத ভা#$ ল"াভযŋhகLh இnhikhெக ভতvts 
সকাশthதிெல நிnhi எnh*னযং#ক%khக ெவiΝmh 
எnhறেপ#khiமாphெபாெலயிiphபெதாnhiெறயிவnh பNhiΝmh প"প#vt । 
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• 2 E2+E3 attest வnhi (vantu) immediately after সকাশthதிெல (sakāśattile) 

 

neṭunāḷ anya paraiyāypponta bhāryai lajjābhayaṅkaḷ aṉṟikke bharttṛ sakāśattile niṉṟu eṉṉaiy 

aṃgīkarikka veṇum eṉṟapekṣikkumāppoley iruppatoṉṟiṟey ivaṉ paṇṇum prapatti | 

 

This one’s performance of prapatti is like the desire [of the] wife who, having gone to another for 

a long time, returns to her husband without shame or fear saying, “[you] should receive me.”  

 

Sūtra 151 
কৃৈপயாெல வimh পারত%&'thதிrh காThilh সvvাত%&'thதாெல வimh পারত%&'gmh 
প"বলgmh । 
 

kṛpaiyāle varum pāratantryattiṟ kāṭṭil svātantryattāle varum pāratantryam prabalam | 

 

Dependence coming by independence is [more] powerful than dependence coming by 

compassion. 

 

Sūtra 152 
இvhৱ"#thைத !দপুরুষnh অেপ$thதாnh । 
 

• !দপুরুষnh (vedapuruṣaṉ) E1; !দপুরুষiνmh (vedapuruṣaṉum) E2+E3 

 

ivvartthattai vedapuruṣaṉ apekṣittāṉ | 

 

The personified Veda referred to this truth. 

 

Sūtra 153 
অেপ$া !রেপ%மாகthதிiவikhimh !গুহphெபiமாikhimh இiNhடாயthi । 
 

apekṣā nirapekṣamākat tiruvaṭikkum śrīguhapperumāḷukkum ituṇṭāyattu | 

 

This was the unexpected regard for Tiruvaṭi and Śrīguhapperumāḷ.  
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Sūtra 154 
இவnh iµnhனிimh அவrhக,ள அவnh iµnhனிimh எnhiνmh இடmh অভয প"দানthதிiŋh 
காணலாmh । 
 

ivaṉ muṉṉiṭum avarkaḷai avaṉ muṉṉiṭum eṉṉum iṭam abhaya pradānattiluṅ kāṇalām | 

 

This one invokes the aid [of the Lord], He invokes the aid of them, this may be seen in the 

passage [about] the offering of safety.30 

 

Sūtra 155 
இiவimh iµnhனிiகிiimh தnhதாŋh irhறŋhக4ள শ"phபிkhைகkhகாக । 
 

• iµnhனிiகிiimh (muṉṉiṭukiṟutum) E1; iµnhனிiகிறi (muṉṉiṭukiṟatu) E2; iµnhனிiகிii 

(muṉṉiṭukiṟutu) E3 

 

iruvarum muṉṉiṭukiṟatum tantāṅ kuṟṟaṅkaḷai śamippikkaikkāka | 

 

These two invoke aid for forgiveness of their faults. 

 

Sūtra 156 
সvvরূপ !"imh அthதாெல । 

 

svarūpa siddhiyum attāle | 

 

By that there is attainment of the essential nature. 

 

Sūtra 157 
ঔপা$কiµமாyh !ত#iµமான পারত%&'mh இiவrhkhimh உNhiெற । 
 

• !ত#iµமான (nityamumāṉa) E1; !ত#மான (nityamāṉa) E2+E3 

• இiவrhkhimh (iruvarkkum) E1; இiவாrhkhimh (iruvāṟkkum) E2+E3 
																																																								
30 This incident is narrated in the Rāmāyaṇa 6.12. Rāma granted protection to Vibhīṣaṇa, the younger 
brother of Rāvaṇa. 



	 195	

aupādhikamumāy nityamumāṉa pāratantryam iruvarkkum uṇṭiṟe | 

 

The dependence of the two is conditional and eternal. 

 

Sūtra 158 
অ"ত$மான இiவrh পারত%&'iµŋh i$லவimh அthதாெல । 
 

• পারত%&'iµŋh (pāratantryamuṅ) E1; পারত%&'ŋh (pāratantryaṅ) E2+E3 

• அthதாெல (attāle) E1; இthதாெல (ittāle) E2+E3 

 

anityamāṉa iruvar pāratantryamuṅ kulaivatum attāle | 

 

By that [aid], the dependence of the two which is non-eternal [the conditional] is put to an end. 

  

Sūtra 159 
সসা#কmh ஆைகயாெல இবvb#thைதயிiவராimh இlh.ல சyhயphெபாகாi । 
 

sasākṣikam ākaiyāle ibbandhattaiy iruvarālum illai ceyyappokātu | 

 

Since this bondage cannot be undone by these two [the Lord and the soul], there is a witness. 

 

Sūtra 160 
எnh#ன ெநகிLLhkhகிimh ।  
ெகாலமலrhphபாைவkhகnhபாகிய । 
 

• 1 ெநகிLLhkhகிimh (nekiḻkkilum) E2+E3; ெநகிThkhகிi (nekiṭkkilu) E1  

• E2 does not mark the following sūtra off from this one (any variants will be treated below) 

 

eṉṉai nekiḻkkilum ।  

kolamalarppāvaikkaṉpākiya |31 

 

																																																								
31 1) Tiruvāymoḻi 1.7.8: eṉṉai nekiḻkkilum. 2) Tiruvāymoḻi 10.10.7: kolamalarppāvaikkaṉpākiya. 
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‘Even if forsaking me’; ‘[you] who have love for the beautiful Lady’ 

 

Sūtra 161 
কম#$ ৱvtsvp%vtயிlh সvvরূপ গুণŋhகளாlh வiகிற কতvts সং#াচ রা#ত%thைத 
நி#னphபi । 

 

karmaṇi vyutpattiyil svarūpa guṇaṅkaḷāl varukiṟa karttṛ saṃkoca rāhityattai niṉaippatu | 

 

Understand that [her] being without any contraction of doership occurs because of the qualities 

of the essential nature in the passive derivation. 

 

Sūtra 162 
অ"কা% !যthikhimh পুরুষকারgmh অৱজ$%যgmh । 

 

adhikāri trayattukkum puruṣakāram avarjanīyam | 

 

For the three kinds of authoritative people intercession is unavoidable. 

 

Sūtra 163 
தனkhithதாnh ெதimh நnhைம தீைமெயாபாதி விலkhகாyh இikhimh । 

 

taṉakkut tāṉ teṭum naṉmai tīmaiyopāti vilakkāy irukkum | 

 

Goodness sought for its own sake is prohibited just like evil. 

 

Sūtra 164 
அழikhகிThட சThைடய,ணkhைகkhi !"া$யாமாphெபாெல । 
 

• E3 does not mark the following Sūtra off from this one (any variants will be treated below). 

 

aḻakukkiṭṭa caṭṭaiyaṇaikkaikku virodhiyāmāp pole | 
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Just as the clothes put on for beauty are an obstruction to embracing. 

 

Sūtra 165 
হা#াπ । 
 

• E2 and E3 attest நாrhπvpতgmh (nārppitam) E2 and நாrhπvpত: (nārppitaḥ) E3 immediately following 

হা#াπ (“Even a necklace is not placed upon,” [i.e., …is not worn]) 

• E2 does not mark off this sūtra from the following one (any variants will be treated below) 

 

hāropi | 

 

Even a necklace.32 

 

Sūtra 166 
পুণ$mh ெபாெல পারত%&'iµmh পরানুভৱthikhi விலkhi । 

 

puṇyam pole pāratantryamum parānubhavattukku vilakku | 

 

Dependence, like good deeds, is an obstruction to the experience of the Lord. 

 

Sūtra 167 
গুণmh ெபாெல !াষ !ৱৃ$vt । 

 

guṇam pole doṣa nivrtti | 

 

Fault, like quality, is removed. 

 

 

 

																																																								
32 Maṇavāḷamāmuni gives the relevant line of the śloka (purportedly from the Rāmāyaṇa) as follows: 
hārō’pi nārpitaḥ kaṇṭṭē sparcasam rōtapīruṇā; “O king! even a necklace obstructs by arresting the touch 
on the throat.” This precise formulation, however, is not found in Valmīki’s Rāmāyaṇa. 
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Sūtra 168 
আভরণgmh অন#মতমাyh அikhக!মতமாyh இராநிnhறதிெற । 

 

ābharaṇam anabhimatamāy aḻukkabhimatamāy irāniṉṟatiṟe | 

 

There is decoration to be disliked and dirt to be liked. 

 

Sūtra 169 
সvnানgmh !াষজনকmh எnhகிற வாrhைதைய সvm#phபi । 
 

• வாrhைதைய (vārtaiyai) E1; வாrhைதைய (vāṟtaiyai) E2+E3 

 

snānam roṣajanakam eṉkiṟa vārtaiyai smarippatu | 

 

The words saying ‘bathing is producing anger’ will be remembered.33 

 

Sūtra 170 
வhசkhகளவnh ।  
மŋhகெவாThi । 

 

vañcakkaḷavaṉ |  

maṅkavoṭṭu |34 

 

‘[You who are] the deceitful theif!’ ‘[You who] dismantle to ruin!’  

 

Sūtra 171 
ெவrhchiimh அவrhகLh மNhபrhikhகழrhiதாphெபாெல !া#ைய !গ#হth 
ெதாெடயாদ"khimh । 
 

• 1 ெவrhchiimh (verccūṭum) E1; ெவrhiimh (veṟcūṭum) E2+E3 

																																																								
33	Maṇavāḷamāmuni	cites	this	as	another	reference	to	Sītā	but	I	have	been	unable	to	locate	this	
phrase	in	Valmīki’s	Rāmāyaṇa.	
34 1) Tiruvāymoḻi 10.7.1: vañcak kaḷvaṉ. 2) Tiruvāymoḻi 10.7.10: maṅkavoṭṭu. 
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• 2 ெதாெட (toṭe) E1+E3; ெதாட (toṭa) E2 

 

veṟccūṭum avarkaḷ maṇpaṟṟukkaḻaṟṟātāp pole jñāniyai vigrahat toṭey ādarikkum | 

 

Like those wearing roots not wanting to slough off the attached dirt, [the Lord] wishes for even 

the impurities of the wise-one’s body. 

 

Sūtra 172 
পরমাতvt'iநவிவiνைடய শ"র !v#khi הতু !ৱল ভগৱ$%vயிெற । 
 

• !v#khi (sthitikku) E1+E3; সv ◌ீত ◌ிkhi (sthītikku) E2 

• ভগৱ$%vயிெற (bhagavadichśaiyiṟe) E2+E3; ভগৱ$ছvயிெற (bhagavadichśayiṟe) E1  

 

paramārttaṉānav ivaṉuṭaiya śarīra sthitikku hetu kevala bhagavadichśaiyiṟe | 

 

The reason for the remaining of the body of he who has the highest aim is solely the desire of the 

Lord.  

 

Sūtra 173 
திiமாiihெசா*ல ம*லெய எnhகிற பiெய உகnhதiளின நிலŋhகLh எlhலாthதிimh 
பNhiΝmh விiphபthைதயிவiνைடய শ"#ক%শthதிெல பNhiΝmh । 
 

• 1 நிலŋhகLh (nilaṅkaḷ) E1; நிலŋhகளிlh (nilaṅkaḷil) E2+E3 

 

tirumāliruñcolai malaiye eṉkiṟa paṭiye ukantaruḷiṉa nilaṅkaḷ ellāttilum paṇṇum viruppattaiy 

ivaṉuṭaiya śarīraikadeśattile paṇṇum |35 

 

It is the love produced in all the beloved places, just as [in] ‘the Tirumāliruñcolai mountain,’ that 

is produced in the body of this one. 

 

 
																																																								
35 Tiruvāymoḻi 10.7.8: tirumāliruñcolai malaiye.  
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Sūtra 174 
அŋhithைத ৱাসgmh সাধনgmh ।  
இŋhithைத ৱাসgmh সা#$gmh । 

 

aṅkuttai vāsam sādhanam |  

iṅkuttai vāsam sāddhyam | 

 

Dwelling in that place [the beloved places] is the means. Dwelling in this place [the body of the 

devotee] is perfection. 

 

Sūtra 175 
கlhiŋh க%ன கடimh எnhகிற பiெய இi !"thதrhilh பிnhi அைவயிrhilh আদরgmh 
மThடமாyh இikhimh । 
 

• 1 எnhகிற (eṉkiṟa) E1+E3; இமnhகிற (imaṉkiṟa) E2 

• 1 E1 is only text of the manuscripts and printed editions that attests பிnhi  (piṉpu) “afterward, 

subsequently” between !"thதrhilh (siddhittaṟṟāl) and அைவயிrhilh (avaiyiṟṟil) in this 

sūtra. 

 

kalluṅ kaṉai kaṭalum eṉkiṟa paṭiye itu siddhittaṟṟāl avaiyiṟṟil ādaram maṭṭamāy irukkum |36 

 

If this is accomplished the love for those [beloved places] subsequently becomes inferior, as in 

the saying, ‘Mountain and roaring sea.’ 

 

Sūtra 176 
இளŋhெகாயிlh ைகவிெடlh எnhiவnh প"া$%khக ெவNhiiµ பiயாyh இikhimh। 

 

iḷaṅkoyil kaiviṭel eṉṟivaṉ prārtthikka veṇṭum paṭiyāy irukkum |37 

																																																								
36 Periya Tiruvantāti 68: kallum kaṉai kaṭalum vaikunta vāṉ nāṭum pul eṉṟu oḻintaṉakol. ē pāvam vella 
neṭiyāṉ niṟam kariyāṉ uṭpukuntu nīṅkāṉ aṭiyēṉatu uḷḷattu akam; “[I wonder if] the mountains, the roaring 
sea, and the region of the Vaikuntha-heaven have been reduced to grass? In order to overcome [my] 
arrogance [and] sinful actions, You, Neṭiyāṉ (the Lord as Trivikrama), man of charcoal complexion, 
entered [me] and became the interior of my heart.” 
37 Iraṇṭām Tiruvantādi 54: iḷaṅkoyil kaiviṭel eṉṟu. 
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It is such that it will need to be requested of him, “Do not abandon the temporary shrine.” 

 

Sūtra 177 
প"াপ$ !"# !ষয$thதாimh কৃত !"யாimh பிnhபைவய!মতŋhகளாயிikhimh । 
prāpya prīti viṣayatvattālum kṛta jñataiyālum piṉpavaiyabhimataṅkaḷāy irukkum | 

 

Because of the love that is to be obtained and because of gratitude, those [temporary shrines] will 

be acceptable. 

 

Sūtra 178 
ஆைகயாெல !াষ !ৱৃ$vt ெபாெலயா!র গুণiµmh !"া$யாyh இikhimh । 

 

ākaiyāle doṣa nivṛtti poleyāntara guṇamum virodhiyāy irukkum | 

 

Therefore, like the cessation of fault, the inner quality will be such that it is an obstacle. 

 

Sūtra 179 
!াষ !ৱৃ$vt தாென !াষமாiெற । 
 

doṣa nivṛtti tāṉe doṣamāmiṟe | 

 

Even the cessation of fault is a fault. 

 

Sūtra 180 
தnhilh வimh நnhைம வி,லphபாlh ெபாெல ।  
அவilh வimh நnhைம iµ$லphபாlh ெபாெலெயnhi பிLhளாnh வாrhthைத । 
 

• 2 E2 omits அவilh வimh நnhைம iµ,லphபாlh (avaṉāl varum naṉmai mulaippāl), thus 

appending எnhi பிLhளாnh வாrhthைத (eṉṟu piḷḷāṉ vāṟttai) to the first line 

• 2 வாrhthைத (vārttai) E1; வாrhthைத (vāṟttai) E2+E3 
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taṉṉāl varum naṉmai vilaippāl pole |  

avaṉāl varum naṉmai mulaippāl poley eṉṟu piḷḷāṉ vārttai | 

 

‘Goodness coming from oneself is like purchased milk; Goodness coming from Him is like 

breast milk,’ is the word of Piḷḷāṉ.  

 

Sūtra 181 
அவ#னெயாiயthதாnh தனkhi நnhைம ெதiைகயாவi সvtন$য প"#ைய মাতা 
πতাkhகLh ைகயிlh நிnhimh வாŋhகி ঘাতকiந ஆThiவாணியnhைகயிெல காThikh 
iikhiமாph ெபாெலயிiphபெதாnhi । 
 

• 2 ைகயிlh E1; ைகyhயிlh E2+E3 [all occurrences] 

• 3 iikhiமா (kuṭukkumā) E1+E3; ெகாikhiமா (koṭukkumā) E2 

 

avaṉaiy oḻiyattāṉ taṉakku naṉmai teṭukaiy āvatu stanandhaya prajaiyai mātā pitākkaḷ kaiyil 

niṉṟum vāṅki ghātakaṉāna āṭṭuvāṇiyaṉkaiyile kāṭṭikkuṭukkumāp poley iruppatoṉṟu | 

 

Indeed, seeking goodness for oneself without Him is like pulling away from the hands of a 

mother and father the suckling babe and offering it into the hands of a murderous butcher.  

 

Sūtra 182 
தnh#னthதாெனயிெற iµiphபாnh । 

 

taṉṉait tāṉeyiṟe muṭippāṉ | 

 

Indeed, he ends himself. 

 

Sūtra 183 
தnh#னthதாென iµikhைகயாவi অহংকারthைதimh !ষযŋhக#ளimh விimhiைக । 

 

taṉṉait tāṉe muṭikkaiy āvatu ahaṃkārattaiyum viṣayaṅkaḷaiyum virumpukai | 
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That is, there is, indeed, an ending to him [when] desiring sense objects and pride. 

 

Sūtra 184 
অহংকারgmh অ"vn সvpশ$mh ெபாெல । 
 

• E2 does not mark off the first line of the following Sūtra from this one (any variants will be noted 

below). 

ahaṃkāram agni sparśam pole | 

 

Pride is like the touch of fire.  

 

Sūtra 185 
নকামকলুষং)তvtgmh ।  
ন"# !"#না&': ।  
ন"হgmh ।  
எmhமாவீThithதிறiµmh ெசphபmh। 
 

• 4 திறiµmh ெசphபmh E1 (only text among the manuscripts and printed editions to attest ெசphபmh); 

திறiµmh E2+E3. 

• E1 does not mark off the first line of the following sūtra from this one. 

 

nakāmakaluṣaṃcittam |  

nahime jīvitenārtthaḥ |  

nadeham |  

emmāvīṭṭuttiṟamum ceppam |38 

 

‘Mind unsullied by desire…’; ‘There is surely no purpose in living for me…’; ‘I am not this…’; 

‘Our straight path to heaven…’ 

 

 

 
																																																								
38 1) Jitānta Stotra 1.13: nakāmakaluṣaṃcittam. 2) Rāmāyaṇa 5.24.5: na hi me jīvitenārthaḥ. 3) Stotra 
Ratna 57: nadeham. 4) Tiruvāymoḻi 2.9.1: emmā vīṭṭut tiṟamum ceppam. 
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Sūtra 186 
প"#কুল'ষয সvpশ$gmh !ষসvpশ&mh ெபாெல ।  
অনুকূল !ষয সvpশ$gmh !ষ#$ েভাজনmh ெபாெல । 
 

pratikula viṣaya sparśam viṣasparśam pole |  

anukūla viṣaya sparśam viṣamiśra bhojanam pole | 

 

The touch of an unfavourable object is like the touch of poison. The touch of a favourable object 

is like eating [food] mixed with poison. 

 

Sūtra 187 
অ"vn জvvা$ைய விiŋhகி விடாyh ெகட நி-னkhiமாphெபாெலimh ஆiகிற பாmhபிnh 
நிழiெலெயாiŋhக நி,னkhiமாெபாெலimh !ষয প"ৱণ◌ாyh সু#khக நி%னkhைக । 

 

agni jvālaiyai viḻuṅki viṭāy keṭa niṉaikkumāp poleyum āṭukiṟa pāmpiṉ niḻalileyotuṅka 

niṉaikkumāpoleyum viṣaya pravaṇaṉāy sukhikka niṉaikkai | 

 

Thinking to be happy by being intent on sensory objects is like thinking to quench a thirst by 

swallowing the flame of fire or like thinking to seek refuge in the shadow of a dancing snake. 

 

Sūtra 188 
அiணமாiµiiமாphெபாெல ভগৱgdh অনুভ%কপরiyh মৃদুপ&কৃ(யாyh இikhimh 
அவnh !ষয দশ#নthதாெல iµiimh பi । 
 

• E2 does not mark off the following sūtra from this one (any variants will be noted below). 

 

acuṇamāmuṭiyumāp pole bhagavad anubhavaikaparaṉāy mṛduprakṛtiyāy irukkum avaṉ viṣaya 

darśanattāle muṭiyum paṭi | 

 

Just as the Acuṇamā (bird) dies, he who has a gentle nature and has the supreme singular 

experience of the Lord will die because of seeing sensory objects. 
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Sūtra 189 
காThiphபiphபாெயாெவnhனkhகடவதிெற । 

 

kāṭṭippaṭuppāyoveṉṉakkaṭavatiṟe |39 

Thus it may be said, ‘Will you kill [me]?’ 

 

Sūtra 190 
অ"iந !ষয প"ৱণnh !ৱল না#vtক!னphெபாெல ।  
!ানৱাiன !ষয প"ৱণnh আ"vtকনা"vtক!னphெபாெல । 

ajñaṉāna viṣaya pravaṇaṉ kevala nāstikaṉaip pole |  

jñānavāṉāṉa viṣaya pravaṇaṉ āstikanāstikaṉaip pole | 

 

The ignorant one intent on sensory objects is like the simple nāstika (atheist); the wise one intent 

on sense objects is like an āstikanāstika (half-hearted believer). 

 

Sūtra 191 
!ৱল না#vtক!னthதிithதலாmh |  
আ"vtকনা"vtক!ன ஒi நாinh திithதெவாNhii । 
 

kevala nāstikaṉaittiruttalām |  

āstikanāstikaṉai oru nāḷun tiruttavoṇṇātu | 

 

The simple nāstika may be reformed; the āstikanāstika can never be reformed. 

 

Sūtra 192 
இைவயிரNhimh সvvরূেপণ iµikhimh அளவnhikhெக ভাগৱত !"াধthைதimh 
வி#ளthi iµikhimh । 

 

ivaiy iraṇṭum svarūpeṇa muṭikkum aḷavaṉṟikke bhāgavata virodhattaiyum viḷaittu muṭikkum | 

 

																																																								
39 Tiruvāymoḻi 6.9.9: kāṭṭip paṭuppāvō. 
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These two [pride and attachment to sense objects] not only destroy because of [their effect on 

the] essential nature, [they] destroy by producing hostility toward the Bhāgavata (devotee). 

 

Sūtra 193 
নামরূপŋhக#ளiைடயராyh ভাগৱত$%াধmh பNhணிphெபாimh அவrhகLh দগvপটgmh   
ெபாெல । 

 

nāmarūpaṅkaḷaiy uṭaiyarāy bhāgavatavirodham paṇṇip porum avarkaḷ dagdhapaṭam pole | 

 

Those having the name and form [of a bhāgavata] who continue producing hostility toward 

bhāgavatas are like burnt cloth. 

 

Sūtra 194 
மiphiடைவ ெவnhதாiNhைடimh பாimh ஒthikhகிடkhimh ।  
காrhறithதவாெற பறnhi ெபாmh । 

 

maṭippuṭavai ventāluṇṭaiyum pāvum ottukkiṭakkum |  

kāṟṟaṭittavāṟe paṟantu pom | 

 

If folded cloth is burnt the woof and warp appear, but it is scattered by the blowing wind. 

  

Sūtra 195 
ঈশvvরnh অৱত$thiphபNhணினவா+னthெதாilhகLh எlhலாmh ভাগৱতাপচারmh 
ெபாராைமெயnhi !যgrh அiளிchெசyhவrh । 
 

• 2 ெபாராைம (porāmai) E1+E3; ெபாiைம (porumai) E2 

 

īśvaraṉ avatarittup paṇṇiṉavāṉaittoḻilkaḷ ellām bhāgavatāpacāram porāmaiy eṉṟu jīyar aruḷic 

ceyvar | 

 

Nañjīyar graciously said, “Īśvara, descending as [an] avatāra, who produced all the mighty tasks, 

is impatient with disrespectful conduct toward bhāgavatas.” 
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Sūtra 196 
অৱমান&'যা 

 

avamānakriyā | 

 

Disrespectful act. 

 

Sūtra 197 
ভাগৱতাপচার!াgnh অ"ক$ধgmh । 
 

bhāgavatāpacārantān anekavidham | 

 

Disrespect toward bhāgavatas is of many kinds. 

 

Sūtra 198 
அதிெலெயாnhi இவrhகLh பkhகlh জ" !রূপণgmh । 
 

• இவrhகLh (ivarkaḷ) E1; அவrhகLh (avarkaḷ) E2+E3  

 

atiley oṉṟu ivarkaḷ pakkal janma nirūpaṇam | 

 

One among these is investigating their birth. 

 

Sūtra 199 
இi தாgnh অচvc$াৱতারthதிlh উপাদান সvmৃ$யிiŋh காThilh ক"ূরgmh । 

 

itu tān arcāvatārattil upādāna smṛtiyiluṅ kāṭṭil krūram | 

 

This, indeed, is more cruel than thinking about the material cause of the arcāvatāra.  
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Sūtra 200 
அthைத মাতৃ !া# প"ৈ$ெயாெடாkhimh எnhi শাসvh ெசாlhimh । 
 

• அthைத (attai) E1; இthைத (ittai) E2; இைத (itai) E3 

 

attai mātṛ yoni parikṣaiyoṭokkum eṉṟu śāstrañ collum |  

 

The śāstra says that that is like investigating the womb of one’s mother.  

 

Sūtra 201 
!শংকুைவphெபாெல কম# চণvDালiyh மrhவிlh இThட যে#াপவீதnhதாென ৱারাyh 
விimh । 

 

triśaṃkuvaip pole karma caṇḍālaṉāy marvil iṭṭa yajñopavītantāṉe vārāy viṭum | 

 

Like Triśaṅku, who became a caṇḍāla (outcaste) by karma, the sacred thread put on [his] chest 

becomes a leather strap.  

 

Sūtra 202 
জা# চণvDালiνkhi কালা$রthதிெல ভাগৱতnh ஆைகkhi !াগ$ைதiNhi ।  
அiimh இlh'லயிவiνkhi আরূঢ প"তnh ஆைகயாெல । 
 

jāti caṇḍālaṉukku kālāntarattile bhāgavataṉ ākaikku yogyataiyuṇṭu |  

atuvum illaiy ivaṉukku ārūḍha patitaṉ ākaiyāle | 

 

For the caṇḍāla by birth it is possible to become a bhāgavata at another time; because he 

[Triśaṅku] had arisen and was outcast, even this is not [possible] for him. 

 

Sūtra 203 
இi தனkhக!কা$ !যমmh இlh$ல । 

 

itu taṉakkadhikāri niyamam illai | 
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There is no restraint of the rightful claimant for this [prapatti]. 

 

Sūtra 204 
தமrhகளிrhற)லவராyh சாதியnhதணrhகெளimh எnhைகயாெல । 
 

• எnhைகயாெல (eṉkaiyāle) E1+E3; இமnhைகயாெல (imaṉkaiyāle) E2 

• E2 does not mark off the following two sūtra from this one; E3 does not mark off the following 

sūtra from this one (variants will be treated below).  

 

tamarkaḷiṟṟalaivarāy cātiyantaṇarkaḷelum eṉkaiyāle |40 

Thus by the saying, “Even though those of the brāhmaṇa jāti, highest among the kindred.” 

 

Sūtra 205 
இvhவிடthதிெல !"য ৱৃতvtা&thைதimh பிLh)ளphபிLh)ளயாLLhவாiνkhi ஆLLhவnh 
பணிthத வாrhைதையimh সvm#phபi ।  
 

• 2 வாrhைதையimh (vārtaiyaiyum) E1; வாrhைதையimh (vāṟtaiyaiyum) E2+E3 

 

ivviṭattile vainteya vṛttāntattaiyum piḷḷaip piḷḷaiy āḻvāṉukku āḻvāṉ paṇitta vārtaiyaiyum  

smarippatu | 

 

In this place the story of Vainteya and the words said by Āḻvāṉ to Piḷḷai Piḷḷaiyāḻvāṉ will be 

recalled.41  

																																																								
40 Tirumālai 43: amara ōr aṅkam ārum vētam ōr nāṉkum ōtit tamarkaḷil talaivarāy cāti antaṇarkaḷēlum 
numarkaḷaip paḻippar ākil noṭippatu ōr aḷavil āṅkē avarkaḷ tām pulaiyar polum araṅka mā nakaruḷāṉē; 
“O! Lord in the great city of Araṅkam! Having properly read the six aṅgas and the four vedas, even 
though of the brahmaṇa jāti, being highest among the kindred, if they are slandering those who are yours 
[i.e. bhāgavatas], at that very moment, right there, they,indeed, are as if outcastes because of [this] one 
immoral action.”  
41 1) The story of Vainatēya (Garuḍa), according to Lester, is to be found in the fifth book (udogya parva) 
of the Mahābhārata. I have not, however, been able to locate the precise location of this episode. 2) This 
appears, again, to be a story from one of the saṃpradāya hagiographies. Lester provieds the following 
synopsis: “Piḷḷai Piḷḷai Āḻvāṉ, though a man of great learning and high birth, was notable in his constant 
offence against Bhāgavatas. His preceptor, Kūrattāḻvāṉ, exacted a promise from him that he would no 
longer offend. A short time later he, nonetheless, had ill thought about a Bhāgavata and hid himself from 
his preceptor in shame. His preceptor seeking him out, told him that he should hide no longer since his 
attitude indicated that he had indeed repented” (Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa, 62). 
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Sūtra 206 
!ানানুষvানŋhக#ள ஒinhதாimh ெபrhikhகவrhகLh பkhகlh 
সংব$ெமயைமகிராphெபாெலயைவiNhடாiimh இழikhகவrhகLh பkhகlh অপচারெம 
ெபாimh । 
 

• 1 !ানানুষvানŋhக#ள (jñānānuṣṭhānaṅkaḷai) E1; !ানানুষvানŋhகLh (jñānānuṣṭhānaṅkaḷ) 

E2+E3 

 

jñānānuṣṭhānaṅkaḷai oḻintālum peṟṟukkavarkaḷ pakkal saṃbandhameyamaikirāp poley avaiy 

uṇṭāṉālum iḻavukkavarkaḷ pakkal apacārame porum | 

 

Even if leaving off [the requisite] knowledge and [appropriate] practice for attainment, a 

relationship to them [the bhāgavatas] is as if sufficient for obtaining those; if, however, one 

[shows] disrepect to them, it is enough for [his] destruction. 

 

Sūtra 207 
இதிlh জ! ৱৃতvtা& !যমmh இlh$ல । 

 

itil janma vṛttādi niyamam illai | 

 

In this there is no restriction of birth, conduct, etc. 

 

Sūtra 208 
இvhৱ"#gmh !"ক ৱৃতvtা&thதிiমুপ$চরৱসু ৱৃতvtা&thதிiŋh காணலாmh । 
 

• இvhৱ"#gmh (ivvarttham) E1+E3; எvhৱ"#gmh (evvarttham) E2 

 

ivvarttham kaiśika vṛttāntattilum uparicaravasu vṛttāntattiluṅ kāṇalām | 

 

This truth may be seen in the Kaiśika and Uparicaravasu incidents.42  

																																																								
42 1) The first reference is to a story narrated in the 139th chapter of the Varāha Purāṇa. Verses 32 to 100 
tell the story of an outcaste who, while singing to the Lord, was detained by a rakṣasa (demon) desirous 
of eating him. After completing his devotional song, he submitted himself to the demon. Instead of eating 
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Sūtra 209 
ব"া$ণ&gmh வி#லchெசlhiகிறi !দা$%যনা( মুখthதாெல ।  
ভগৱলvlাভ הতুெவnhi ।  
அi தாnh இழikhiiphபாகிlh ত"াজ"மாiெற । 

 

brāhmaṇyam vilaic cellukiṟatu vedāddhyayanādi mukhattāle |  

bhagavallābha hetuveṉṟu |  

atu tāṉ iḻavukkuṟuppākil tyājyamāmiṟe | 

 

The price of being a brāhmaṇa, with learning and reciting the Vedas, is acceptable; it is the 

cause of attainment of the Lord. If that becomes a part of the detriment [to attainment], 

[however,] it should be abandoned.   

 

Sūtra 210 
জ" ৱৃতvtŋhகளிnh உைடய উতvkষ%iµgmh অপকষ%iµmh ெபrhikhimh இழikhigmh 
অপ#$াজকgmh । 

 

janma vṛttaṅkaḷiṉ uṭaiya utkarṣamum apakarṣamum peṟṟukkum iḻavukkum aprayojakam | 

 

The superiority and inferiority of birth are not the cause of blessing or loss. 

 

 

 

 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
him, the demon requested that the outcaste grant him liberation through his song. Agreeing, the outcaste 
sang the glory of the Lord and transferred the accumulated merit to the demon thus freeing him from his 
demon form, becoming “pure like the moon in autumn.” (S. Venkitasubramonia Iyer, trans., The Varāha 
Purāṇa, 376-380). 2) The second refers to king Uparicara Vasu. The story of his disagreement with the 
ṛṣis and subsequent punishment is narrated in books twelve, thirteen, and fourteen of the Mahābhārata. 
Although there is some variation, all three books present basically the same story. To summarize: the 
gods and ṛṣis had a disagreement over whether or not animals should be slaughtered as sacrifice. The 
position of the gods was that animals should, indeed, continue to constitute the sacrifices offered them. 
The position of the ṛṣis was that the gods should content themselves with offerings of grain. When 
consulted, Uparicara Vasu, depicted as either lying or ignorant of the basis of the ṛṣis’ argument, sided 
with the gods. He was summarily cursed by the ṛṣis and fell to earth having lost his power to fly between 
heaven and earth (Georges Dumézil, The Desitny of a King, 62-64). 
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Sūtra 211 
প"#াজকgmh ভগৱgth সংব$iµgmh অসংব%iµmh । 

 

prayojakam bhagavat saṃbandhamum asaṃbandhamum | 

 

The cause is the relationship or non-relationship with the Lord. 

 

Sūtra 212 
ভগৱgth সংব$mh உNhடாilh இரNhimh ஒkhiெமாெவnhனிlh ஒvhவாi । 
 

bhagavat saṃbandham uṇṭāṉāl iraṇṭum okkumov eṉṉil ovvātu | 

If it is said, “if there is a relationship with the Lord, is there not equality between the two 

[inferior and superior births]?”  [The answer is that] there is no similarity.  

 

Sūtra 213 
উতvkৃ%மாக ভ"#thத জ"gmh ভ"ংশসংভাৱ!னயாெல ।  
শ"# চ ।  
எnhகிற பiெய ভয জনকgmh । 
 

• 1 জ"gmh (janmam) E1+E2; জ" (janma) E3 

 

utkṛṣṭamāka bhramitta janmam bhraṃśasaṃbhāvaṉaiyāle |  

śarire ca |  

eṉkiṟa paṭiye bhaya janakam |43 

 

The birth confounded with that which is superior produces fear because of the possibility of 

decline, as in the saying, “and in the body.”  

 

 

 

																																																								
43 Jitānta Stotra 1.9: śarire ca gatau cāpi vartate me mahadbhyam; “great feat exists for me in [my] body 
and even in [my] position.” 
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Sūtra 214 
அikhi সvvরূপ প"াপvtமான !চ"gmh ভা#khக ெவiΝmh । 

 

atukku svarūpa prāptamāṉa naicyam bhāvikka veṇum | 

 

For that [superior birth] it is necessary that there be humility appropriate to the essential nature.  

 

Sūtra 215 
অপকৃ%மாக ভ"#thத উতvkৃ% জ"thikhகிரNhi !াষiµmh இlh%ல । 
 

• উতvkৃ$ (utkṛṣṭa) E1+E2; উতvkু%	(utkuṣṭa) E3 

 

apakṛṣṭamāka bhramitta utkṛṣṭa janmattukkiraṇṭu doṣamum illai | 

For the superior birth mistaken as inferior, there are not the two defects [pride and fear]. 

 

Sūtra 216 
!চ#ং জ" !"gmh । 
 

naicyaṃ janma siddham | 

 

Humility is acquired by birth. 

 

Sūtra 217 
ஆைகயாlh উতvkৃ% জ"ெம ে"ষvgmh । 
 

• উতvkৃ% (utkṛṣṭa) E1+E2; উতvkু%	(utkuṣṭa) E3 

 

ākaiyāl utkṛṣṭa janmame śreṣṭham | 

 

Therefore, the superior birth is best.44 

																																																								
44	That	is	to	say,	the	so-called	“inferior	birth,”	because	it	lacks	the	defects	of	pride	and	fear,	is	
deemed	to	be,	in	truth,	the		“superior	birth.”	
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Sūtra 218 
শvvপ$াπ ম"পাল । 
 

• E1 does not mark off the following sūtra from this one (any variants will be treated below) 

 

śvapacopi mahīpāla |45 

 

Even one who cooks dogs, O great protector!  

 

Sūtra 219 
!কৃ$ জ"thதாlh வnhத !াষgmh শ"phபi !ল#ণ সংব$thதாெல । 
 

• E2 does not mark off the following Sūtra from this one (any variants will be treated below) 

 

nikṛṣṭa janmattāl vanta doṣam śamippatu vilakṣaṇa saṃbandhattāle | 

 

The defect coming because of low birth will perish because of the relationship to [these] 

extraordinary [individuals].  

 

Sūtra 220 
সংব$thikhi !াগ$ைதiNhடாmh ெபாi জ"khெகாthைத ெபாக ெவiΝmh । 
 

saṃbandhattukku yogyataiy uṇṭām potu janmakkottai poka veṇum | 

 

When there is fitness for a relationship [to the community of bhāgavatas], the defect of birth will 

disappear. 

 

Sūtra 221 
জ"thikhikhெகாthைதimh அikhi প"হারiµmh பiதிலாெவாiகlh எnhகிற 
பாThiெலயiளிchெசyhதாrh । 
																																																								
45	This	quotation,	according	to	Lester,	is	from	the	Bhāgavata	Purāṇa	(no	verse	number	provided).	
However,	this	precise	phrase	does	not	appear	in	the	GRETIL	version,	nor	do	any	of	the	varations	on	
this	phrase	that	I	considered.	



	 215	

janmattukkuk kottaiyum atukku parihāramum paḻutilāvoḻukal eṉkiṟa pāṭṭiley aruḷic ceytār |46 

 

The defect of birth and the destruction of it are graciously stated in the verse saying, “conduct 

such that it is without defect”  

 

 

Sūtra 222 
!ধকphெபாnhெபாெலயிவrhகLh ஒThைடসvsংব%gmh । 
 

• !ধক (vedhaka) E1; !তক (vetaka) E2+E347 

 

vedhakap poṉ poleyivarkaḷ oṭṭais saṃbandham | 

 

A relationship with these people is like refined gold. 48  

 

Sūtra 223 
இவrhகLh பkhகlh সাম$বু'যুgmh আ"ক$ বু#imh நடkhக ெவiΝmh । 
 

• আ"ক$ (ādhikya) E1; আ"khக (ādhikka) E2+E3 

 

ivarkaḷ pakkal sāmyabuddhiyum ādhikya buddhiyum naṭakka veṇum | 

 

																																																								
46 Tirumālai 42i: paḻutilā oḻukal āṟṟup pala catuppēti mārkaḷ iḻi kulattavarkaḷēlum em aṭiyārkaḷ ākil 
toḻumiṉīr koṭumiṉ koḷmiṉ eṉṟu niṉṉōṭum okka vaḻipaṭa aruḷiṉāy pōla matiḷ tiruvaraṅkattāṉē; “O Lord of 
Tiru Araṅgam! The many who are strong [in] conduct such that it is without defect, those who are well-
versed in the four Vedas, even if of low-caste, if we are your slaves, you [say], “Worship [them]! Give [to 
them]! Receive [them]!” You graciously revered [them] as if [they were] equal with you.” 
47	In the printed editions !ধক/!তক is given as vetaka RJ; vētaka NV+PN; and vedaka in LR. It is 
translated by Lester as “iron,” and “refined gold” by Rangaswami. According to the Tamil Lexicon, the 
term vetaka derives from the Sanskrit term bhedaka. Because the rest of the characters (i.e., 
!ধধকক/!ততকক as opposed to ெவததகக) in the manuscripts are clearly from the Grantha script, indicating 
an awareness of this word as deriving from Sanskrit, the shift from bh- to v- could either be a dialect 
variant, a shift back to the Sanskrit from an already “tamilized” form, or some intermediate phase in the 
process of borrowing the word into Tamil.   
48 possible that it should read “…is like [the relationship of] iron to refined gold,” or, “…is like a 
[relationship to] that which transmutes baser metals into gold.” 
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It is necessary to behave toward these people with knowledge of [their] equality and superiority. 

 

Sūtra 224 
அதாவi ।  
আচায% ত◌ுল"grh எnhimh সংসা$களிimh தnhனிimh ঈশvvরனிimh  
অ"ক$nhi நி%னkhைக । 

 

• 1 ত ◌ுল"grh (tulyar) E1; তূল$grh (tūlyar) E2+E3 

 

atāvatu |  

ācārya tulyar eṉṟum saṃsārikaḷilum taṉṉilum īśvaraṉilum adhikareṉṟu niṉaikkai | 

 

That is to say, thinking [they are] equal to the ācārya and superior to worldly persons, to one’s 

self, and to Īśvara.  

 

Sūtra 225 
আচায% সাম$thikhகi আচায% ৱচনgmh । 
 

ācārya sāmyattukkaṭi ācārya vacanam | 

 

The ācārya’s word is the basis for equality with the ācārya. 

 

Sūtra 226 
இphபi நி'னயாெதாiைகigmh অপচারgmh । 

 

ippaṭi niṉaiyātoḻikaiyum apacāram | 

 

Not thinking this way is an offence. 
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Sūtra 227 
இvhৱ"#gmh ই"হাস পুরাণŋhகளிimh பயிih iடெராளி ெநiமாrhகiைமயிiŋh 
கNhெசார ெவŋhiiதியிimh நNhiதவாLh அiணiimh ெதThடinhதிறthெதனிimh 
ெமmhெபாiikhi ெமilh பாThikhகளிimh !শদமாகkhகாணலாmh ।  
 

• 3 ெபாiikhi (poruḷukku) E1; ெபாiThkhi (poruṭkku) E2+E3 

• 3 ெமilh (melil) E1; ெமrh (meṟ) E2+E3 

 

ivvarttham itihāsa purāṇaṅkaḷilum payiluñ cuṭaroḷi neṭumāṟkaṭimaiyiluṅ kaṇcora veṅkurutiyilum  

naṇṇātavāḷ avuṇarilum teṭṭaruntiṟatteṉilum memporuḷukku melil pāṭṭukkaḷilum 

viśadamākakkāṇalām |49 

 

This truth is in the itihāsas and purāṇas, in [the verses]: ‘Speaking [of His] brilliance’; ‘The 

abundance of Neṭumāl’; ‘Blood streaming from the eyes’; ‘Asuras [with] swords unleashed’; 

‘One who has attained rare strength, sweetness’; and may be seen clearly in the excellent verses 

of ‘O most excellent God’  

 

Sūtra 228 
!"যiன !শvvা%&nh ব"#$%யாinh । 
 

kṣatriyaṉāṉa viśvāmitraṉ brahmarṣiyāṉāṉ | 

 

Viśvāmitra, a kṣatriya, became a brahmarṣi.50 

 

																																																								
49 1) Tiruvāymoḻi 3.7: payilum cuṭaroḷi. 2) Tiruvāymoḻi 8.10.1: neṭumāṟkaṭimai. 3) Periya Tirumoḻi 7.4.1: 
kaṇcōra veṅkuruti. 4) Periya Tirumoḻi 2.6.1: naṇṇāta vāḷ avuṇar. 5) Perumāḷ Tirumoḻi 2.1: tēṭṭarum tiṟal 
tēṉ. 6) Tirumālai 38-43: mēmporuḷ. The first five of these citations refer to an entire decad (ten stanzas 
plus one signature stanza). The last reference ‘mēmporuḷ’ is to a series of six stanzas. In the interest of 
keeping things concise, I will not reproduce them in full here. Suffice it to say that all of these references 
deal with the importance of serving the devotees of the Lord. A paradigmatic example of the extreme 
limits of such service for one’s fellow devotees, from among the verses listed here, is the last two lines of 
Tiruvāymoḻi 3.7.10: “we are the servants of the servants of those who are the servants of the servants to 
those who are the servants of the servants of those who are the servants of the servants to the Lord”(aṭiyār 
aṭiyār tam aṭiyār aṭiyār tamakku aṭiyār aṭiyār tam aṭiyār aṭiyōṅkaḷē).   
50	One	of	the	many	places	that	the	story	of	Viṣvamitra’s	attainment	of	the	status	of	brahmarṣi	is	
narrated	is	the	Rāmāyaṇa	(1.17ff)	.		
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Sūtra 229 
!"ষণ!ன রাৱণgnh কুলপাংসনmh எnhinh ।  
ெபiமாLh ই"vvাকু ৱংশ$নাக நி$னthi ৱা#vt%யiளிchெசyhதாrh । 
 

• 2 ৱা#vt% (vārttai) E1; ৱাrhைத (vārtai) E2; ৱাrhைத (vāṟtai) E3 

 

vibhīṣaṇaṉai rāvaṇan kulapāṃsanam eṉṟāṉ |  

perumāḷ ikṣvāku vaṃśyanāka niṉaittu vārttaiy aruḷicc eytār | 

Rāvaṇa called Vibhīṣaṇa a disgrace to the family; Perumāḷ (Rāma), thinking [of him] as a 

member of the Ikṣvāku family, graciously spoke [with him].51 

 

Sūtra 230 
ெபiயiைடயாrhkhi ெபiமாLh ব"#$ধ সংসvkারmh பNhணியiளிirh । 
 

• ெபiயiைடயாrhkhi (periyavuṭaiyārkku) E1; ெபiயiைடயாrhi (periyavuṭaiyāṟku) E2+E3. 

• ெபiமாLh (perumāḷ) E1+E2; ெபiய ெபiமாLh (periya perumāḷ) E3 

 

periyav uṭaiyārkku perumāḷ brahmamedha saṃskāram paṇṇiy aruḷiṉār | 

 

For Periya Uṭaiyār, Perumāḷ (Rāma) graciously performed the brahmamedha saṃskāra.52  

 

Sūtra 231 
ধম# পু#rh অশ#$ ৱাক$thைதimh !ানা$ক&thைதiŋh ெகாNhi !"দুরைர 
ব"#$ধthதாெல সংসvk$thதாrh ।  
 

dharma putrar aśarīri vākyattaiyum jñānādhikyattaiyuṅ koṇṭu śrīvidurarai brahmamedhattāle 

saṃskarittār | 

 

																																																								
51	The	story	of	Vibhīṣaṇa’s seeking refuge with Rāma and Rāma’s subsequent acceptance of him is 
narrated in the Rāmāyaṇa (6.13ff). 
52	Periya Uṭaiyār is the Tamil name for Jaṭāyu, a demi-god in the form of a bird who attempted to save 
Sītā from Rāvaṇa. The incident is narrated in the Rāmāyaṇa, (3.64ff). The brahmamedha saṃskāra is a 
funeral rite.   
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Dharmaputra, having considered the speech of the heavenly voice and [Vidura’s] superiority of 

knowledge, purified Vidura with the brahmamedha.53 

 

Sūtra 232 
ঋ"கLh ধম#ৱ%াধnh வாசiெல iவNhi ধম# স"হŋhகLh 
শ"phபிthikhெகாNhடாrhகLh । 

 

ṛṣikaḷ dharmavyādhaṉ vācalile tuvaṇṭu dharma sandehaṅkaḷ śamippittukkoṇṭārkaḷ | 

The ṛṣis, trembling at the gateway of Dharmavyādha, had [their] doubts about dharma 

subdued.54   

 

Sūtra 233 
কৃষvNnh !ষvm$%াণা(கLh গ"হŋhக#ள விThi !"দুরrh திiமாளிைகயிெலயiµi  
ெசyhதாnh । 
 

kṛṣṇaṉ bhīṣmadroṇādikaḷ grahaṅkaḷai viṭṭu śrīvidurar tirumāḷikaiyileyamutu ceytāṉ | 

 

Kṛṣṇa, foresaking the houses of Bhīṣma, Droṇa, etc., acquired food in the blessed house of Śrī 

Vidura.55  

 

Sūtra 234 
ெபiமாLh !শব$ைகyhயாெல அiµi ெசyhதiளிirh । 

 

perumāḷ śrīśabarikaiyyāle amutu ceytaruḷiṉār | 

 

Perumāḷ (Rāma) graciously acquired food by the very hand of Śrī Śabari.56 

 

 

																																																								
53	This	incident	is	narrated	in	the	Mahābhārata	(15.33.15ff).	
54	Dharmavyāda	was	a	butcher	of	low-caste	who	imparted	teachings	on	dharma	to	the	Brahmin	
Kauśika.	The	incident	is	narrated	in	the	Mahābhārata	(3.198ff).	
55	This	incident	is	narrated	in	the	Mahābhārata	(5.89).	
56	This	incident	is	narrated	in	the	Rāmāyaṇa	(3.70).	
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Sūtra 235 
மாறெனi நmhபி !ষযமாகphெபiயநmhபிiைடயவrhkhi அiளிchெசyhத ৱা#vt%ைய  
সvm#phபi । 
 

• 1 அiளிchெசyhத  (aruḷicceyta) E1+E2; அiளிchெசyh (aruḷiccey) E3 

• 1 ৱা#vt%ைய (vārttaiyai) E1+E2; ৱাrhைத (vāṟtai) E3  

 

māṟaṉeri nampi viṣayamākap periya nampiy uṭaiyavarkku aruḷicc eyta vārttaiyai smarippatu | 

 

The words of Periya Nampi concerning Māṟaṉeri Nampi, graciously spoken to Uṭaiyavar, will be 

remembered.57  

 

Sūtra 236 
প"াদুভ'া()ত+া, । 

 

prādurbhāvairityādi | 

 

“By the manifestations,” etc.58  

 

Sūtra 237 
ভাগৱতnh அnhikhெக !দার% !ানা$க"ளiைடயவnh iŋhiமh iமnhத 
கiைடெயாபாiெயnhi ெசாlhலா நிnhறதிெற । 
 

bhāgavataṉ aṉṟikke  vedārttha jñānādikaḷaiy uṭaiyavaṉ kuṅkumañ cumanta kaḻutaiyopātiy eṉṟu 

collā niṉṟatiṟe | 

 

																																																								
57	Uṭaiyavar is another name by which Rāmānuja is known. Again, this incident may have been recorded 
in one of the saṃpradāya hagiographies. Lester records the story as follows: “Māṟaṉēri Nambi was a 
disciple of Āḷavandār (Yāmuna), of lower caste, but of great learning and devotion. Nearing death, he 
asked Periya Nambi, a high-caste person, to perform his funeral rites. Periya Nambi did as requested, but 
was asked by Rāmānuja why he did this rather than allow Māṟaṉēri’s body to be cremated by his own 
people. Periya Nambi referred to the example of Rāma and Jaṭāyus” (Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa, 68). 
58 Piḷḷai Lokācārya is referring to the various incarnations of the Lord (source unknown). 
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As it has been said, unless [one is] a bhāgavata, those who have knowledge and such of the 

meaning of the Vedas are like a donkey abundant with saffron. 

 

Sūtra 238  
রাজাவான !কুল%খরphெபiமாLh !য#gkh সvাৱর জ"ŋhக#ளயாைசphபThடாrh । 
 

rājāvāṉa śrīkulaśekharap perumāḷ tiryak sthāvara janmaṅkaḷaiy ācaippaṭṭār | 

 

King Śrī Kulacekara Perumāḷ desired the births of animals and inanimate objects.59  

 

Sūtra 239 
ব"া$%াতvtমরাன ெபiயாLLhவாimh திiமகளாimh !াপ জ"thைத আসvানmh 
பNhணிirhகLh । 

  

brāhmaṇottamarāṉa periyāḻvārum tirumakaḷārum gopa janmattai āsthānam paṇṇiṉārkaḷ | 

 

Periyāḻvār, the best of brahmaṇas, and [his] blessed daughter cared for the birth of a cowherd.60 

 

Sūtra 240 
கnhதlh கinhதாlh সৱ#rhkhimh না#ণাgmh উতvt$iைடயvhৱৈসv ৱরkhகடவதாyh  
இikhimh । 
 

• 1 সৱ#rhkhimh (sarvarkkum) E1; সৱ#rhkhimh (sarvaṟkkum) E2 & E3 

 

kantal kaḻintāl sarvaṟkkum nārīṇām uttamaiy uṭaiyavvasthai varakkaṭavatāy irukkum | 

 

If fault is removed, it will be such that everyone shall come to the state of the very best of 

women. 

 

																																																								
59	Kulacekara	is	on	of	the	āḻvārs.	He	authored	the	Perumāḷ	Tirumoḻi.	
60	Both	are	considered	āḻvārs	and	their	works	are	included	in	the	Divya	Prabandham.	Periyāḻvār	
was	the	author	of	the	Periyāḻvār	Tirumoḻi.	His	daughter,	Aṇṭāḷ,	was	the	author	of	Tiruppāvai	and	
Nācciyār	Tirumoḻi.	
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Sūtra 241 
ஆi প"কারthதாெல প"শু%াতvm◌ா সvvরূপthikhi তgth সাম$mh உNhடாயிikhimh । 
 

• প"শু%াতvm ◌ா (pariśuddhātmā) E1; প"শু%াতvm (pariśuddhātma) E2 & E3 

• E2 does not mark off the following sūtra from this one (any variants will be treated below).  

 

āṟu prakārattāle pariśuddhātmā svarūpattukku tat sāmyam uṇṭāyirukkum | 

 

Equality with her will occur for the essential nature of the purified soul in six ways.61 

 

Sūtra 242 
দৃ#thதிlh উতvkষ%gmh অহংকারthதாெல ।  
অদ#$thதிlh উতvkষ%gmh অহংকার   রা#ত%thதாெல । 
 

dṛṣṭattil utkarṣam ahaṃkārattāle |  

adraṣṭattil utkarṣam ahaṃkāra rāhityattāle | 

 

Superiority in that which is seen [i.e., the world of sense objects] is from pride. Superiority in 

that which is unseen is from being completely without pride. 

 

Sūtra 243 
ব"#াவாyh இழnhi ெபாதlh இைடchசியாyhphெபrhi விiதlh ெசyhimh பiயாyh 
இikhimh। 
 

brahmāvāy iḻantu potal iṭaicciyāyppeṟṟu viṭutal ceyyum paṭiyāy irukkum | 

 

It happens that as Brahmā there is loss, as a cowherdess there is the bestowal of greatness. 

 

																																																								
61 Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary on this verse lists these six as: (1) ananyārhaceśatvam – being [a] 
subordinate, obligated to no other; (2) ananyacaraṇatvam – being one with no other  refuge; (3) 
ananyapōkyatvam – being one with no other enjoyment; (4) samcleṣattil tarikkai – abiding in union (with 
the Lord); (5) vicleṣattil tariyāmai restless in separation (from the Lord); and (6) tadekanirvāhyatvam 
being one who lives by the aid of That One (i.e. the Lord). 
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Sūtra 244 
இphபi সৱ# প"কারthதாimh নাশ הতুவான অহংকারthikhimh அதிiνைடய 
কায$மான !ষয প"াৱণ&thikhimh வி(ள நிலnhதாnh ஆைகயாெல 
தnh#னkhகNhடாlh শ"ুைவkhகNhடாphெபாெலimh அைவthikhi ৱ"#করাன 
সংসা$க"ளkhகNhடாlh সপ#thைதkhகNhடாphெபாெலimh அைவஎஎஉkhi 
!ৱতvt%করাன !"ষvNৱrhக#ளkhகNhடாlh ব"ুkhக#ளkhகNhடாphெபாெலimh 
ঈশvvর!னkhகNhடாlh πতাைவkhகNhடாphெபாெலimh আচায%!னkhகNhடாlh பசியnh 
ெஞாrhைறkhகNhடாphெபாெலimh !ষ#!னkhகNhடாlh 
অ"মত%ষযthைதkhகNhடாphெபாெலimh நி1னthi অহংকারা'(কামŋhகLh iimh 
অনুকুলgrh பkhகlh অনাদরthைதimh ।  
প"#কুলgrh பkhகlh প"াৱণ&thைதimh উেপ$khimh அவrhகLh பkhகlh 
অেপৈ%ையimh பிறphபிkhimh எnhறhசி - আতvmগুণŋhகLh நmhமாimh பிறராimh 
பிறphபிthikhெகாLhளெவாNhii ।  
সদাচায&প(সাদmh அiயாக வiகிற ভগৱtsvpvসাদthதாெல பிறphபிkhimh 
இthத$னெயnhi iணிnhi !হযাৈ&யிlh উেপৈ%imh আতvmযাৈ'யிlh 
অেপৈ%imh প"াকৃত ৱসvtুkhகளிlh েভাগ%তা বু# !ৱৃ$vtiiµ !হ ধারণgmh 
পরমাতvm সমারাধন সমাπvt প"সাদ প"#প#vtெயnhகிற বু# !"ষiµmh 
தனkhெகாi !vlশmh உNhடாilh কম# ফলmh எnhiதlh কৃপা ফলmh எnhiதlh 
பிறkhimh !"#imh সvvানুষvানthதிlh সাধন% বু# !ৱৃ$vtimh !ল#ণrh உைடய 
!ানানুষvানŋhகளிlh ৱাৈ$imh உகnhதiளின நிலŋhகளிlh আদরা%শযiµmh 
মংগলাশাসনiµmh ইতর !ষযŋhகளிlh অরু$imh আ"vt$imh অনুৱতvt'ন !য#imh 
আহার !য#imh অনুকুল সহৱাসiµmh প"#কুল সহৱাস !ৱৃ$vtimh 
இைவயிthத(னimh সদাচায&প(সাদthதாெல ৱ"#khimh பNhணிkhெகாNhi 
ெபாரkhகடவnh ।। 
 

• 8 iimh (mūṉṟum) E1; iµnhimh (muṉṟum) E2+E3 

• 11 நmhமாimh (nammālum) E1; தnhiimh (taṉṉālum) E2+E3 

 

ippaṭi sarva prakārattālum nāśa hetuvāṉa ahaṃkārattukkum atiṉuṭaiya kāryamāṉa viṣaya 

prāvaṇyattukkum viḷai nilantāṉ ākaiyāle taṉṉaik kaṇṭāl śatruvaik kaṇṭāp poleyum avaittukku 

varddhakarāṉa saṃsārikaḷaik kaṇṭāl sarpattaik kaṇṭāp poleyum avaittukku nivarttakarāṉa 

śrīvaiṣṇavarkaḷaik kaṇṭāl bandhukkaḷaik kaṇṭāp poleyum īśvaraṉaik kaṇṭāl pitāvaik kaṇṭāp 

poleyum ācāryaṉaik kaṇṭāl paciyaṉ coṟṟaik kaṇṭāp poleyum śiṣyaṉaik kaṇṭāl abhimata 

viṣayattaik kaṇṭāp poleyum niṉaittu ahaṃkārārtthakāmaṅkaḷ mūṉṟum anukular pakkal 

anādarattaiyum |  
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pratikular pakkal prāvaṇyattaiyum upekṣikkum avarkaḷ pakkal apekṣaiyaiyum piṟappikkum 

eṉṟañci – ātmaguṇaṅkaḷ nammālum piṟarālum piṟappittuk koḷḷav oṇṇātu |  

sadācārya prasādam aṭiyāka varukiṟa bhagavat prasādattāle piṟappikkum ittaṉaiy eṉṟu tuṇintu 

deha yātraiyil upekṣaiyum ātma yātraiyil apekṣaiyum prākṛta vastukkaḷil bhogyatā buddhi 

nivṛttiyum deha dhāraṇam paramātma samārādhana samāpti prasāda pratipattiy eṉkiṟa buddhi 

viśeṣamum taṉakkoru kleśam uṇṭāṉāl karma phalam eṉṟātal kṛpā phalam eṉṟātal piṟakkum  

prītiyum svānuṣṭhānattil sādhanatva buddhi nivrttiyum vilakṣaṇar uṭaiya jñānānuṣṭhānaṅkaḷil 

vāñchaiyum ukantaruḷiṉa nilaṅkaḷil ādarātiśayamum maṃgalāśāsanamum itara viṣayaṅkaḷil 

aruciyum ārttiyum anuvarttana niyatiyum āhāra niyatiyum anukula sahavāsamum pratikula 

sahavāsa nivṛttiyum ivaiyittaṉaiyum sadācārya prasādattāle varddhikkum paṭi paṇṇik koṇṭu 

porak kaṭavaṉ || 

Thus, having considered that since he himself is the fertile ground for the pride which is the 

cause of ruin in every way and for the attachment to sense-objects which are the outcome of that 

[pride], if he sees himself it is like seeing an enemy; if he sees those bound in saṃsāra 

promoting these [attachment to sense objects and pride] it is like seeing a serpent; if he sees 

Śrīvaiṣṇavas who are renouncing these [attachment to sense objects and pride] it is like seeing 

relatives; if he sees Īśvara it is like seeing [his] father; if he sees the ācārya it is like a hungry 

man seeing food; and if he sees a disciple it is like seeing an agreeable object.  Having feared 

that the three – pride, wealth, and desire – produce contempt toward favourable people; 

attachment toward unfavourable people; and desire toward those who are indifferent; and having 

concluded that the qualities of the soul are not produced by one’s self nor by another, that this 

much is produced by the grace of the Lord through the grace of the true ācārya; one should 

continue to produce growth with the true ācārya. [This is accomplished by cultivating:] disregard 

in the maintenance of the body; eagerness in the maintenance of the soul; cessation of the 

thought of the enjoyableness in material things; confidence in the peculiar knowledge that 

confidence in the grace obtained by service of the Supreme Soul is maintaining the body; 

happiness if there is an affliction to one’s self [knowing that it is] the fruit of karma or the fruit 

of compassion; cessation of the thought of the means in self-practice; earnest desire in the 

practice of the knowledge of extraordinary people; and abundance of care in the beloved places, 

the prayer of benediction, aversion toward other objects, the restriction which is obedience, the 

restriction of food, favourable friendship, and cessation of unfavourable friendship. 
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Sūtra 245 
মংগলাশাসনmsvরূপ !রু$mh அnhெiெவnhனிlh !ানদ%யிlh র"#র"ক ভাৱgmh 
தnhகphபிெல கிடkhimh ।  
েপ#ম দ"யிrhறThiமாiகிடkhimh । 
 

maṃgalāśāsanam svarūpa viruddham anṟov eṉṉil jñānadaśaiyil rakṣyarakṣaka bhāvam 

taṉkappile kiṭakkum |  

prema daśaiyiṟṟaṭṭumāṟikiṭakkum | 

 

If it is said, ‘the prayer of benediction is contrary to the essential nature, is it not?’  [The answer 

is that] in the state of knowledge the condition of protected and protector is his refuge, in the 

state of love [this relation] is overturned. 

 

Sūtra 246 
அவnh সvvরূপthைதயনুস$thதாlh அவ'னkhகடகாகkhெகாNhi தnh'ன ெநாkhimh । 
அவnh !ৗকুমায(thைதயনুস$thதாrhறnh'னkhகடகாகkhெகாNhடவ'ன ெநாkhimh◌் । 

 

avaṉ svarūpattaiy anusandhittāl avaṉaik kaṭakākak koṇṭu taṉṉai nokkum |  

avaṉ saukumāryattaiy anusandhittāṟṟaṉṉaik kaṭakākak koṇṭavaṉai nokkum | 

 

If considering the essential nature of Him, looking at himself, [he] takes Him as protector. If 

considering His tenderness, looking at Him, he takes himself as protector. 

 

Sūtra 247 
இvhৱ"#gmh চক#ৱ%vt' !জনকরাজgnh திiமகLh !শvvা%&gnh !দণvDকারণ( 
ৱা#களான ঋ"கLh திiவi মহারাজgrh !ন#$াপgrh 
!"দুরgrhபிLh$ளiறŋhகாவிlhi দাসgrh iடkhகமானவrhகLh பkhகiெல காணலாmh । 

 

ivvarttham cakravartti śrījanakarājan tirumakaḷ viśvāmitran śrīdaṇḍakāraṇya vāsikaḷāṉa ṛṣikaḷ 

tiruvaṭi mahārājar śrīnandagopar śrīvidurar piḷḷaiy uṟaṅkāvilli dāsar tuṭakkamāṉavarkaḷ pakkalile 

kāṇalām | 
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This truth may be seen in the case of the emperor (Daśaratha), King Janaka’s blessed daughter 

(Sītā), Viśvāmitra, the ṛṣis who dwell in the Daṇḍaka Forest, Tiruvaṭi (Hanumān), the Mahārāja 

(Sugrīva), the cowherd Śrī Nanda, Śrī Vidura, Piḷḷai Uṟaṅkāvilli Dāsar, and others. 

 

Sūtra 248 
இ"ளயெபiமா"ள !গুহphெபiமாLh অ"শং% பNhண இiவைரimh অ"শং% 
பNhணி !গুহphெபiமாLh প"করং ெபiமா&ள ெநாkhகிthதிெற । 
 

• 2 ெநாkhகிthதிெற (nokkittiṟe) E1; ெநாkhithதிெற (nokkuttiṟe) E2+E3 

iḷaiyaperumāḷai śrīguhap perumāḷ atiśaṃkai paṇṇa iruvaraiyum atiśaṃkai paṇṇi śrīguhap 

perumāḷ parikaraṃ perumāḷai nokkittiṟe | 

 

The blessed Lord Guha suspected the younger Lord (Lakṣmaṇa); suspecting them both, the army 

of Lord Guha protected the Perumāḷ (Rāma).   

 

Sūtra 249 
ஒiiLh মুখthதிெல விithதவrhக*ள வiவழi பithimh பாடாயthதிi । 
 

• பாடாயthதிi (pāṭāyattitu) E1; பாடாயthii (pāṭāyattutu) E2+E3 

 

oruṉāḷ mukhattile viḻittavarkaḷai vaṭivaḻaku paṭuttum pāṭāyattitu | 

 

Having gazed at [His] face one day, the beauty of [His] form made it (protecting the Lord) 

become a duty to them. 

 

Sūtra 250 
இவrhகLh நmhiµைடய !া#யிெலெயnhiνmh பiயாயthதாLLhவாrhகLh நி1ல । 
 

• ஆLLhவாrhகLh நி*ல (āḻvārkaḷ nilai) E1; ஆLLhவாrhகணி)ல (āḻvārkaṇilai) E2+E3 

 

ivarkaḷ nammuṭaiya koṭiyiley eṉṉum paṭiyāyattāḻvārkaḷ nilai | 
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The nature of the āḻvārs is gathered in these people who are among our number. 

 

Sūtra 251 
ஆழவாrhகLh எlhலாைரimh ெபாலlhலrh ெபiயாLLhவாrh । 

 

āḻvārkaḷ ellāraiyum polallar periyāḻvār | 

 

Periyāḻvār is not like all the [other] āḻvārs. 

 

Sūtra 252 
அவrhகLhஉkhகi কাদা$তvkgmh ।  
இவrhகிi !ত#gmh । 
 

• இவrhகிi E1+E2; இவrhகிi E3 

 

avarkaḷukkatu kādācitkam |  

ivarkitu nityam | 

 

For them, it (protecting the Lord) is occasional; for him, it is constant. 

 

Sūtra 253 
அவrhகLh உைடயவாழŋhகாlh தாெனயிவrhkhi ெமடாயிikhimh । 
 

• தாெனயிவrhkhi E1; தாெனயிவrhi E2; தாெனயிவrhi E3 

 

avarkaḷ uṭaiyavāḻaṅkāl tāṉeyivarkku meṭāy irukkum | 

 

The bottom of the depth for them (the other āḻvārs) is shallow for him. 

 

Sūtra 254 
அவrhகikhi উভয !ষ#thைதimh அithi সvvরূপthைதkhimh 
இiநீinhனphபNhiΝmh ।  
அதிவrhi উভয ৱৃ#khimh הতুவாyh সvvরূপthைதkhகைரெயrhimh । 
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• 2 இiநீinhன (iḻinīruṉṉa) E1; இiநீiNhண (iḻinīruṇṇa) E2+E3 

• 3 அதிவrhi (ativaṟku) E1; அதிவrhkhi (ativarkku) E2+E3 

 

avarkaḷukku ubhaya śeṣatvattaiyum aḻittu svarūpattaikkum iḻinīruṉṉap paṇṇum | ativaṟku ubhaya 

vṛddhikkum hetuvāy svarūpattaik karaiy eṟṟum | 

For them, diving deep into the essential nature destroys the subservience to both (the Lord and 

the devotees).62 For him (Periyāḻvār), that (diving deep) redeems the essential nature which is the 

cause for the increase [of subservience] to both. 

 

Sūtra 255 
ভয !ৱতvt%কŋhகikhi ভযphபiவi প"#কুলைரimh অনুকুলরাkhகிkhெகாiவi ◌॑। 
অ"তকালŋhகளிlh অপদানŋhகikhi উতvtরকালthதிெலவயிெறiவi প"াπvtফলgmh 
இiெவெயnhபi ।  
অ"#ষ%phபாrhthi உறகiறகlh எnhபதாyhkhெகாNhi இi தாெனயாৈ"யாyh 
நடkhimh । 
 

• 1 ভযphபiவi (bhayappaṭuvatu) E1+E2; ভযphபயphபiவi (bhayappayappaṭuvatu) E3 

• 1 ெகாiவi (koḷuvatu) E1; ெகாளவi (koḷavatu) E2+E3 

• 4 உறகiறகlh (uṟakaluṟakal) E1; உறெகாiறெகாlh (uṟakoluṟakol) E2+E3 

 

bhaya nivarttakaṅkaḷukku bhayap paṭuvatu pratikularaiyum anukularākkik koḷavatu | 

atītakālaṅkaḷil apadānaṅkaḷukku uttarakālattilevayiṟerivatu prāptiphalam ituvey eṉpatu | 

animiṣaraip pārttu uṟakal uṟakal eṉpatāyk koṇṭu itu tāṉeyātraiyāy naṭakkum |63 

 

Fearing for the fear-removers, changing unfavourable ones into favourable ones, feeling pangs of 

the heart in later times for the pure conduct in former times, saying ‘this indeed is the fruit of 

																																																								
62	Maṇavāḷamāmuni	defines	the	two	(ubhaya)	subserviences	(śeṣatvas)	as:	“the	subservience	to	the	
Lord	that	is	achieved	in	the	first	and	middle	steps	and	the	subservience	to	the	devotees	that	is	the	
limit	of	that	(subservience)”	(pratamamattyamapatasitttamāṉa	pakavacccēṣatvamum	
tatkāṣṭṭaiyāṉa	pākavatcēṣatvamum).	
63	1)	Source	unknown,	does	not	occur	in	Periyāḻvār’s	Tiruppallāṇṭu	or	Tirumoḻi;	2) Periyāḻvār 
Tirumoḻi 5.2.9: uṟakal uṟakal. 
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attainment,’ and, [upon] seeing those who are vigilant, saying ‘Do not sleep! Do not sleep!,’ this 

indeed is his occupation. 

 

Sūtra 256 
அlhலாதவrhக)ளphெபாெல ெகThகிறவrhகLh உைடயih ெசாlhiகிறவrhகLh உைடயinh 
தனிைமையthதவிrhkhைகயnhikhெக ஆiமாளாrh எnhகிறவnh உைடய 
தனிைமையthதவிrhkhைகkhகாயthi ভাষ$কারimh இவimh উপ#$phபi । 
 

allātavarkaḷaip pole keṭkiṟavarkaḷ uṭaiyavuñ collukiṟavarkaḷ uṭaiyavun taṉimaiyait tavirkkaiy  

aṉṟikke āḷumāḷār eṉkiṟavaṉ uṭaiya taṉimaiyait tavirkkaikkāyattu bhāṣyakārarum ivarum 

upadeśippatu | 

 

Unlike the others [who are] removing the solitude of the ones who speak and the ones who listen, 

he and Bhāṣyakāra (Rāmānuja) give religious instruction for the removal of the solitude of he 

who is called ‘Āḷum Āḷār’ (the Lord). 

 

Sūtra 257 
அlhலாதாrhkhi সতvtাসমৃ'கLh দশ#নানুভৱ)ংকয#ŋhகளாெல ।  
இவrhkhi মংগলাশাসনthதாெல । 
 

• 1 அlhலாதாrhkhi (allātārkku) E1; அlhலாதவrhகikhi (allātavatkaḷkku) E2+E3 

 

allātārkku sattāsamṛddhikaḷ darśanānubhavakaiṃkaryaṅkaḷāle |  

ivarkku maṃgalāśāsanattāle | 

 

The existence and sustenance of others are because of seeing, enjoying, and serving [the Lord]; 

for him (Periyāḻvār), it is because of the maṃgalāśāsana.   

 

Sūtra 258 
உகnhதiளின நிலŋhக,ளயনুস$thதாlh ஊiΝmh உறkhகiµmh இnhikhெகயிவiைடய 
যাৈ$ெய நமkhெகlhலாrhimh যাৈ$யாக ெவiΝmh । 
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ukantaruḷiṉa nilaṅkaḷaiyanusandhittāl ūṇum uṟakkamum iṉṟikkey ivaruṭaiya yātraiye 

namakkellāṟkum yātraiyāka veṇum | 

 

If thinking about the beloved places, the practice of him (Periyāḻvār), [being] without food or 

sleep, must be the practice of all of us. 

 

Sūtra 259 
ஆைகயாெல মংগলাশাসনং সvvরূপানুগুণgmh । 

ākaiyāle maṃgalāśāsanaṃ svarūpānuguṇam | 

 

Therefore, the maṃgalāśāsana is suitable to the essential nature. 

 

Sūtra 260 
இனி অনুকুলgrh ஆகிராrh !ানভ% !রাগ%ŋhகLh இThiமாiனrhphெபாெல வiவிெல 
ெதாைட ெகாLhளlhலாmh பiயிikhimh পরমাতvt'grh । 
 

• இனி (adv. meaning ‘now, henceforth’) E1 is the only text among the manuscripts and printed 

editions to attest இனி as the first word of this sūtra. 

 

iṉi anukular ākirār jñānabhakti vairāgyaṅkaḷ iṭṭu māṟiṉarppole vaṭivile toṭai koḷḷallām 

paṭiyirukkum paramārttar  | 

 

Those who are extremely distressed are of a nature [such that they] may understand the truth like 

those who, having cast away64 knowledge, devotion, and renunciation, have been corrected; 

henceforth, they are favourable. 

																																																								
64 This could be a rather controversial interpretation of the adverbial participle iṭṭu in this phrase. Mine is, 
of course, only one possible interpretation of this phrase. Lester, for example, interprets it to mean, “in 
each of whom knowledge, devotion or renunciation seems to be prominent” (Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa, 
75-76). Maṇavāḷamāmuni’s commentary, however, would seem to bear out my understanding of the 
sūtra. “That which it is acceptable to relinquish may be seen by separating the truth, that which has the 
characteristic of protection that precedes discrimination, for the purpose of casting aside the excess flood-
water [extraneous elements]; He is the supreme truth. [This may be seen] from the unprofitable attainment 
that corresponds to knowledge, the unprofitable experience that corresponds to devotion, and the 
unprofitable aversion obstructing that corresponds to renunciation” (tyājyōpātēya vivēkapūrvakamāṉa 
tāyarūpamāṉavaṭivilē vakaintu kāṇalām paṭi puṟaveḷḷamiṭavirukkum paramārttar; jñānānurūpamāṉa 
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Sūtra 261 
ஒi ெசyh நிரmhப நீrh நிnhilh அசrhெசyh 
ெபாசிnhiகாThiமாphெபாெலயிைவயிlhலாதாrhkhimh இவrhகLh ஒThைட সংব$thதாெல 
உராiதlh தீரkhகடவதாyh இikhimh । 
 

• 1 நிரmhப நிnhilh (nirampu niṉṟāl) E1; நிரmhப நீrh நிnhilh (nirampu nīr niṉṟāl) E2+E3 

 

oru cey nirampa nīr niṉṟāl acaṟcey pocintukāṭṭumāp poley ivaiy illātārkkum ivarkaḷ oṭṭai 

saṃbandhattāle urāvutal tīrakkaṭavatāy irukkum | 

 

Just like a field standing full oozes out to the neighbouring field, by relation with these people, 

for those without these things [knowledge, devotion, and renunciation], distress will completely 

vanish. 

 

Sūtra 262 
ஆi நீrh வரவணிthதாilh அikhகீடான வைடயாளŋhகLh உNhடாமாmh ெபாெல  
প"াπvtயணிthதானவாெறயிnhத সvvভাৱ !"ষŋhகLh தnhனிைடெய 
வி#ளயkhகடவதாyh இikhimh । 
 

• 1 உNhடாமாmh ெபாெல (uṇṭāmām pole) E1; உNhடாமாphெபாெல (uṇṭāmāpole) E2+E3  

 

āru nīr varavaṇittāṉāl atukkīṭāṉa vaṭaiyāḷaṅkaḷ uṇṭāmāp pole prāptiyaṇittāṉavāṟey inta svabhāva 

viśeṣaṅkaḷ taṉṉiṭaiye viḷaiyak kaṭavatāy irukkum | 

 

Like the symbols which are the condition for it (a flood) arise by the approaching river water 

itself, these distinctions of self-nature shall be produced of their own accord [when] attainment is 

near. 

 

 

 

 
																																																																																																																																																																																			
prāptyalāpattālum paktyanurūpamāṉav anupavālāpattālum vairākyānurūpamāṉa 
virōtinivruttyalāpattālum). 
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Sūtra 263 
இைவrhைறkhெகாNhi চরম শ"রgmh எnhi தனkhெகயiதியிடலாyh இikhimh । 
 

• இைவrhைற (ivaiṟṟai) E1; இைவயிrhைற (ivaiyiṟṟai) E2+E365 

 

ivaiṟṟaik koṇṭu carama śarīram eṉṟu taṉakkey aṟutiyiṭalāy irukkum | 

 

Having these [marks], the last body is being confirmed for him. 

 

Sūtra 264 
প"#কুলgrhஆகிராrh ।  
!হাতvmা&মা(கimh সvvত$%imh অন#$ষ& ভূতimh উপাযা%র !ষvimh 
সvvপ$%াজন পরimh । 
 

• 1 প"#কুলgrh (pratikular) E1; இனி প"#কুলgrh (iṉi pratikular) E2+E3 

 

pratikular ākirār |  

dehātmābhimānikaḷum svatantrarum anyaśeṣatva bhūtarum upāyāntara niṣṭharum svaprayojana 

pararum | 

 

Those who are unvafourable are: prideful in body and soul, independent, subservient to another, 

believe in another upāya, and engage in self-purpose. 

 

Sūtra 265 
இவrhகikhi!vdশ$imh উপা$ােপযŋhகimh েভ#thதிikhimh ।  

 

ivarkaḷukkuddeśyarum upāyopeyaṅkaḷum bhedittirukkum | 

 

For those who have a purpose in view, upāya and upeya are different. 

 

 

																																																								
65 All printed editions attest ivaṟṟai. 
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Sūtra 266 
!হাতvmা&মা(கikhi!vdশ$grh !হৱ$%করাன মনুষ%rhகLh ।  
উপাযgmh অ"#gmh ।  
উেপযgmh ঐ"ক েভাগgmh ।  
সvvত$%ikhi!vdশ$grh সvvগ$া& েভাগপ&দgrh ।  
উপাযgmh কম#ানুষvানgmh ।  
উেপযং সvvগ$া& েভাগgmh ।  
অন#$ষ ভূতikhi!vdশ$grh ব"#রুদ"া(கLh ।  
উপাযgmh তgth সমা$যণgmh ।  
উেপয%gth সাযুজ&gmh ।  
উপাযা%র !ষvikhi!vdশ$gnh !ৱতা%য'া(யான ঈশvvরgnh ।  
উপাযgmh কম#$ানভ!கLh উেপযgmh ভগৱদনুভৱgmh ।  
সvvপ$%াজন পরikhi!vdশ$gnh ெநhசிilh நி(னphபானயவnh எnhகிறவnh ।  
উপাযং সvv#য%vvকারgmh ।  
উেপযং সvvা$% !ংকয%gmh । 

 

dehātmābhimānikaḷukkuddeśyar dehavarddhakarāṉa manuṣyarkaḷ |  

upāyam arttham |  

upeyam aihika bhogam |  

svatantrarukkuddeśyar svargādi bhogapradar |  

upāyam karmānuṣṭhānam |  

upeyaṃ svargādi bhogam |  

anyaśeṣa bhūtarukkuddeśyar brahmarudrādikaḷ |  

upāyam tat samāśrayaṇam |  

upeyantat sāyujyam |  

upāyāntara niṣṭharukkuddeśyan devatāntaryāmiyāṉa īśvaran |  

upāyam karmajñānabhaktikaḷ upeyam bhagavadanubhavam |  

svaprayojana pararukkuddeśyan neñciṉāl niṉaippāṉayavaṉ eṉkiṟavaṉ |  

upāyaṃ svakīyasvīkāram |  

upeyaṃ svārttha kaiṃkaryam |66 

 

																																																								
66	Tiruvāymoḻi 3.6.9: neñciṉāl niṉaippāṉayavaṉ. 
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For those who are prideful in body and soul, men who cause the body to thrive is their aim, 

prosperity is the means, [and] worldly enjoyment is the goal.  For those who are independent, 

those giving the enjoyment of heaven, etc. is their aim, practicing karma is the means, [and] 

enjoyment of heaven, etc., is the goal.  For those who are devotees of another, Brahma, Rudra, 

etc. is their goal, choosing that [god] is the means, [and] union with that [god] is the goal.  For 

those who believe in another upāya, Īśvara, the indweller of the gods, is their aim, karma, jñāna, 

and bhakti are the means, [and] experience of God is the goal.  For those who are engaged in 

self-purpose, “He who is perceived by the heart” is their aim, their own acceptance is the means, 

[and] service of their self-purpose is the goal. 

 

Sūtra 267 
iµதrh ெசாnhன iவimh !গ#হthikhகிலkhi ।  
மrhைறயிiவimh অনুগ%হthikhகிலkhi । 

 

mutaṟ coṉṉa mūvarum nigrahattukkilakku |  

maṟṟaiyiruvarum anugrahattukkilakku | 

 

The first three mentioned are the target for punishment; the other two are the target of favour. 

 

Sūtra 268 
iவiைடயimh কম#gmh অনুভৱ&নাশ)gmh ।  
নালাgmh অ"কা%khi প"ায%তvt !নাশ%ং ।  
அhசmh অ"কা%khi পুরুষকার !নাশ%gmh । 

 

mūvaruṭaiyavum karmam anubhavavināśyam |  

nālām adhikārikku prāyaścitta vināśyaṃ |  

añcām adhikārikku puruṣakāra vināśyam | 

 

The karma of the [first] three is destroyed by experience. For the fourth claimant, it is destroyed 

by expiation. Aor the fifth claimant, it is destroyed by intercession. 
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Sūtra 269 
উপাযgmh !vvকার কালthதிlh পুরুশ সােপ%iµமாyh இikhimh ।  
কায$ কালthதிlh উভয !রেপ%iµமாyh இikhimh । 
 

upāyam svīkāra kālattil puruṣa sāpekṣamumāy puruṣakāra sāpekṣamumāy irukkum |  

kārya kālattil ubhaya nirapekṣamumāy irukkum | 

 

At the time of accepting the means there is dependence on the puruṣa and the puruṣakāra; at the 

time of attainment there is no dependence on either. 

 

Sūtra 270 
সvvপ$%াজন পরrh எlhலாைரimh ।  
প"# কুলরাக நி$னkhகலாெமாெவnhனிlh இŋhi সvvপ$%াজনmh எnhகிii 
আ"য$াষ জ"#মাனthைத । 
 

• 2 எnhகிii (eṉkiṟutu) E1+E2; எnhகிறi (eṉkiṟatu) E3 

 

svaprayojana parar ellāraiyum |  

prati kularāka niṉaikkalāmoveṉṉil iṅku svaprayojanam eṉkiṟutu āśrayadoṣa jannyamāṉattai | 

 

If it is said, “might it not be thought that all those engaged in self-purpose are unfavourable?” 

[The answer is that] here, “self-purpose” is that which is arising from the defect of attachment.   

 

Sūtra 271 
ஆைகயாெல !াষmh இlh$ல । 

 

ākaiyāle doṣam illai | 

 

Therefore, there is no defect. 
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Sūtra 272 
!ষয !াষthதாெல வimh அைவெயlhலாgnh দুসvt%জமாயிெறயிiphபi । 

 

viṣaya doṣattāle varum avaiyellān dustyajamāyiṟeyiruppatu | 

 

All those [things] that come with the defect of [attachment to] the object are difficult to abandon. 

 

Sūtra 273 
உளைமயெராi ெசகிடrh வாrhைத ।  
কথম$%&শv) । 
 

• 1 வாrhைத (vārtai) E1; வாrhைத (vāṟtai) E2+E3 

• 2 কথম$%&ছv) (kathamannyadichśati) E1; কথম$%&শv! (kathamanyadiśchati) E2+E3 

 

uḷamaiyaroṭu cekiṭar vāṟtai |  

kathamannyadichśati |67 

 

‘The speech of the deaf with the mute…’; ‘How can it desire anything else…’ 

 

Sūtra 274 
இphபiயிைவயிthத+னimh সদাচায& প"সাদthதாெல ৱ"#khimh ெபாைதkhi 
ৱসvtৱ$gmh ।  
আচায" স"#imh ভগৱtsvs&'imh ।  
ৱ"ৱ#gmh আচায% !ভৱiµmh সvv#কষ&iµmh ।  
জপvtৱ%ং গুরুপরmsvp'imh !যiµmh ।  
প"গ$াহ'gmh পূৱাচায'grhகLh உைடய ৱচনiµmh অনুষvানiµmh ।  
প"ত$াজ$gmh অ"ষvNৱ সহৱাসiµmh অ"মানiµmh ।  
কতvt$ৱ&gmh আচায% !ংকয%iµmh ভগৱgth !ংকয%iµmh । 
 

• 2 ৱসvtৱ$gmh (vastavyam) E1+E2; ৱসvtৱ$: (vastavyaḥ) E3 

 

ippaṭiyivaiyittaṉaiyum sadācārya prasādattāle varddhikkum potaikku vastavyam |  

																																																								
67 1) Nācciyār Tirumoḻi 12.1: uḷamaiyaroṭu cekiṭar vāṟtai. 2) Stotra Ratna 27: kathamannyadicchati. 
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ācārya sannidhiyum bhagavat sannidhiyum |  

vaktavyam ācārya vaibhavamum svanikarṣamum |  

japtavyaṃ guruparamparaiyum dvayamum |  

parigrāhyam pūrvācāryarkaḷ uṭaiya vacanamum anuṣṭhānamum |  

parityājyam avaiṣṇava sahavāsamum abhimānamum |  

karttavyam ācārya kaiṃkaryamum bhagavat kaiṃkaryamum | 

 

Thus, all these [virtues] increase by the grace of the true ācārya: the wise one should dwell in the 

proximity of the ācārya and the Lord, should speak of the ācārya’s greatness and his own 

inferiority, should repeat the guruparamparā and dvaya [mantra], should favour the speech and 

conduct of the former ācāryas, should renounce dwelling with and love of non-Vaiṣṇavas, and 

should do the service of the ācārya and the service of the Lord. 

 

Sūtra 275 
கீThெசாnhன ভগৱgth !ংকয%iவi শাসvমুখthதாெல ।  
আচায% !ংকয%iவi শাস$মুখthதாimh আচায% ৱচনthதாimh । 
 

• 1+2 !ংকয%iவi (kaiṃkaryaṟivatu) E1; !ংকয%mh அiவi (kaiṃkaryam aṟivatu) 

E2+E3  

 

kīṭcoṉṉa bhagavat kaiṃkaryaṟivatu śāstramukhattāle |  

ācārya kaiṃkaryam aṟivatu śāstramukhattālum ācārya vacanattālum | 

 

As referred to before, service of the Lord will be known by the śāstra; service of the ācārya will 

be known by the śāstra and by the word of the ācārya. 

 

Sūtra 276 
!ংকয%nh தாnh இரNhi । 

 

kaiṃkaryan tāṉ iraṇṭu | 

 

Indeed, there are two [kinds of] service. 
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Sūtra 277 
அதாவi ই"h ெசyhைகimh অ"#gnh தவிiைகimh । 

 

atāvatu iṣṭañ ceykaiyum aniṣṭan tavirukaiyum | 

 

That is to say, doing what is desired and abstaining from what is not desired. 

 

Sūtra 278 
ই"া$"ŋhகlh ৱণ#া%মŋhக#ளimh আতvmসvvরূপthைதimh অৱল$vvthதிikhimh । 
 

iṣṭāniṣṭaṅkaḷ varṇāśramaṅkaḷaiyum ātmasvarūpattaiyum avalambittirukkum | 

 

That which is desired and that which is not desired depends on varṇāśrama and the essential 

nature of the soul. 

 

Sūtra 279 
পুণ$thikhகhiகிறவnh পাপthைதphபNhiநிெற । 

 

puṇyattukkañcukiṟavaṉ pāpattaip paṇṇāniṟe | 

 

He who fears [to do] good won’t do evil. 

 

Sūtra 280 
இவnh পুণ$thைத পাপmh எnhiikhimh ।  
அவnh পাপthைத পুণ$mh எnhiikhimh ।  
அவiνkhகi கிைடயாi । 

 

ivaṉ puṇyattai pāpam eṉṟirukkum |  

avaṉ pāpattai puṇyam eṉṟirukkum |  

avaṉukkatu kiṭaiyātu | 
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He (the prapanna) calls merit demerit; He (the Lord) calls demerit merit; that [demerit] is not 

obtained by Him (the Lord). 

 

Sūtra 281 
!ংকয%gnh தாnh ভ" মূলmh அlhலாத ெபாi !মূলமாyh வரெவiΝmh । 
 

• !ংকয%gnh (kaiṃkaryan) E1+E2; !ংকয% (kaiṃkarya) E3 

• !"মূলமாyh (bhītimūlamāy) E1; !"মূলமாக (bhītimūlamāka) E2+E3 

• வர E1; not attested in E2+E368 

 

kaiṃkaryan tāṉ bhakti mūlam allāta potu bhītimūlamāy varaveṇum | 

 

Service, indeed, should come such that its source is fear when its source is not devotion. 

 

Sūtra 282 
அiimh இlhலாத ெபாi অ"কারthதிimh উপা$ােপযŋhகளிimh অ"যmh 
இnhikhெகெயாiimh । 
 

• 2 இnhikhெகெயாiimh (iṉṟikkeyoḻiyum) E1;அnhikhெகெயாiய ெவiΝmh (aṉṟikkeyoḻiya 

veṇum) E2+E369 

 

atuvum illāta potu adhikārattilum upāyopeyaṅkaḷilum anvayam iṉṟikkeyoḻiyum | 

 

When it is not this, the fitness (of the prapanna) and the connection to upāya and upeya will be 

lost.  

 

Sūtra 283 
!ংকয%nh தnh$ன ফল সাধনmh ஆkhகாெத ফলmh ஆkhக ெவiΝmh । 
 

kaiṃkaryan taṉṉai phala sādhanam ākkāte phalam ākka veṇum | 

																																																								
68 vara is also attested in all the printed editions. 
69	All of the printed editions agree with E1.	
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Service, indeed, should be the fruit, not bring about the means to the fruit. 

 

Sūtra 284 
அதாவi தாnh ைகெயராெத அவ,னkhைகெயrhகphபNhiΝைக । 

atāvatu tāṉ kaiyerāte avaṉaik kaiyeṟkappaṇṇukai | 

 

That is to say, do not take in hand from Him; produce what was taken in hand for Him. 

 

Sūtra 285 
ெகாithikhெகாLhளாெத ெகாNhடikhikhைகkhii ெகாikhக ெவiΝmh । 
 

• ெகாithi (koṭuttu) E2+E3; iithi (kuṭuttu) E1 

• ii (kūli) E1; ii (kuli) E2+E3 

 

koṭuttuk koḷḷāte koṇṭatuk kukkaik kūli koṭukka veṇum | 

 

Giving, not grasping, one should give payment for receiving [acceptance]. 

 

Sūtra 286 
!"দুরைரimh !মালাকারைரimh কূனிையimh ெபாெல !"gth ক"thதாlh সvvরূপgmh 
நிறmh ெபiவi । 
 

• 1 !মালাকারைரimh (śrīmālākāraraiyum) E1; মালাকারைரimh (mālākāraraiyum) E2+E3 

• 1 কূனிையimh (kūṉiyaiyum) E1; কুனிையimh (kuṉiyaiyum) E2+E3 

 

śrīviduraraiyum śrīmālākāraraiyum kūṉiyaiyum pole kiñcit karittāl svarūpam niṟam peṟuvatu | 

 

Like Śrī Vidura, Śrī Mālākāra, and the hunch-backed woman, if one does something the essential 

nature will obtain lustre. 
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Sūtra 287 
மi தடவஆத ெசாimh iiiராத iih iNhimhi படாத சாnhiiெறயிவrhகLh 
ெகாithதi । 

 

maṭi taṭavāta coṟum cuṟuṇārāta pūvuñ cuṇṇāmpu paṭāta cāntumiṟey ivarkaḷ koṭuttatu | 

 

They gave food without checking [their] pockets, flowers without a bad smell, and sandalwood 

untouched by lime. 

 

Sūtra 288 
!ংকয% দ"ெபாெல iµnhiLhள দ"களிimh সvvরূপthைத উজvvলmh ஆkhக 
ெவiΝmh । 

 

kaiṃkarya daśai pole muṉpuḷḷa daśaikaḷilum svarūpattai ujvalam ākka veṇum | 

As in the state of servitude, in the prior states too, the essential nature should be made 

resplendent. 

 

Sūtra 289 
iµnhெபநாi দ"iNhi । 

 

muṉpenālu daśaiyuṇṭu | 

 

There are four prior states. 

 

Sūtra 290 
அதாவi !ান দ"imh ৱরণ দ"imh প"াπvt দা#imh প"াপ$ানুভৱ 
দ"imh । 

 

atāvatu jñāna daśaiyum varaṇa daśaiyum prāpti daśaiyum prāpyānubhava daśaiyum | 

 

That is to say, the state of knowledge, the state of choosing, the state of attainment, and the state 

of experiencing the goal. 
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Sūtra 291 
!ান দ"யிlh অ"ানthைத iµnhனிimh ।  
ৱরণ দ"யிlh অপূ$vt&ைய iµnhனிimh ।  
প"াπvt দ"யிlh আ"vt$ைய iµnhனிimh ।  
প"াপ$ানুভৱ দ"யிlh অ"#$শthைத iµnhனிimh । 

 

jñāna daśaiyil ajñānattai muṉṉiṭum |  

varaṇa daśaiyil apūrttiyai muṉṉiṭum |  

prāpti daśaiyil ārttiyai muṉṉiṭum |  

prāpyānubhava daśaiyil abhiniveśattai muṉṉiṭum | 

 

In the state of knowledge one bears in mind [his] ignorance; in the state of choosing one bears in 

mind [his] non-accomplishment; in the state of attainment one bears in mind [his] mental 

anguish; in the state of experiencing the goal one bears in mind [his] eagerness. 

 

Sūtra 292 
অ"ানmh ெபாவi আচায% !ানthதாெல ।  
অপূ$vt& ெபாவi ঈশvvর পূ#vt%யாெல ।  
আ"vt$ ெபாவதiளாெல ।  
অ"#$শmh ெபாவதনুভৱthதாெல । 
 

ajñānam povatu ācārya jñānattāle |  

apūrtti povatu īśvara pūrttiyāle |  

ārtti povataruḷāle |  

abhiniveśam povatanubhavattāle | 

 

Ignorance will go because of the knowledge of the ācārya; non-accomplishment will go because 

of the fullness of Īśvara; mental anguish will go because of [the Lord’s] grace; eagerness will go 

because of experience. 
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Sūtra 293 
অ"ানthikhகi অপরাধgmh ।  
অপূ$vt&khகi !ান পূ#vt% ।  
আ"vt$khகi অলাভgmh ।  
অ"#$শthikhகiயழi । 

 

ajñānattukkaṭi aparādham |   

apūrttikkaṭi jñāna pūrtti |  

ārttikkaṭi alābham |  

abhiniveśattukkaṭiyaḻaku | 

 

The source of ignorance is transgression; the source of non-accomplishment is the fullness of 

knowledge; the source of mental anguish is non-attainment; the source of eagerness is the beauty 

[of the Lord]. 

 

Sūtra 294 
আ"vt$imh অ"#$শiµmh இikhimh பiয"vc$রা' গ"யிimh ெசாnhெimh । 
 

• গ"யிimh (gatiyilum) E1; গ"யிெல (gatiyile) E2+E3 

 

ārttiyum abhiniveśamum irukkum paṭiy arccirādi gatiyilum coṉṉom | 

 

Mental anguish and eagerness have been discussed in the Arccirādi Gati.70 

 

Sūtra 295 
இவnh தனkhi நாi দ" ெபாெல நாi গুণiµmh உNhi । 
 

• গুণiµmh (guṇamum) E1; গুণŋhகimh (guṇaṅkaḷum) E2+E3 

 

																																																								
70	Another	one	of	Piḷḷai	Lokācārya’s	rahasyagranthas.	According	to	Venkatachari,	the	Arccirādi Gati 
“deals with the journey of a departed soul from earth to Heaven (Vaikuṇṭha) and gives the details of 
where it stops along the way, its reception in Vaikuṇṭha, etc.” (Venkatachari, The Maṇipravāḷa Literature 
of the Śrīvaiṣṇava Ācāryas, 138).	
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ivaṉ taṉakku nālu daśai pole nālu guṇamum uṇṭu | 

 

Like the four states, there are four qualities of him (the prapanna). 

 

Sūtra 296 
அதாவi !ানiµmh অ"ানiµmh শ"imh অশ#imh । 

 

atāvatu jñānamum ajñānamum śaktiyum aśaktiyum | 

 

That is to say, knowledge, ignorance, power, and powerlessness. 

 

Sūtra 297 
இi தாnh அவiνkhimh உNhi । 

 

itu tān avaṉukkum uṇṭu | 

This, indeed, is so for Him too. 

 

Sūtra 298 
அவnh உைடய !ানthikhகிலkhi இவnh உைடய গুণmh ।  
অ"ানthikhகிலkhi இவnh உைடய !াষgmh ।  
শ"khகிலkhi இவnh உைடய র"ণgmh ।  
অশ#khகிலkhi இவnh உைடய প"ত$াগgmh । 

 

avaṉ uṭaiya jñānattukkilakku ivaṉ uṭaiya guṇam |  

ajñānattukkilakku ivaṉ uṭaiya doṣam |  

śaktikkilakku ivaṉ uṭaiya rakṣaṇam |  

aśaktikkilakku ivaṉ uṭaiya parityāgam | 

 

The target of His knowledge is the quality of him; the target of His ignorance is the fault of him; 

the target of His power is the protection of him; the target of His powerlessness is the 

abandonment of him. 

 



	 245	

Sūtra 299 
இவnh உைடய !ানthikhகிலkhi আচায% গুণgmh ।  
অ"ানthikhகிலkhi আচায% !াষgmh ।  
শ"khகிலkhi আচায% !ংকয%gmh ।  
অশ#khகிலkhi !"#ানুষvানgmh ।  

 

ivaṉ uṭaiya jñānattukkilakku ācārya guṇam |  

ajñānattukkilakku ācārya doṣam |  

śaktikkilakku ācārya kaiṃkaryam |  

aśaktikkilakku niṣiddhānuṣṭhānam | 

 

The target of his knowledge is the quality of the ācārya; the target of his ignorance is the fault of 

the ācārya; the target of his power is service of the ācārya; the target of his powerlessness is 

doing forbidden things. 

 

Sūtra 300 
!!!gnh தாiνmh நாi பiயாyh இikhimh । 
 

• !!!gnh (niṣiddhan) E1+E2; !!! (niṣiddha) E3 

• தாiνmh (tāṉum) E1; தாnh (tāṉ) E2+E3 

 

niṣiddhan  tāṉum nālu paṭiyāy irukkum | 

 

There are four kinds of forbidden things. 

 

Sūtra 301 
அதாவi অকৃত% করণiµmh ।  
ভগৱgdh অপচারiµmh ভাগৱতাপচারiµmh অসহ$াপচারiµmh । 

 

atāvatu akṛtya karaṇamum |  

bhagavad apacāramum bhāgavatāpacāramum asahyāpacāramum | 
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That is to say, doing what ought not to be done, disrespectful conduct toward the Lord, 

disrespectful conduct toward devotees, and intolerable disrespectful conduct. 

 

Sūtra 302 
অকৃত% করণmh ஆவi পর#ংৈস পর#vtাসvgmh পরদার প"গ$হgmh 
পরদ$ৱ&াপহারgmh অসত$ কথনgmh অভ#$ভ#ণgmh iடkhகமானைவ । 

 

akṛtya karaṇam āvatu parahiṃsai parastostram paradāra parigraham paradravyāpahāram asatya 

kathanam abhakṣyabhakṣaṇam tuṭakkamāṉavai | 

 

What ought not be done is: harming others and praising others; seizing another’s wife; stealing 

another’s property; telling un-truths; and eating the inedible; etc.71 

 

Sūtra 303 
ভগৱgdh অপচারmh ஆவi !ৱতা%রŋhகLh ஒெடாkhக ঈশvvর!ன நி!னkhைகimh 
রামকৃষvNাদ)ৱতারŋhகளிlh মনুষ% সজা$যতাবু)imh ৱণ#া%ম !প#তமான 
উপচারiµmh অচvc$াৱতারthதிlh উপাদান !রূপণiµmh আতvmাপহারiµmh ভগৱgdh 
দ"ৱ$াপহারiµnh iடkhகமானைவ । 
 

bhagavad apacāram āvatu devatāntaraṅkaḷ oṭokka īśvaraṉai niṉaikkaiyum 

rāmakṛṣṇādyavatāraṅkaḷil manuṣya sajātīyatābuddhiyum varṇāśrama viparītamāṉa upacāramum 

arcāvatārattil upādāna nirūpaṇamum ātmāpahāramum bhagavad dravyāpahāramun 

tuṭakkamāṉavai | 

 

Disrespect of the Lord is: thinking that other gods are equal to Īśvara; the thought of the 

similarity of [ordinary] men to the avatāras, Rama, Kṛṣṇa, etc.; practice that is contrary to 

varṇāśrama; searching for a material cause in the arcāvatāra; thinking ill of the soul; and 

stealing the property of the Lord; etc.72 

 

 

																																																								
71	tuṭakkamāṉavai, which I have translated above as “etc.,” literally means “those being the beginning.” 
72	See	note	340	(above).	
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Sūtra 304 
ভগৱgdh দ"ৱ$thைதthதாnh অপহ$khைகimh অপহ$khகிறவrhகikhi সহ 
ক"khைகimh அவrhகLh பkhகiெலயா!তமாகimh অযা$তமாகimh প"গ$%khைகimh 
ভগৱাiνkhக!"மாyh இikhimh । 
 

bhagavad dravyattaittāṉ apaharikkaiyum apaharikkiṟavarkaḷukku saha karikkaiyum avarkaḷ 

pakkalileyācitamākavum ayācitamākavum parigrahikkaiyum bhagavāṉukkaniṣṭamāy irukkum | 

 

[Actions that are] undesireable to the Lord are: stealing the property of the Lord oneself; helping 

those who steal; and receiving that which is asked or unasked for from them (those who steal). 

 

Sūtra 305 
ভাগৱতাপচারமாவi অহংকারা'(কামŋhகLh அiயாக 
!"ষvNৱgrhகikhiphபNhiΝmh !"াধgmh । 
 

• 1 অহংকারা'(কামŋhகLh (ahaṃkārārtthakāmaṅkaḷ) E1; অহংকারা'(কামmh 

(ahaṃkārārtthakāmam) E2+E3. 

 

bhāgavatāpacāram āvatu ahaṃkārārtthakāmaṅkaḷ aṭiyāka śrīvaiṣṇavarkaḷukkup paṇṇum 

virodham | 

 

Disrespect of the devotee is hostility toward Vaiṣṇavas such that it is based on pride, wealth, and 

desire. 

 

Sūtra 306 
অসহ$াপচারmh ஆவi !"#ব%নமாக ভগৱgth ভাগৱত !ষযmh எnhilh 
অসহமாநiyh இikhைகimh আচায%াপচারiµmh তgth ভ"াপচারiµmh । 
 

asahyāpacāram āvatu nirṇibandhanamāka bhagavat bhāgavata viṣayam eṉṟāl asahamānaṉāy 

irukkaiyum ācāryāpacāramum tat bhaktāpacāramum | 

 

Intolerable disrespect is: being impatient without cause if the subject under discussion is 

devotees of the Lord; disrespect of the ācārya; and disrespect of the Lord’s devotees. 
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Sūtra 307 
இைவெயாnhikhெகாnhi ক"ূরŋhகiமாyh উপায !"া$கiமாyh উেপয 
!"া$கiமாyh இikhimh । 

 

ivaiy oṉṟukkoṉṟu krūraṅkaḷumāy upāya virodhikaḷumāy upeya virodhikaḷumāy irukkum | 

 

Each of these is [more] wicked than the next, hostile to the means and hostile to the goal. 

 

Sūtra 308 
தாnh !"াপ%শmh பNhiΝmh ெபாi தnh*னimh !ষ#!னimh ফলthைதimh மாii 
நி#னkhைக ক"ূর !"#gmh । 

 

tāṉ hitopadeśam paṇṇum potu taṉṉaiyum śiṣyaṉaiyum phalattaiyum māṟāṭi niṉaikkai krūra 

niṣiddham | 

 

Indeed, when [the ācārya is] giving the auspicious instruction, thinking derangedly about 

himself, the disciple, and the fruit is fiercely forbidden. 

 

Sūtra 309 
தnh#ன மாராi நி#னkhைகயாவi தnh#ன আচায%nh எnhi நி&னkhைக ।  
!ষ#!ன மாராi நி!னkhைகயாவi தனkhi !ষ#nh எnhi நி#னkhைக ।  
ফলthைத மாராi நி*னkhைகயாவi দ"#প"যজনthைதimh !ষ#nh உைடய 
উ"ৱgnhthைதimh ভগৱgth !ংকয%thைதimh সহৱাসthைதimh ফলமாக 
நி#னkhைக। 

 

taṉṉai mārāṭi niṉaikkaiyāvatu taṉṉai ācāryaṉ eṉṟu niṉaikkai |  

śiṣyaṉai mārāṭi niṉaikkaiyāvatu taṉakku śiṣyaṉ eṉṟu niṉaikkai |  

phalattai mārāṭi niṉaikkaiyāvatu draṣṭaprayojanattaiyum śiṣyaṉ uṭaiya ujjīvanttaiyum bhagavat 

kaiṃkaryattaiyum sahavāsattaiyum phalamāka niṉaikkai | 

 

That is to say, the deranged thought about him is thinking of himself as ācārya. The deranged 

thought about the disciple is thinking of (the disciple) as his disciple. The deranged thought 
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about the fruit is thinking that the fruit is: seeing profit, the salvation of the disciple, service of 

the Lord, and co-habiting. 

 

Sūtra 310 
நி#னயாதிikhக இnhii ফলiµmh !"khகிற பi எnhெனnhனிlh !ষভূতiன 
!ষ#gnh நி#னவாெல দ"# ফলgmh !"khimh ।  
ঈশvvরgnh நி#னவாெல উ"ৱনgmh !"khimh ।  
আচায%gnh நி#னவாெல ভগৱgth !ংকয%ং !"khimh ।  
উপকার সvmৃ$யாெல সহৱাসং !"khimh । 

 

niṉaiyātirukka iṉṉālu phalamum siddhikkiṟa paṭi eṉṉennil śeṣabhūtaṉāṉa śiṣyan niṉaivāle draṣṭa 

phalam siddhikkum |  

īśvaran niṉaivāle ujjīvanam siddhikkum |  

ācāryan niṉaivāle bhagavat kaiṃkaryaṃ siddhikkum |  

upakāra smṛtiyāle sahavāsaṃ siddhikkum | 

 

If it is said, “not thinking [about these], how are these four to be accomplished?”  [The answer is 

that] the fruit of the manifest [world] is accomplished by thinking about the disciple as a devotee; 

salvation is accomplished by thinking about Īśvara; service of the Lord is accomplished by 

thinking about the ācārya; and co-habiting is accomplished by remembering assistance. 

 

Sūtra 311 
সা#াgth ফলiµmh আচায%&iµmh !"khகிற பiெயnhெனnhநிlh தnhனி/னவாimh 
ঈশvvরgnh நி#னவாimh !"khimh । 
 

sākṣāt phalamum ācāryatvamum siddhikkiṟa paṭiy eṉṉennil taṉ ṉiṉaivālum īśvaran niṉaivālum 

siddhikkum | 

 

If it is said, “how are the direct fruit and ācārya-hood accomplished?” [The answer is that] they 

are accomplished by thinking of his (own ācārya) and by thinking of Īśvara. 
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Sūtra 312 
இphபiெயாiய উপ#$khகிlh இiவrhimh সvvরূপ !"யிlh$ல । 
 

• இiவrhimh (ivarkum) E1; இiவrhimh (ivaṟkum) E2+E3 

 

ippaṭiy oḻiya upadeśikkil iruvarkum svarūpa siddhiyillai | 

 

Except by teaching in this way, the essential nature of the two (the ācārya and the disciple) is not 

established. 

 

Sūtra 313 
আচায%iνkhi !ষ#nh பkhகlh কৃৈপimh সvvাচায&nh பkhகlh পারত%&'iµmh 
ெவiΝmh । 
 

ācāryaṉukku śiṣyaṉ pakkal kṛpaiyum svācāryaṉ pakkal pāratantryamum veṇum | 

 

For the ācārya there should be compassion toward the disciple and dependence upon this own 

ācārya. 

 

Sūtra 314 
কৃৈপயாெல !ষ#gnh সvvরূপgmh !"khimh ।  
পারত%&'thதாெல தாnh সvvরূপং !"khimh । 

 

kṛpaiyāle śiṣyan svarūpam siddhikkum |  

pāratantryattāle tāṉ svarūpaṃ siddhikkum | 

 

The essential nature of the disciple is accomplished by compassion; his [the ācārya’s] essential 

nature is accomplished by dependence. 

 

Sūtra 315 
ெநெர আচায%nh எnhபi সংসার !ৱতvt%কமான ெபiயதிiম"#thைத 
উপ#$thதவ$ன । 
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nere ācāryaṉ eṉpatu saṃsāra nivarttakamāṉa periya tirumantrattai upadeśittavaṉai | 

 

The direct meaning of ācārya is he who teaches the great Tirumantra that destroys saṃsāra. 

 

Sūtra 316 
সংসার ৱ"#কŋhகiமாyh !ুদ$ŋhகiமான ভগৱgnh ম"#ŋhக#ள 
উপ#$thதவrhகikhi আচায%& পূ#vt%யிlh$ல । 
 

saṃsāra varddhakaṅkaḷumāy kṣudraṅkaḷumāṉa bhagavan mantraṅkaḷai upadeśittavarkaḷukku 

ācāryatva pūrttiyillai | 

 

Ācārya-hood is incomplete for those who teach the insignificant Lord-mantras that promote 

saṃsāra. 

 

Sūtra 317 
ভগৱgnh ম"#ŋhக#ள !ুদ$ŋhகLh எnhகிறi ফল#ারা । 
 

• எnhகிறi (eṉkiṟatu) E1; எnhகிii (eṉkiṟutu) E2+E3 

 

bhagavan mantraṅkaḷai kṣudraṅkaḷ eṉkiṟutu phaladvārā | 

 

By way of [their] fruit, it is said that the Lord-mantras are insignificant.  

 

Sūtra 318 
সংসার ৱ"#কŋhகLh எnhகிறiமthதாெல । 
 

• எnhகிறimh (eṉkiṟatum) E1; எnhகிiimh (eṉkiṟutum) E2+E3 

 

saṃsāra varddhakaṅkaḷ eṉkiṟatum attāle | 

 

Because of that, it is also said that they are promoters of saṃsāra. 
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Sūtra 319 
இi தாnh ঔপা$কgmh । 

 

itu tān aupādhikam | 

 

This, indeed, is conditional. 

 

Sūtra 320 
!তனiைடய রু#யாெல வiைகயாெல । 
 

• !তனiைடய (cetaṉaruṭaiya) E1; !তனiνைடய (cetaṉaṉuṭaiya) E2+E3 

 

cetaṉaruṭaiya ruciyāle varukaiyāle | 

[It is conditional] because it comes from the desire of sentient beings. 

 

Sūtra 321 
!ষ#nh எnhபi সা#$া%র !ৱৃ$vtimh ফল সাধন শ◌ு!ূৈষimh আ"vt$imh 
আদরiµmh অনসূ%imh உைடயவ(ன । 
 

• 1 শ ◌ு!ূৈষimh (śuśūṣaiyum) E1; শূ#ূৈষimh (śūśūṣaiyum) E2+E3 

 

śiṣyaṉ eṉpatu sāddhyāntara nivṛttiyum phala sādhana śuśrūṣaiyum ārttiyum ādaramum 

anasūyaiyum uṭaiyavaṉai | 

 

He is said to be a disciple who: has aversion to anything other than that which is to be attained; is 

desirous of hearing of the means to the fruit; is distressed; is affectionate; and is not envious. 

 

Sūtra 322 
ম"#iµmh !ৱைதimh ফলiµmh ফলানুব'கimh ফল সাধনiµmh ঐ"ক 
েভাগiµmh எlhலாmh আচায%ெனெயnhi நி(னkhகkhகடவnh । 
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mantramuṃ devataiyum phalamum phalānubandhikaḷum phala sādhanamum aihika bhogamum 

ellām ācāryaṉey eṉṟu niṉaikkak kaṭavaṉ | 

 

He (the disciple) is obliged to think, “the ācārya is all – the mantra, the divine, the fruit, the 

things related to the fruit, the means to the fruit, and the worldly enjoyments. 

 

Sūtra 323 

মাতাπতা যুৱতয: எnhகிற !vlাকthதிெல இvhৱ"#thைத পরমাচায'imh 
அiளிchெசyhதாrh । 
 

• 1 মাতাπতা (mātāpitā) E1+E3; মাராπতা (mārāpitā) E273 

• 1 যুৱতয: (yuvatayaḥ) E1+E2; যুৱত: (yuvataḥ) E3 

 

mātāpitā yuvatayaḥ eṉkiṟa ślokattile ivvartthattai paramācāryarum aruḷicceytār |74 

 

The highest ācārya gracefully bestowed this meaning in the verse that says, “Mother, father, 

women” 

 

Sūtra 324 
இikhகi উপকার সvmৃ$ । 

 

itukkaṭi upakāra smṛti | 

 

The source for this is the memory of assistance. 

 

Sūtra 325 
উপকার সvmৃ$khi iµதlh அi আচায%gnh பkhகlh কৃত$ைத ।  
iµinhத நிலmh ঈশvvরgnh பkhகlh কৃত$ைத । 

 

upakāra smṛtikku mutal aṭi ācāryan pakkal kṛtajñatai |  

																																																								
73	mārāpitā is also attested in LR 
74 Stotra Ratna 5: mātāpitā yuvatayaḥ. 
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muṭinta nilam īśvaran pakkal kṛtajñatai | 

 

For the memory of assistance, the beginning is gratitude toward the ācārya, the end is gratitude 

toward Īśvara. 

 

Sūtra 326 
!ষ#iνmh আচায%iνmh অ"#ান#gmh π"য$তŋhக#ள நடthதkh கடவrhகLh । 
 

• கடவrhகLh (kaṭavarkaḷ) E1+E3; கடவனவrhகLh (kaṭavaṉavarkaḷ) E2 

 

śiṣyaṉum ācāryaṉum anyonyam priyahitaṅkaḷai naṭattak kaṭavarkaḷ | 

 

The disciple and ācārya are obliged to behavior that is proper and agreeable toward each other. 

 

Sūtra 327 
!ষ#gnh தாnh π"যthைத நடthதkhகடவnh ।  
ঈশvvর!னkhெகாNhi !তthைத நடthதkhகடவnh ।  
আচায%nh மாராi நடthதkhகடவnh । 

 

śiṣyan tāṉ priyattai naṭattak kaṭavaṉ |  

īśvaraṉaik koṇṭu hitattai naṭattak kaṭavaṉ |  

ācāryaṉ mārāṭi naṭattak kaṭavaṉ | 

 

The disciple indeed must behave pleasantly; clinging to Īśvara he must behave properly; the 

ācārya is obliged to return such behavior. 

 

Sūtra 328 
!ষ#nh உகphபிெலinhiphெபாimh ।  
আচায%nh উ"ৱনthதிெலinhiphெபாimh । 

 

śiṣyaṉ ukappileyūṉṟipporum |  

ācāryaṉ ujjīvanattileyuṉṟipporum | 
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The disciple becomes fixed to the pleasure [of the ācārya]; the ācārya becomes fixed to the 

salvation [of the disciple]. 

 

Sūtra 329 
ஆைகயாெல !ষ#gnh আচায%nh உைடய হষ#thikhகிலkhகாைகெயாiய 
!াষthikhகிலkhகாைகkhகৱকাশmh இlh$ல । 

 

ākaiyāle śiṣyan ācāryaṉ uṭaiya harṣattukkilakkākaiy oḻiya roṣattukkilakkākaikkavakāśam illai | 

 

Therefore, the disciple becomes the target for the delight of the ācārya; there is no opportunity 

for being the target of [his] anger. 

 

Sūtra 330 
!গ#হthikhi পা#மாmh ெபாi அi !ত রূপமாyh இikhைகயாெல இiவrhimh 
উপা$যgmh । 
 

• 1 রূপமாyh (rūpamāy) E1; রূপmh (rūpam) E2+E3  

• 1 இikhைகயாெல (irukkaiyāle) E1; ஆைகயாெல (ākaiyāle) E2+3 

• 1 இiவrhimh (iruvarkum) E1; யிiவrhi (iruvaṟku) E2+3 

 

nigrahattukku pātramām potu atu hita rūpamāy irukaiyāle iruvarkum upādeyam | 

 

When he (the disciple) becomes the recipient of punishment, being that it is beneficial, it should 

be acceptable to both (the ācārya and the disciple). 

 

Sūtra 331 
!ষ#iνkhi !গ#হকারণgmh ত"াজ"gmh । 

 

śiṣyaṉukku nigrahakāraṇam tyājyam | 

 

The cause of punishment should be relinquished by the disciple. 
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Sūtra 332 
!গ#হgnh தாnh ভগৱgnh !গ#হmh ெபாெல প"াপ$া%grh গতgmh । 

 

nigrahan tāṉ bhagavan nigraham pole prāpyāntar gatam | 

 

Punishment, indeed, like the punishment of the Lord, is included in that which is to be attained. 

 

Sūtra 333 
আচায%gnh !ষ#iνைடய সvvরূপthைதphெபணkhகடவnh ।  
!ষ#nh আচায%nh உைடய !হthைதphெபணkhகடவnh । 

 

ācāryan śiṣyaṉuṭaiya svarūpattaip peṇak kaṭavaṉ |  

śiṣyaṉ ācāryaṉ uṭaiya dehattaip peṇak kaṭavaṉ | 

 

The ācārya is obliged to nurture the essential nature of the disciple; the disciple is obliged to 

nurture the body of the ācārya. 

 

Sūtra 334 
இரNhimh இiவrhimh সvvরূপiµமாyh ভগৱgth !ংকয%iµமாyh இikhimh । 
 

• இiவrhimh (iruvarkum) E1; இiவrhimh (iruvaṟkum) E2+E3 

 

iraṇṭum iruvaṟkum svarūpamumāy bhagavat kaiṃkaryamumāy irukkum | 

 

For the two [the disciple and ācārya], both [of the above] are in the state of being [their] 

essential nature and [is a] service of the Lord. 

 

Sūtra 335 
আচায%iνkhi !হর$ণgmh সvvরূপ হা# ।  
!ষ#iνkhi আতvmর%ণgmh সvvরূপ হা# । 

 

ācāryaṉukku deharakṣaṇam svarūpa hāni |  
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śiṣyaṉukku ātmarakṣaṇam svarūpa hāni | 

 

For the ācārya, protection of [his own] body is neglect of [his] essential nature; for the disciple, 

protection of [his own] soul is neglect of [his] essential nature. 

 

Sūtra 336 
আচায%gnh আতvmর%ণgmh பNhiΝmh இடthதிlh অহংকারং !"া$ ।  
!ষ#gnh !হর$ণmh பNhiΝmh இடthதிlh মমকারং !"া$ । 
 

ācāryan ātmarakṣaṇam paṇṇum iṭattil ahaṃkāraṃ virodhi |  

śiṣyan deharakṣaṇam paṇṇum iṭattil mamakāraṃ virodhi | 

 

Pride is an impediment to the ācārya who is performing protection of the soul; self-interest is an 

impediment to the disciple who is performing protection of the body. 

 

Sūtra 337 
আচায%gnh தnhiνைடய !হ র"ণgmh தnh ৱসvtু%khெகாNhi பNhணkhகடவnh ।  
!ষ#gnh সvv#হ র"ণgmh আচায%gnh ৱসvtু%khெகாNhi பNhணkhகடவnh । 
 

• 2 the entire second line is omitted from E175 

 

ācāryan taṉṉuṭaiya deha rakṣaṇam taṉ vastuvaik koṇṭu paṇṇak kaṭavaṉ |  

śiṣyan svadeha rakṣaṇam ācāryan vastuvaik koṇṭu paṇṇak kaṭavaṉ | 

 

The ācārya is obliged to take the property of him (the disciple) for the protection of his body; the 

disciple is obliged to take the ācārya’s property for the protection of his own body. 

 

Sūtra 338 
আচায%gnh !ষ#gnh ৱসvtু%khெகாLhளkhகடவnh அlhலnh ।  
!ষ#gnh தnh ৱসvtু%khெகாikhகkhகடவnh அlhலnh । 
 

																																																								
75	NV	also	omits	the	second	line	of	this	sūtra.	



	 258	

ācāryan śiṣyan vastuvaik koḷḷak kaṭavaṉ allaṉ |  

śiṣyan taṉ vastuvaik koṭuk kakkaṭavaṉ allaṉ | 

 

The ācārya must not take the disciple’s property; the disciple must not give his own property. 

 

Sūtra 339 
ெகாLhளிlh iiயimh ெகாikhகிlhkh கLhளimh | 
 

• ெகாikhகிlhkh (koṭukkilk) E1; ெகாikhகிrh (koṭukkiṟ) E2+E3 

• E2 and E3 do not mark off the following sūtra from this one (any variants will be treated below) 
 

koḷḷil miṭiyaṉām koṭukkilk kaḷḷaṉām  

If taking he is destitute, if giving he is a thief.   

 

Sūtra 340 
ெகா$ள ெகாைடiNhடாilh সংব$ŋh i#லimh । 

 

koḷai koṭaiy uṇṭāṉāl saṃbandhaṅ kulaiyum | 

 

If taking and giving arise, the relationship will be upset. 

 

Sūtra 341 
இவnh iiயiைகயாெல ெகாடnh ।  
அவnh পূণ$nh ஆைகயாெல ெகாLhளாnh । 
 

• 1 இவnh (ivaṉ) E1+E3; இவiνkhi (ivaṉukku) E2 

 

ivaṉ miṭiyaṉākaiyāle koṭāṉ |  

avaṉ pūrṇaṉ ākaiyāle koḷḷāṉ | 

 

Since this one (the disciple) is poor he cannot give; since that one (the ācārya) is full he cannot 

take. 
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Sūtra 342 
அவiνkhi পূ#vt%யாெல সvvরূপgh !"thதi । 
இவiνkhi iiயாெல সvvরূপgmh !"thதi ।  
 

• E2+E3 reverse the order of these two lines 

 

avaṉukku pūrttiyāle svarūpañ jīvittatu | 

ivaṉukku miṭiyāle svarūpam jīvittatu |  

 

For this one (the disciple), the essential nature subsists by poverty; for that one (the ācārya), the 

essential nature subsists by fullness. 

 

Sūtra 343 
ஆilh !ষ#gnh আচায%iνkhiphபNhiΝmh উপকারmh ஒnhimh இlh'லெயாெவnhனிlh 
আচায%gnh நி#னவாெலiNhi ।76 

 

āṉāl śiṣyan ācāryaṉukkup paṇṇum upakāram oṉṟum illaiyov eṉṉil ācāryan niṉaivāley uṇṭu | 

 

If it is said, ‘but is there not one favour the disciple does for the ācārya?’  [The answer is that] 

there is, [but] only because of the thinking of the ācārya. 

 

Sūtra 344 
அதாவi ।  
!ান ৱ"ৱসায েপ#মসমাচারŋhகLh । 

 

atāvatu |  

jñāna vyavasāya premasamācāraṅkaḷ | 

 

Namely, they are knowledge, resolve, affection, and proper conduct. 

 

 

																																																								
76	PN	inserts	eṉpatu cūttiram between illaiyoveṉṉil and ācārayan niṉaivāleyuṇṭu.  
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Sūtra 345 
আচায% !"ত$%&மாக இவiνkhithதவிர ெவNhiவi ।  
ভগৱদvdvৱ'thைத অপহ$khைகimh ভগৱgth েভাজনthைத விலkhiைகimh গুরুম%& 
!ৱতাপ&ভৱiµmh । 
 

ācārya prītyartthamāka ivaṉukkuttavira veṇṭuvatu |  

bhagavaddravyattai apaharikkaiyum bhagavat bhojanattai vilakkukaiyum gurumantra 

devatāparibhavamum | 

 

For the purpose of pleasing the ācārya, this one (the disciple) must abstain from: stealing the 

property of the Lord; obstructing the enjoyment of the Lord; and disrespect of the guru, mantras, 

and god. 

 

Sūtra 346 
ভগৱদvdvৱ'াপহারmh ஆவi ।  
সvvাত%&'iµmh অন#$ষ&iµmh ।  
ভগৱgth েভাজনthைத விலkhiைகயாவi அவiνைடய র"ক$thைத விலkhiைக ।  
அவiνைடய র"ক$ ক"মgmh প"প# প"#াণthதிெல ெசாnhெimh ।  
গুরুপ%ভৱmh ஆவi ெகThடৱ"#thதிnh பiெய অনু$vயாெதாiைகimh 
অন#কা&கikhiপ"#khைகimh ।  
ম"# প"ভৱmh ஆவi অ"#thதிlh !সvmৃ$imh !প#তা&' প"#প#vtimh ।  
!ৱতা প"ভৱmh ஆவi ।  
করণ$যthைதimh অপ#াপvt !ষযŋhகளிெல প"ৱণmh ஆkhiைகimh ত"ষযthதிlh 
প"ৱণmh ஆkhகாெதாiைகimh । 
 

• 5 பiெய (paṭiye) E1; பi (paṭi) E2+E3 

 

bhagavaddravyāpahāram āvatu |  

svātantryamum anyaśeṣatvamum |  

bhagavat bhojanattai vilakkukaiyāvatu avaṉuṭaiya rakṣakatvattai vilakkukai |  

avaṉuṭaiya rakṣakatva kramam prapanna paritrāṇattile coṉṉom |  

guruparibhavam āvatu keṭṭavartthattiṉ paṭiye anuṣṭhiyātoḻikaiyum 

anadhikārikaḷukkupadeśikkaiyum |  
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mantra paribhavam āvatu artthattil vismṛtiyum viparītārttha pratipattiyum |  

devatā paribhavam āvatu |  

karaṇatrayattaiyum aprāpta viṣayaṅkaḷile pravaṇam ākkukaiyum tadviṣayattil pravaṇam 

ākkātoḻikaiyum | 

 

 That is to say, stealing the property of the Lord is independence and being subservient to 

another; obstructing the enjoyment of the Lord is obstructing His protectorship; the methods of 

His protectorship were said in the Prapanna Paritrāṇa; disrespect of the guru is not practicing 

that which was prescribed and teaching to those who are unqualified; disrespect of the mantra is 

forgetting the meaning and ascribing a false meaning; disrespect of God is devoting the three 

actions (thought, word, and deed) to improper objects and not devoting [them] to that object 

[god]. 

 

Sūtra 347 
இவiνkhi শ"রাৱসানকালthதளimh অচায% !ষযthதிlh எnh'னthதீமனŋh 
ெகithதாyh மiவிthெதாimh மனெமதnhதாெயnhi উপকার সvmৃ$ நடkhக ெவiΝmh । 

 

ivaṉukku śarīrāvasānakālattaḷavum ācārya viṣayattil eṉṉait tīmaṉaṅ keṭuttāy maruvittoḻum 

maṉametantāy eṉṟu upakāra smṛti naṭakka veṇum |77 

 

The remembrance of assistance should occur for this one (the disciple) [thinking] about the 

ācārya, ‘you redeemed my evil mind,’ and ‘you have given [to me] a mind enjoined in worship,’ 

until the time of the cessation of [his] body. 

 

Sūtra 348 
মনসvskhithதீைமயாவi সvvগুণthைதimh ভগৱgth ভাগৱত !াষthைதimh நி(னkhைக। 

 

• !াষthைதimh (doṣattaiyum) E1; !াষŋhக#ளimh (doṣaṅkaḷaiyum) E2+E3 

 

manassakkuttīmaiy āvatu svaguṇattaiyum bhagavat bhāgavata doṣattaiyum niṉaikkai | 

																																																								
77 1) Tiruvāymoḻi 2.7.8: eṉṉait tīmaṉaṅ keṭuttāy. 2) Tiruvāymoḻi 2.7.7: maruvit toḻum maṉamē tantāy. 
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That is to say, sin for the mind is thinking about one’s own quality and the defect of the devotees 

of the Lord. 

 

Sūtra 349 
!াষgmh நி#னயாெதாiகிறi গুণmh ெபாெலiNhடாயிikhகவnhi ।  
இlhலாைமயாெல । 

 

doṣam niṉaiyātoḻikiṟatu guṇam poley uṇṭāy irukkav aṉṟu |  

illāmaiyāle | 

 

One must stop thinking [about] the defect; [it] does not exist like quality because it is absent. 

 

Sūtra 350 
!াষmh உNhெடnhi நி*னkhகிலi পর#াষmh அnhi সvv#াষgmh । 

 

doṣam uṇṭeṉṟu niṉaikkilatu paradoṣam aṉṟu svadoṣam | 

 

If thinking, “there is defect,” that is not the defect of others, it is one’s own defect. 

 

Sūtra 351 
সvv#াষமான பiெயnhெனnhனிlh সvv#াষthதாimh ব"thதாimh । 

 

svadoṣamāṉa paṭiy eṉṉeṉṉil svadoṣattālum bandhattālum | 

 

If it is said, “what is the manner of one’s own defect?”  [The answer is that it is] because of his 

own defect and bondage. 
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Sūtra 352 
!াষmh இlh$லயாகிlh গুণ প"#প#vt நடkhக ெவiΝmh ।78 

 

doṣam illaiyākil guṇa pratipatti naṭakka veṇum | 

 

If there is no defect, the perception of quality shall occur. 

 

Sūtra 353 
நடnhiதிlh(லயாகிlh !াষ !ানெம !াষமாmh । 

 

naṭantutillaiy ākil doṣa jñāname doṣamām | 

 

If [this perception of quality] does not happen, knowledge of defect is a defect. 

 

Sūtra 354 
இi தானkhகৱসরmh இlh$ல । 

 

itu taṉakkavasaram illai | 

 

There is no occasion for this. 

 

Sūtra 355 
সvv#াষthikhimh ভগৱgth ভাগৱত গুণŋhகikhiெம কালmh ெபாiைகயாெல । 
 

• ெபாiைகயாெல (porukaiyāle) E1+E3; ெபாiைகயாெல (porutukaiyāle) E2 

 

svadoṣattukkum bhagavat bhāgavata guṇaṅkaḷukkume kālam porukaiyāle | 

 

Because there is sufficient time only for [considering] one’s own defect and for [considering] the 

qualities of the Lord and devotees. 

																																																								
78	None	of	the	printed	editions	attest	veṇum in final position, but it appears here in all	of	the	
manuscripts. 
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Sūtra 356 
সংসা$கLh !াষiµmh সvv#াষmh எnhi நி'னkhகkhகடவnh । 
 

• எnhi (eṉṟu) E1+E2; அnhi (aṉṟu) E3 

 

saṃsārikaḷ doṣamum svadoṣam eṉṟu niṉaikkak kaṭavaṉ | 

 

He is obliged to think that the defects of those caught in saṃsāra are his own defects. 

 

Sūtra 357 
அikhi הতু ব" !ানgmh । 
 

• அikhi (atukku) E1; அikhimh (atukkum) E2+E3 

• ব" (bandha) E1+E3; வ! (vandha) E2 

 

atukku hetu bandha jñānam | 

 

The cause for that is the knowledge of [his] relationship [to those caught in saṃsāra]. 

 

Sūtra 358 
இைறphெபாiimh எnhெiெமெயnhைகயாெலயi தாnh ெதாnhii । 
 

• எnhெiெம (eṉṉome) E1; எnhெiெம (eṉṇome) E2+E3 

 

iṟaippoḻutum eṉṉomey eṉkaiyāley atu tāṉ toṉṟātu |79 

 

That (knowledge of defects) indeed does not come to mind with the saying, ‘we do not think for 

even a moment.’ 

 

 

																																																								
79 Periya Tirumoḻi 2.6.1: eṇṇātē iruppārai iṟaippoḻutum eṇṇōmē  “we do not think for even a moment 
about those who have not thought [of Him].” 
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Sūtra 359 
ெதாnhறவi !ৱতvt%gnh আ"#மாக । 

 

toṉṟuvatu nivarttan ārtthamāka | 

 

Brining [defects] to mind is for the purpose of cessation. 

 

Sūtra 360 
பிராThi রা#$கLh ெசyhத irhறmh ெபiமாikhimh திiவikhimh 
அiவியாதாphெபாெல தனkhiphபிறrh ெசyhத irhறmh ভগৱgth ভাগৱত !ষযŋhகளிlh 
அiவிkhகkhகடவnh அlhலnh । 
 

• 1 ெசyhத irhறmh (ceyta kuṟṟam) E3; ெசyhthirhறmh (ceyttuṟṟam) E2; ‡‡‡‡‡ E180 

 

pirāṭṭi rākṣasikaḷ ceyta kuṟṟam perumāḷukkum tiruvaṭikkum aṟiviyātāp pole taṉakkup piṟar ceyta 

kuṟṟam bhagavat bhāgavata viṣayaṅkaḷil aṟivikkak kaṭavaṉ allaṉ | 

 

Like Pirāṭṭi not making the offence done [by] the demonesses known to the Lord and Tiruvaṭi, 

one is not obliged to make known to the Lord and devotees the offences done to him [by] others. 

 

Sūtra 361 
அiவிkhகiiயவnh அகphபட வாyhதிறவாெத সৱ#$ !ষযŋhகikhimh மைறkhimh 
எnhi நிnhறதிெற । 

 

aṟivikkavuriyavaṉ akappaṭa vāytiṟavāte sarvajña viṣayaṅkaḷukkum maṟaikkum eṉṉā niṉṟatiṟe | 

 

Is it not such that, for the subjects of the All-Knowing [Lord] and for the purpose of concealing 

[the offences of others], he who has the right to make known does not open his mouth to be 

entangled. 

 

 

																																																								
80	None	of	the	printed	additions	attest	ceyta	or	ceyttu	in	the	first	clause.	
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Sūtra 362 
irhறh ெசyhதவrhகLh பkhகrh ெபாைறimh কৃৈপimh சிiphimh உகphimh উপকার 
সvmৃ$imh நடkhக ெவiΝmh । 
 

• பkhகlh (pakkal) E1; பkhகrh (pakkaṟ) E2+E3 

 

kuṟṟañ ceytavarkaḷ pakkaṟ poṟaiyum kṛpaiyum cirippum ukappum upakāra smṛtiyum naṭakka  

veṇum | 

 

One should behave toward those who have done offence [with] patience, compassion, laughter, 

joy, and remembrance of assistance. 

 

Sūtra 363 
সvv#াষানুস(ানmh ভয הতু ।  
ভগৱgth গুণানুস'ানgmh অভয הতু । 

 

svadoṣānusandhānam bhaya hetu |  

bhagavat guṇānusandhānam abhaya hetu | 

 

Examination of one’s own defects is the cause of fear; examination of the qualities of the Lord is 

the cause of fearlessness. 

 

Sūtra 364 
ভযাভযŋhகLh இரNhimh மாராilh অ"ைதெய !"khimh । 

 

bhayābhayaṅkaḷ iraṇṭum mārāṭil ajñataiye siddhikkum | 

 

If inverting the two – fear and fearlessness – only ignorance is accomplished. 

 

Sūtra 365 
ஆilh நiவாnh இnhனmh எNhiΝகிnhiyh ஆrhறŋhகைர வாLLhமரiµ ெபாலh iகிnhெறnh 
எnhகிற பாiரŋhகikhகiெயnhெனnhனிlh ব"ানুস"ানgmh । 



	 267	

āṉāl nalivāṉ iṉṉam eṇṇukiṉṟāy āṟṟaṅkarai vāḻmaram polañ cukiṉṟeṉ eṉkiṟa pācuraṅkaḷukkaṭiyeṉṉ 

eṉṉil bandhānusandhānam |81 

 

But, if it is said, what is the basis for the verses that say “You determine that I will continue 

suffering,” and “I fear like a tree on the bank of a river.”  [The answer is that they are] an 

examination of the relationship. 

 

Sūtra 366 
প"# ெதiவிெலயிடithதாyh iµiகிெல ithiமாphெபாெல !রুপা&ক ব"ুவாyh 
শ"iyh இikhகிறவnh விலkhகாெதாinhதாலphபi ெசாlhலலாiெற । 
 

• 1 iµiகிெல (mutukile) E1; iµiவிெல (mutuvile) E2+E3 

• 1 ithimh (kuttum) E1; irhimh (kuṟṟum) E2+E3 

 

prajai teruvileyiṭaṟittāy mutukile kuttumāp pole nirupādhika bandhuvāy śaktaṉāy irukkiṟavaṉ 

vilakkātoḻintālappaṭi collalāmiṟe | 

Like a child stumbling in the street striking [its] mother’s back, in that way one may speak to He 

whose relationship is unconditional and who has the power [to prevent suffering] but does not 

prevent [it]. 

 

Sūtra 367 
প"#ையkhகிணthதŋhகைரயிlh நிnhimh வாŋhகாெதாinhதாlh தாையthதLhளிiLh 
எnhனkhகடவதிெற । 
 

prajaiyaikkiṇattaṅkaraiyil niṉṟum vāṅkātoḻintāl tāyaittaḷḷiṉāḷ eṉṉak kaṭavatiṟe | 

 

If [she] does not carry [the child] away from the edge of the well, what should be [thought] but 

that she herself pushed [the child in]? 

 

 

																																																								
81 1) Tiruvāymoḻi 7.1.1: nalivāṉ iṉṉum eṇṇukiṉṟāy. 2) Periya Tirumoḻi 11.8.1: āṟṟaṅkarai vāḻ marampōl 
añcukiṉṟēṉ. 
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Sūtra 368 
இவiνைடயவনুম$ ெபrhikhi הতুவlhலாதாphெபாெல அவiνைடயவনুম$imh 
இழikhi הতুவnhi । 

 

ivaṉuṭaiyav anumati peṟṟukku hetuvallātāp pole avaṉuṭaiyav anumatiyum iḻavukku hetuvaṉṟu | 

 

Just as his (the cetana) assent is not the reason for profit, His assent is not the reason for loss. 

 

Sūtra 369 
இரNhimh இiவrhimh সvvরূপgmh । 
 

• இiவrhimh (iruvarkum) E1; இiவrhimh (iruvaṟkum) E2+E3 

iraṇṭum iruvarkum svarūpam | 

 

The two are the essential nature for both. 

 

Sūtra 370 
இழikhகi কম#gmh ।  
ெபrhiகi কৃৈপ । 

iḻavukkaṭi karmam |  

peṟṟukaṭi kṛpai | 

 

Karma is the basis of loss; compassion is the basis of profit. 

 

Sūtra 371 
மrhைறphபi ெசாlhilh இழikhiiphபாmh । 
 

• E2 does not mark off the following sūtra from this one (any variants will be treated below) 

 

maṟṟaip paṭi collil iḻavukkuṟuppām | 

 

If saying otherwise, there will be loss. 
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Sūtra 372 
எikhக நி'னkhகிறவ'னthதLhளிiyh எnhைகெயடாைமkhiiphபிெற । 

 

eṭukka niṉaikkiṟavaṉaittaḷḷiṉāy eṉkaiyeṭāmaikkuṟuppiṟe | 

 

For he who thinks to rescue, there is reason for not rescuing [one who is] saying “you pushed 

[me].” 

 

Sūtra 373 
சீrhறiµளெவnhறவனnhதரthதிெல இvhৱ"#thைதthதாெமயiளிchெசyhதாiெற । 

 

cīṟṟamuḷav eṉṟav aṉantarattile ivvartthattait tāmey aruḷic ceytāriṟe |82 

 

He [Periyāḻvār] graciously gave this meaning after saying “to be angry.” 

 

Sūtra 374 
சீrhறmh உNhெடnhறinhதாlh ெசாlhimh பiெயnhெனnhனிlh அiimh আ"vt$imh অনন# 
গ"#iµh ெசாlhலphபNhiΝmh । 
 

• 1 உNhெடnhறinhதாlh (uṇṭeṉṟaṟintāl) E1; உNhெடnhறinhதாrh (uṇṭeṉṟaṟintāṟ) E2+E3 

 

cīṟṟam uṇṭeṉṟaṟintāl collum paṭiy eṉṉennil aruḷum ārttiyum ananya gatitvamuñ collappaṇṇum | 

 

If it is said, “If [he] knows that there is anger, how can [he] speak thus?” [The answer is that] 

grace, mental anguish, and having no other path make [it possible] to speak [in this manner]. 

 

 

 

																																																								
82 Periya Tirumoḻi 11.8.2: cīṟṟam uḷa ākilum ceppuvaṉ makkaḷ tōṟṟak kuḻi tōṟṟuvippāykol eṉṟañci 
kāṟṟattiṭaippaṭṭa kalavar maṉampōl āṟṟat tuḷaṅkā niṟpaṉ āḻi valavā. “O Discus spinner! Even though I 
am one who speaks of anger, I am standing, swaying greatly from side to side like the minds of navigators 
caught in a [fierce] wind, fearing that you may cause [me] to be born of the stomach such that [I am] born 
[again] as a human being. 
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Sūtra 375 
சீiiiŋh கா)லkhகThikhெகாLhளலாmh பiயிiphபாnh ஒiவ)னphெபrhறெலlhலாmh 
ெசாlhலலாiெற । 
 

• 1 ெபrhறlh (peṟṟal) E3; ெபrhராlh (peṟrāl) E1+E2 

• 2 ெசாlhலலாiெற (collalāmiṟe) E2+E3; ெசாlhலாiெற (collāmiṟe) E1 

 

cīṟiṉāluṅ kālaikkaṭṭik koḷḷalām paṭiy iruppāṉ oruvaṉaippeṟṟalellām collalāmiṟe | 

 

Even though angry, all may be said because of knowing the one [whose] feet he may embrace. 

 

Sūtra 376 
কৃপযাপয& পালযgth । 
அiசினthதாlh । 
 

kṛpayāparya pālayat |  

ariciṉattāl |83 

 

“He protected by compassion.” “By extreme anger.” 

 

Sūtra 377 
!পা$ভূ'யிெல প"পূণ%ানুভৱmh நடவாநிrhக அiNhடiikhகாThடாெத 
!শা$রগতiன পু#gnh பkhகiெல π" হৃদযŋh கிடkhiமாphெபாெல সংসা$கLh 
பkhகiெல திiiLhளŋh iiெபாyh இவrhக5ளphபிinhதாlh ஆrhறமாThடாெதயிவrhகெளாெத 
கலnhi பiமாiைகkhi করণক$বরŋhக#ளkhெகாithi அைவthைதkhெகாNhi 
ৱ"াপ%khைகkhகீடான শ" !"ষŋhக#ளiŋh ெகாithikhகNhகாண நிrhகிlh 
ஆ"ணயிThi விலkhiவrhகLh எnhi கNhiΝkhithெதாrhiத பiiறŋhiகிற 
প"#ையthதாyh iµiகிெலய-ணthikhெகாNhi கிடkhiமாphெபாெல தாnh அinhத 
সংব$ெம הতুவாக விடமாThடாெதயகவாயிெலய,ணthikhெகாNhi 
ஆThசியிrhiடrhchசிநnhெறnhi விடாெத স"vtெய ெநாkhகிiடnh iடiயிவrhகLh 
অসতvkম&ŋhகளிெல প"ৱ$vt&khimh ெபாimh ।   

																																																								
83 1) Rāmāyaṇa 5.36.29: kṛpayāparya pālayat. 2) Perumāl Tirumoḻi 5.1: ariciṉattāl. 
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iடகமாThடாெதயনুম$ দানthைதph பNhணி উদা$নைரphெபாெலயிinhi 
iளkhைகkhகிடmh பாrhthi நnhைமெயnhi ெபiடாவெதாi தீைமiŋh காiெத 
ெநrhiையkhெகாthதிphபாrhthதாlh ஒiவiயாimh பைச காiெதாinhதாlh অপ#াপ%mh 
எnhi கNhண நீெராெதiளாவi தனkhெகறவிடmh ெபrhறவளவிெலெயnhiைரchெசாnhiyh 
எnhெபைரchெசாnhiyh எnhனiயாைர ெநாkhகிiyh அவrhகLh விடாையthதீரthதாyh 
அவrhகikhெகாiŋhக நிழ&லkhெகாithதாyh எnhiphெபாெல 
சிலைவthைதெயiThiமiமாŋhகாyh இThiphெபானவாணியnh 
ெபாnh%னiைரகlhiெலiைரthi ெமiகாெலெயithikhகாலகழhெசnhi 
திரThiமாphெபாெல জ"পরংপ&கLh ெதாimh যাদ$χvকgmh প"াসং&কgmh 
আনুষং&কmh எnhகிற সুকৃত !"ষŋhக#ளkhகறபிthithதாெனயவrhைறெயாnhi 
பrhikhகி நடthதிkhெகாNhi ெபாimh । 
 

• 3 இவrhகெளாெத (ivarkaḷote) E1+E3; இவrhகெளாத (ivarkaḷota)E2 

• 4 ெகாithi (koṭuttu) E1; iithi (kuṭuttu) E2+E3 

• 5 கீடான (kīṭāṉa) E1+E3; கீடா (kīṭā) E2 

• 7 iµiகிெல (mutukile) E2+E3; iµiெல (mutule) E1 

• 8 সংব$ெம (saṃbandhame) E2+E3; সংবெம (saṃbame) E1 

• 9 ெநாkhகிiடnh (nokkiyuṭaṉ) E1+E2; மikhகிiடnh (maṉukkiyuṭaṉ) E3 

• 12 நnhைம (naṉmai) E1+E3; நனrhமமyh (naṉarmamay) E2 

• 13 ெகாthதி (kotti) E1; ெகாrhi (koṟṟi) E2+E3 

• 17 சிலைவthைத (cilavaittai) E1; சிலவயிrhைற (cilavayiṟṟai) E2+E3 

• 19 E2+E3 இவrhகLh (ivarkaḷ) is attested between திரThiமாphெபாெல (tiraṭṭumāppole) and 

জ"পরংপ&கLh (janmaparaṃparaikaḷ) 

• 20 আনুষং&কmh (ānuṣaṃgikam) E1+E2; আনুষvং'কmh (ānuṣṭhaṃgikam) E3 

• 20 கறபிthi (kaṟapittu) E2+E3; கlhபிthi (kalpittu) E1 

• 20  அவrhைற (avaṟṟai) E1; அைவrhைற (avaiṟṟai) E2+E3 

• 21 ெபாimh (porum) E1+E3; ெபாimh (potum) E284 

 

tripādvibhūtiyile paripūrṇānubhavam naṭavāniṟka atuṇṭaturukkāṭṭāte deśāntaragataṉāṉa putran 

pakkalile pitra hrdayaṅ kiṭakkumāp pole saṃsārikaḷ pakkalile tiruvuḷḷaṅ kuṭipoy ivarkaḷaip 

pirintāl āṟṟamāṭṭātey ivarkaḷoṭe kalantu parimāṟukaikku karaṇakaḷebaraṅkaḷaikkuṭuttu avaittaik 

koṇṭu vyāparikkaikkīṭāṉa śakti viśeṣaṅkaḷaiyuṅ koṭuttukkaṇ kāṇa niṟkil āṇaiyiṭṭu vilakkuvarkaḷ 

																																																								
84	RJ	and	PN	attest	pōkum; NV and LR attest pōrum. 
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eṉṟu kaṇṇukkuttoṟṟāta paṭiyuṟaṅkukiṟa prajaiyaittāy mutukileyaṇaittuk koṇṭu kiṭakkumāp pole 

tān aṟinta saṃbandhame hetuvāka viṭamāṭṭāteyakavāyileyaṇaittuk koṇṭu āṭciyiṟṟuṭarccinaṉṟeṉṟu 

viṭāte sattaiye  nokkiyuṭaṉ keṭaṉāyivarkaḷ asatkarmaṅkaḷile pravarttikkum potum |  

mīṭakamāṭṭātey anumatidānattaip paṇṇi udāsīnaraip poley iruntu mīḷakkaikkiṭam pārttu naṉmaiy 

eṉṟu periṭalāvatoru tīmaiyuṅ kāṇāte neṟṟiyaik koṟṟip pārttāl oruvaḻiyālum pacai kāṇātoḻintāl 

aprāpyam eṉṟu kaṇṇa nīroṭemīḷāvatu taṉakkeṟaviṭam peṟṟavaḷavileyeṉṉūraic coṉṉāy eṉperaic 

coṉṉāy eṉṉaṭiyārai ṉokkiṉāy avarkaḷ viṭāyaittīrattāy avarkaḷukkotuṅka niḻalaikkoṭuttāy eṉrāp 

pole cilavayiṟṟaiyeṟiṭṭumaṭimāṅkāy iṭṭuppoṉavāṇiyaṉ poṉṉaiyuraikallileyuraittu 

meḻukāleyeṭuttukkālakaḻañceṉṟu tiraṭṭumāp pole ivarkaḷ janmaparaṃparaikaḷ toṟum yādṛchśikam 

prāsaṃgikam ānuṣaṃgikam eṉkiṟa sukṛta viśeṣaṅkaḷaikkaṟapittuttāṉey avaṟṟaiy oṉṟu paṟṟākki 

naṭattik koṇṭu porum | 

 

In the splendor of the 3/4ths [Vaikuntha] the experience of complete fullness is going on; that 

[experience] does not assume a form. Like the mind of the father that dwells on the son who has 

moved to a foreign country, if they are separated, having moved to a new home, the mind of the 

divine [dwells] on those living in saṃsāra. Unable to bear [this], [He] gives them bodies for 

acting in co-operation with them, and, to those who are distinguished, [He] gives the power that 

is the condition for engaging them.  Unseen to the eye, if [He is] seen they give the command, 

“withdraw!”  Like the mother [who] sleeps embracing the back of the sleeping child, He knows 

embracing the interior without leaving is the cause of the relationship.  [As the inner controller] 

there is: the good of continuation in governing [them]; seeing that the existence is not 

abandoned; being together with those who are miserable; not liberating [them] even when they 

proceed in bad karma, [He] makes a gift of permission; being as if indifferent, [He] seeks virtue 

in [them] for redemption.  Thus, putting a name [to it]- not seeing even one fault, if seeing a 

scratch on the forehead, if not seeing blood with a test, such that it is not obtained- [He is] with 

watering eyes.  An opportunity obtained, liberation comes under His control – you said [the 

name of] my place, you said my name, you saw my devotees, you removed their thirst, you gave 

them the shade of shelter.  As such, being like the gold merchant [who] examines a small piece 

of metal charges falsely, having rubbed gold on a touchstone and weighs a gram with wax.  Thus 

creating distinctions of good deeds as the consequences derived from each accidental [deed] in 

the series of births of them, [He] collects them- one becoming ten. 
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Sūtra 378 
ল"তা চ"তা%களிெலயிvhৱ"#gmh iikhகmh ஒiயkhகாணலாmh । 

 

laḷitā caritādikaḷiley ivvarttham curukkam oḻiyak kāṇalām | 

 

This meaning may be seen in the story of Lalitā and other places.85 

 

Sūtra 379 
অ"ரான মনুশ%rhகLh வாளாதnhதாnh எnhiiphபrhகLh । 
 

• অ"ரான (ajñarāṉa) E1; অ"ராন (ajñarāna) E2+E3 

 

ajñarāṉa manuṣyarkaḷ vāḷātantāṉ eṉṟirupparkaḷ | 

 

Ignorant men will themselves be His indifferently. 

 

Sūtra 380 
!ানৱাnhகளிnhெறnh"னphெபாiLh ஆkhகிthதnh"னெயnhiνLh ைவthதாnh எnhனnhi 
ெசyhெதi எnhெனhசிrhiகழவiெவ நiெவ வnhiyhயkhெகாLhகிnhறiதnh ।  
அiயாதனவiவிthதவthதா நீ ெசyhதனவiெயnh அiெயென ெபாiLh அlhலாத 
ெவnh$னphெபாiLh ஆkhகியiைம ெகாNhடாyh எnh$னthதீமனŋhெகithதாyh 
மiவிthெதாimh மனெம தnhதாyh எnhiiபடாநிrhபrhகLh । 
 

• 2 ெசyhெதi (ceyteṉā) E1; ெசyhெதinh◌் (ceyteṉāṉ) E2+E3 

• 5 எnhi (eṉṟu) E1+E2; அnhi (aṉṟu) E3 

 

jñānavānkaḷiṉṟeṉṉaip poruḷ ākkittaṉṉaiy eṉṉuḷ vaittāṉ eṉṉaṉṟiceyteṉāṉeṉṉeñciṟṟikaḻavatuve 

naṭuve vantuyyakkoḷkiṉṟaṉātaṉ |  

																																																								
85 The story of Queen Lalitā is narrated in the Viṣṇu Dharma Purāṇa. According to Srilata Raman, “the 
Queen Lalithā, favourite wife of the king of Vāraṇāsī, is asked to account for her favoured position. Being 
blessed with insight into her former lives, she explains that in her last birth as a female rat, she had lived 
in a Viṣṇu temple. There, she had accidentally rekindled a dying lamp with her breath and had now, for 
this unintentional act of devotion, been blessed with an illustrious birth” (Raman, Self-surrender 
(prapatti) to God in Śrīvaiṣṇavism, 220). 
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aṟiyātaṉavaṟivittavattā nī ceytaṉavaṭiyeṉ aṟiyeṉe poruḷ allāta veṉṉaipporuḷ ākkiyaṭimai koṇṭāy 

eṉṉaittīmaṉaṅkeṭuttāy maruvittoḻum maṉame tantāy eṉṟīṭupaṭāniṟparkaḷ |86 

 

Wise men are engrossed thus, ‘Having graced me this day, [He] placed Himself inside me…’; 

‘What goodness did I do [that] He shines inside my heart…’; ‘Having come inside [me], the 

Lord is saving [me]…’; ‘I, who am your slave, do not know [how] to make known all your 

deeds…’; ‘I am not worthy, [yet,] you made me worthy [by] accepting my servitude…’; ‘You 

removed my evil mind…’; ‘[You gave me] a mind enjoined in worship…’ 

 

Sūtra 381 
ভাষ$কারgrh কালthதிெல ஒiநாLhphெபiமாLh iறphபThடiinhத4னimh 
பாrhthதிinhiphெபiய திiமNhடபthikhikhகீழாக iµதiகLh எlhலாinh 
திரளவிinhதவளவிெல இvhৱ"#gmh প"সvtুতமாகphபிnhi பிறnhதவாrhthைதக-ள  
সvm#phபi । 
 

• 2 பாrhthதிinhiphெபiய (pārttiruntupperiya) E1; பாrhthiphெபiய (pārttupperiya) E2+E3 

 

bhāṣyakārar kālattile orunāḷp perumāḷ puṟappaṭṭaruḷuntaṉaiyum pārttu iruntup periya 

tirumaṇṭapattukkukkīḻāka mutalikaḷ ellāṟun tiraḷaviruntavaḷavile ivvarttham prastutamākappiṉpu 

piṟantavārttaikaḷai smarippatu | 

 

One day, in the time of Bhāṣyakāra (Rāmānuja), all the religious teachers had assembled to the 

East of the great hall, [and] while [they] were looking at him, Perumāḷ graciously set forth; let 

the discussion that was produced after the beginning [of the procession] be remembered.87 

 

																																																								
86 1) Tiruvāymoḻi 10.8.9: eṉṉaip poruḷākkit taṉṉai eṉṉuḷ vaittāṉ. 2) Tiruvāymoḻi 10.6.8: ennaṉṟi ceytēṉā 
eṉṉeñcil tikaḻvatuvē. 3) Tiruvāymoḻi 1.7.5: naṭuvē vantu uyyak koḷkiṉṟa nātaṉ. 4) Tiruvāymoḻi 2.3.2: 
aṟiyātaṉ aṟivitta attā! nī ceytaṉa aṭiyēṉ. 5) Tiruvāymoḻi 5.7.3: poruḷ allāta eṉṉaip poruḷākki aṭimai 
koṇṭāy. 6) Tiruvāymoḻi 2.7.8: eṉṉait tīmaṉaṅ keṭuttāy. 7) Tiruvāymoḻi 2.7.7: maruvit toḻum maṉamē 
tantāy. 
87	This,	again,	may	be	a	reference	to	an	incident	that	has	been	recorded	in	one	of	the	saṃpradāya	
hagiographies.	Maṇavāḷamāmuni	reports	that	Rāmānuja	declared	that	the	Lord’s	bewtowal	of	His	
grace	occurs	according	the	cetana’s	accidental	good	deeds	(yādṛcchika	sukṛta),	and	defines	
accidental	as	follows:	“The	meaning	of	accidental	(yādṛcchika)	is	in	the	opportunity	that	is	
accomplished	by	devotion”	(yātrucccikavivvarttam	prasaṅkāt	prastutamāṉavaḷavilē).	
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Sūtra 382 
ஆைகயாlh অ"াতமான நnhைமக(ளெய பrhiசாகkhெகாNhi কটা$யாநிrhimh । 
 

• நnhைமக&ளெய E1; நnhைமகெள E2+E3 

 

ākaiyāl ajñātamāna naṉmaikaḷe paṟṟācākak koṇṭu kaṭākṣiyāniṟkum | 

 

Therefore, a good deed [done] unknowingly is the [thing that] grabs the glance of [the Lord’s] 

gracious favour. 

 

Sūtra 383 
இைவiŋhiடவி)ளimh பiயிெற இவnh தnh)ன iµதiெல அவnh সৃ#thதi । 
 

• সৃ#thதi (sṛṣṭittatu) E1; সৃ#thதi (sṛṣittatu) E2+E3 

 

ivaiyuṅkūṭaviḷaiyum paṭiyiṟe ivaṉ taṉṉai mutalile avaṉ sṛṣṭittatu | 

 

Even these [good deeds] are such that they are produced for him (the cetana), He (the Lord) first 

produced [them] for him (the cetana). 

 

Sūtra 384 
அi தnh%ன !রূπthதாlh இவnh தனkhெகாnhih ெசyhயெவNhடாத பiயாyh 
இikhimh। 

 

atu taṉṉai nirūpittāl ivaṉ taṉakkoṉṟuñ ceyyaveṇṭāta paṭiyāy irukkum | 

 

If this is examined, it becomes [clear] that it is unnecessary that he (the cetana) does even one 

[thing] for himself. 

 

Sūtra 385 
பைழயதாகiiவi நiவi வி,ளவதாyhphெபாimh ে"#thதிெலiதிiiµ)ளthi ফল 
পয#$மாமாெபாெல இைவ தாnh தnhனைடெய வி/ளimh பiயாyh அthiphபthதிiழவnh 
பழmhiனthைத সৃ#thத கThட&ள । 
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• 2 இைவ (ivai) E1; இi (itu) E2+E3 

• 3 সৃ#thத (sṛṣṭitta) E1; সৃ#thத (sṛṣitta) E2+E3 

 

paḻaiyatākavuḻuvatu naṭuvatu viḷaivatāyp porum kṣetrattileyutirimuḷaittu phala 

paryantamāmāpole itu tāṉ taṉṉaṭaiye viḷaiyum paṭiyāy attuppattiyuḻavaṉ paḻampuṉattai sṛṣṭitta 

kaṭṭaḷai | 

 

Like the seed that falls into the field that has been continually ploughed, planted, and reaped for 

a long time grows up to fruit, these are produced on their own for him (the cetana)- the 

ploughman of devotion (the Lord) creates fruit in a dry land by its own accord. 

 

Sūtra 386 
அைவ தாெனைவெயnhனிlh পূৱ$কৃত পুণ$াপুণ$ ফলŋhக#ள !রকালgmh 
ভু#thi উতvtরকালthதிlh ৱাস!ன ெகாNhi প"ৱ$vt&khimhthத&னெயnhiνmh 
பiைகெயாinhத দ"யிெல நாமாrhநாmh நிnhற நி,லெயi நமkhகினிெமrh 
ெபாkhகiெயெதnhi பிறphபன சில !রূপণ !"ষŋhகLh உNhi ।  
அைவயாதlh ।  
iµnhi ெசாnhனைவயாதlh । 
 

• 1 எnhனிlh (eṉṉil) E1; எnhilh (eṉṟāl) E2+E3 

• 3 ஒinhத দ"யிெல E2+E3; ஒinhi நிrhkhகிர দ"யிெல E1 

• E1 does not mark off the following sutra from this one (any variants will be treated below) 

 

avai tāṉevaiyeṉṉil pūrvakṛta puṇyāpuṇya phalaṅkaḷai cirakālam bhujittu uttarakālattil vāsaṉai 

koṇṭu pravarttikkumttaṉaiyeṉṉum paṭikaiyoḻinta daśaiyile nāmārnām niṉṟa nilaiyetu 

namakkiṉimeṟ pokkaṭiyeteṉṟu piṟappaṉa cila nirūpaṇa viśeṣaṅkaḷ uṇṭu |  

avaiyātal |  

muṉpu coṉṉavaiyātal | 

 

If it is said, “What are those?”  Having endured the fruits of good and bad former deeds, in a 

later time, to him there is the unconscious impression [of life simply] proceeding; in the state of 
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being free from work a few questions are produced, “Who are we?,” “What is our condition?,” 

“Henceforth, to what place do we go?” Those are [the fruits] referred to before. 

 

Sūtra 387 

যথা$%াষকা: পা#ெயnhi iடŋhகியிதிiνைடய ক"মthைத ভগৱচvাসvthதிெல 
ெசாlhithi । 
 

yathāhimoṣakāḥ pāntheyeṉṟu tuṭaṅkiyitiṉuṭaiya kramattai bhagavachśāstrattile colluttu | 

 

The manner of this is explained in the Lord’s śāstra from, “Just as the murderous thieves in the 

[case of] the traveller”88 

 

Sūtra 388 
ெவiெதயiLh ெசyhவrh எnhi இvhৱ"#thைத সুসvp$மாகவiளிchெசyhதாiெற । 

 

veṟuteyaruḷ ceyvar eṉṟu ivvartthattai suspaṣṭamākavaruḷic ceytāriṟe |89 

 

He clearly graced [us] with these words, “He who is gracious without profit” 

 

Sūtra 389 
ெசyhவாrh கThெகnhi அiikhi הতু সুকৃতmh எnhi நிnhறெதெயnhனிlh அphெபாi 
ெவiெதெயnhகிறவிடh ெசராi । 
 

• 1 நிnhறெத (niṉṟate) E1; நிnhறதீ (niṉṟatī) E2+E3 

• 2 ெசராi (cerātu) E1; ெசாராi (corātu) E2+E3 

 

																																																								
88 Ahirbudhnya Saṃhitā 14.34:  “Indeed, just as the theives who [have] returned to stealing are as if 
indifferent to the traveller when [he] approaches [his] property” (yathā hi moṣakāḥ pānthe 
paribarhamupeyuṣi | nivṛttamoṣaṇodyogāḥ samāḥ santa udāsate ||). 
89 Tiruvāymoḻi 8.7.8: aṟiyēṉ maṟṟaruḷ eṉṉaiyāḷum pirāṉār veṟitē aruḷceyvar ceyvārkaṭku ukantu 
ciṟiyēṉuṭaic cintaiyuḷ mūvulakum taṉ neṟiyā vayiṟṟil koṇṭu niṉṟōḻintārē. “I do not know another grace. 
The Lord who rules me, having been pleased with his devotees [lit. ‘those who do’], is gracious without 
profit. Having taken the three worlds into his stomach without bending, he remains continually in the 
mind of me, who am minute.”  
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ceyvār kaṭkeṉṟu aruḷukku hetu – sukṛtam eṉṉāniṉṟateyeṉṉil appotu veṟuteyeṉkiṟaviṭañ cerātu | 

 

If it is said, “Are not good deeds the cause of grace as in [the words] ‘for those who do’?”  Then 

there is disagreement in the word “abundant.” 

 

Sūtra 390 
ভগৱদা&মুখ*gmh সুকৃতthதாlh அnhikhெக ভগৱgth কৃৈপயாெல பிறkhகிii ।  
অ"ষgmh সুকৃতthதாெலெயnhனிlh இnhத ফল !"ষthikhi அthைதkhகாরণmh 
ஆkhகெவாNhii । 

 

bhagavadābhimukhyam sukṛtattāl aṉṟikke bhagavat kṛpaiyāle piṟakkiṟutu |  

adveṣam sukṛtattāleyeṉṉil inta phala viśeṣattukku attaikkāraṇam ākkavoṇṇātu | 

 

If it is said that the face of the Lord being turned toward [the soul] is produced by the Lord’s 

compassion but not by good deeds and that the lack of hatred [toward the Lord is produced] by 

good deeds, it is not possible that the cause for this special fruit is that. 

 

Sūtra 391 
শাসviµmh !"யாெத நாiµmh அiயாெதயிikhகிறவிthைத সুকৃতmh எnhi நாmh 
ெபiiகிற பiெயnhெனnhனிlh நாமnhi ঈশvvরெனnhi ெகThiikhைகயாyh இikhimh । 

 

śāstramum vidhiyāte nāmum aṟiyātey irukkiṟavittai sukṛtam eṉṟu nām periṭukiṟa paṭiy eṉṉennil 

nāmaṉṟu īśvaraṉeṉṟu keṭṭirukkaiyāy irukkum | 

 

If it is said ‘How are we giving the name “good deed” to this [which is] unknown to us and not 

enjoined in the śāstra?’ [The answer is that] it is heard, ‘Īśvara, not at all us.’ 
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Sūtra 392 
இvhৱ"#gmh !ষযமாக ஆLLhவாrhகLh பாiரŋhகளிெல পরসvpর !"া$gmh ெபாெல 
ெதாrhimh ।  
அைவrhilh ெசாlhimh প"হারŋhகimh மrhimh உNhடான ৱ"ৱ#ŋhகimh 
!সvtরভযthதாெல ெசாlhiகிiெலாmh ।90 
 

• 1 !"া$gmh (viroddham) E1; !রু!gmh (viruddham) E2+E3 

• 3 அைவrhilh (avaiṟṟil) E1; அைவthதிrh (avaittiṟ) E2+E3 

• 4 ভযthதாெல (bhayattāle) E1+E3; ভরthதாெல (bharattāle) E2 

 

ivvarttham viṣayamāka āḻvārkaḷ pācuraṅkaḷile paraspara viroddham pole toṟṟum |  

avaiṟṟil collum parihāraṅkaḷum maṟṟum uṇṭāṉa vaktavyaṅkaḷum vistarabhayattāle collukiṟilom | 

 

Regarding the meaning of this matter, the hymns of the āḻvārs appear as if contrary to each other, 

but those statements which are to be avoided and those which are fit to be declared we do not say 

for fear of their expansiveness.91 

 

Sūtra 393 
ஆைகயாlh இவnh !মুখiன দ"யிiŋhiட উ"#khைகkhi 
কৃ#பNhணினவீশvvর!னயনুস$thதாெலphெபாimh !ভ#যiெயயிikhimhthத+ன । 
 

• 2 !ভ#যiyh (nirbharaṉāy) E1; !ভ#রiyh (nirbharaṉāy) E2+E3 

 

ākaiyāl ivaṉ vimukhaṉāna daśaiyiluṅkūṭa ujjīvikkaikku kṛṣipaṇṇiṉav īśvaraṉaiy anusandhittālep 

potum nirbhayaṉāyey irukkumt taṉai | 

 

Therefore, even in the state of turning away [from the Lord], by thinking of Īśvara who toiled for 

[his] revival, he will always be free from fear.92 

 
																																																								
90	3 collum E1, E2, and E3; collukiṟa RJ, NV, LR, and PN. 
91	E2	gives	the	last	phrase,	“…we do not say for fear of their expansiveness” as “…we do not say 
because of the burden of their expansiveness.” 
92	E2	gives	the	last	phrase,	“…he will always be free from fear,” as “…he will always be free from 
burden.” 
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Sūtra 394 
எதிrh iழlh ikhெகnhi ஒiவ1னphபிikhக நி1னthiைர வ1ளவாைரphெபாெல ৱ"াπvtimh 
সৃ#$ৱতারা)க"ள ெபாெல সvvা$%மாகெவnhiெற !ানা$করনুস)phபi । 
 

• 2 সৃ#$ৱতারা)க"ள (sṛṣṭyavatārādikaḷai) E1; সৃ#$ৱতারা)கLh (sṛṣṭyavatārādikaḷ) 

E2+E3 

 

etir cūḻal pukkeṉṟu oruvaṉaippiṭikka niṉaittūrai vaḷaivāraippole vyāptiyum sṛṣṭyavatārādikaḷai 

pole svārtthamākaveṉṟiṟe jñānādhikaranusandhippatu | 

 

Those who reflect on knowledge consider that creation, the avatāras, etc. are like that, being 

[His] self-purpose. 

 

Sūtra 395 
কম#ফলgmh ெபாெல কৃপাফলiµmh অনুভ%thெதயறெவiΝmh । 
 

karmaphalam pole kṛpāphalamum anubhavitteyaṟaveṇum | 

 

Like the fruit of karma, the fruit of compassion must be wholly experienced. 

 

Sūtra 396 
কৃৈপ ெபiகphikhகாlh இiவiைடய সvvাত%&'thதாimh தைகயெவாNhiத 
பiயிiகைரimh அiயphெபiimh । 

 

kṛpai perukappukkāl iruvaruṭaiya svātantryattālum takaiyavoṇṇāta paṭiyirukaraiyum 

aḻiyapperukum | 

 

If compassion begins to overflow, the independence of the two [the Lord and the cetana] cannot 

stop it, it will overflow to unsettle both sides. 
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Sūtra 397 
ভয הতু কম#gmh ।  
অভয הতু কারুণ&gmh । 
 

bhaya hetu karmam |  

abhaya hetu kāruṇyam | 

 

The cause of fear is karma; the cause of fearlessness is compassion. 

 

Sūtra 398 
ভযাভযŋhகLh இரNhimh மாiமாi প"াπvtயளimh நடkhimh । 
 

bhayābhayaṅkaḷ iraṇṭum māṟimāṟi prāptiyaḷavum naṭakkum | 

 

Fear and fearlessness, these two will happen alternately until attainment. 

 

Sūtra 399 
!ৱতvt%& !ানং ভয הতু ।  
!ৱতvt%ক !ানgmh অভয הতু । 
 

nivarttya jñānaṃ bhaya hetu |  

nivarttaka jñānam abhaya hetu | 

 

The cause of fear is the knowledge of what should be removed; the cause of fearlessness is the 

knowledge of the removal. 

 

Sūtra 400 
সvvত$%!னযুপাযமாகthதாnh பrhiகிற ெபாதிெற இপ"সংগnh தாiνLhளாi । 
 

• பrhiகிற (paṟṟukiṟa) E1; பrhiன (paṟṟiṉa) E2+E3 

 

svatantraṉaiy upāyamākat tāṉ paṟṟukiṟa potiṟe iprasaṃgan tāṉuḷḷātu | 
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This attachment is destined when the self-dependent one [the Lord] is grasped as the only means. 

 

Sūtra 401 
உNhட ெபாெதாi ৱা#vt%imh உNhiத ெபாெதாi ৱা#vt%ih ெசாlhiவாrh 
பthiphெபrh உNhiெற ।  
அவrhகLh பாiரŋh ெகாNhடnhi இvhৱ"#mh அiதியிiவi ।  
அவrhக%ளchசிithதிiphபாெராiவrh உNhiெற ।  
அவrh பாiரŋh ெகாNhivhৱ"#mh அiதியிடkhகடெவாmh । 
 

• 1 ৱা#vt%ih (vārttaiyum/ñ) E1; ৱাতvt%ih (vārttayum/ñ) E2+E3 

• 3 ெகாNhடnhi (koṇṭaṉṟu) E1; கNhடnhi (kaṇṭaṉṟu) E2; அi காiயnhi (aru kāṇāyaṉṟu) E3 

• 5 அவrh (avar) E1+E2; அவrhகLh (avarkaḷ) E3 

 

uṇṭa potoru vārttaiyum uṇṇāta potoruvārttaiyuñ colluvār pattupper uṇṭiṟe |  

avarkaḷ pācuraṅ koṇṭaṉṟu ivvarttham aṟutiyiṭuvatu |  

avarkaḷaiccirittiruppāroruvar uṇṭiṟe |  

avarpācuraṅ koṇṭivvarttham aṟutiyiṭakkaṭavom | 

 

There are 10 people who say one thing when they have eaten and another when they have not 

eaten; it is not from grasping their hymns that the meaning is determined.  There is one person 

[Madhurakavi] who laughs at them; having grasped his hymns, we should determine the 

meaning. 

 

Sūtra 402 
সvvরূপthikhimh প"াপ$thikhimh ெசrhnhதிikhக ெவiΝiெற প"াপকgmh । 
 

svarūpattukkum prāpyattukkum cerntirukka veṇumiṟe prāpakam | 

 

Indeed, the means should be suitable to the essential nature and to the goal. 
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Sūtra 403 
வiகநmhபி ஆLLhவா+னimh ஆNhடா+னimh இiகைரயrh எnhபrh । 

 

vaṭukanampi āḻvāṉaiyum āṇṭāṉaiyum irukaraiyar eṉpar | 

 

Vaṭukanampi says that Āḻvāṉ and Āṇṭāṉ are two-sided men.93 

 

Sūtra 404 
প"াপ$thikhi প"থম পৱ#gmh আচায% !ংকয%gmh ।  
ম"যgmh পৱ#gmh পৱ#gmh ভগৱgth !ংকয%gmh ।  
চরম পৱ#ং ভাগৱgth !ংকয%gmh । 
 

prāpyattukku prathama parvam ācārya kaiṃkaryam |  

maddhyam parvam bhagavat kaiṃkaryam |  

carama parvaṃ bhāgavat kaiṃkaryam | 

 

The first step to the goal is service of the ācārya; the middle step is service of the Lord; the last 

step is service of the bhāgavatas. 

 

Sūtra 405 
সvvরূপপ&াπvtைய শাসvgmh পুরুষা&'மாகchெசாlhலாநிrhக 
প"াπvtফলமாyhkhெகாNhi !ংকয%gmh வiகிiphெபாெல সা#$%ৱৃ(யாyhkhெகாNhi 
চরম পৱ#ং ৱরkhகடவi । 

 

svarūpaprāptiyai śāstram puruṣārtthamākac collāniṟka prāptiphalamāyk koṇṭu kaiṃkaryam 

varukiṟāp pole sāddhyavivṛddhiyāyk koṇṭu carama parvaṃ varak kaṭavatu | 

 

Śāstra teaches that attainment of the essential nature is the goal of man, just as service is the fruit 

of attainment; the last step should come as an augmentation of the goal. 

																																																								
93 Āḻvāṉ and Āṇḍāṉ are other names for Kūrattāḻvāṉ and Mudaliyāṇḍāṉ, respectively. Because Kūreśa 
and Mudaliyāṇḍāṉ would seek out both the Lord and Rāmānuja, Vaṭaku Nampi accused them both of 
being “two-sided,” or “two-faced” (Mumme, The Śrīvaiṣṇava Theological Dispute, 244;  Lester, 
Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇam, 110). 
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Sūtra 406 
இi தாnh দুলvl%ভgmh । 

 

itu tāṉ durllabham | 

 

This, indeed, is difficult to attain. 

 

Sūtra 407 
!ষয প"ৱণiνkhகthைத விThi ভগৱ$ষযthதிெல வiைகkhiLhளவiைம 
ெபாலnhi প"থমপৱ&thைத விThiচvcরমপৱ'thதிெல வiைகkhiLhளவiைம । 

 

viṣaya pravaṇaṉukkattai viṭṭu bhagavadviṣayattile varukaikkuḷḷavarumai polaṉṟu prathama 

parvattai viṭṭuc caramaparvattile varukaikkuḷḷavarumai | 

 

For he who is attached to sensory objects, the difficulty of leaving that [and] coming to the object 

of the Lord is not like the difficulty of leaving the first step [and] coming to the last step. 

 

 Sūtra 408 
அŋhi!vdাষ দশ#নthதாெல iளலாmh ।  
இŋhகi ெசyhயெவாNhii । 

 

aṅkuddoṣa darśanattāle mīḷalām |  

iṅkatu ceyyavoṇṇātu | 

 

There, there may be redemption at the sight of the defects; here, it is not necessary to do that. 

 

Sūtra 409 
!াষmh உNhடாiimh গুণmh ெபாெல উপা$যமாyh இikhimh । 

 

doṣam uṇṭāṉālum guṇam pole upādeyamāy irukkum | 

 

Even if defect arises, like virtue, it will be admissible. 
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Sūtra 410 
!াক !প#তமாயிெறயிŋhகிiphபi । 

 

loka viparītamāyiṟeyiṅkiṟuppatu | 

 

It is opposite to the world. 

 

Sūtra 411 
গুণgmh উপা$যமாைகkhகீடாন הতু !াষthikhimh உNhiெற । 
 

guṇam upādeyamākaikkīṭāna hetu doṣattukkum uṇṭiṟe | 

 

The reason is equal for virtue being acceptable as it is for defects. 

 

Sūtra 412 
!ঘৃণnh எnh◌்i வாyh iiவikhi iµnhென ঘৃণাৱাnh எnhi ெசாlhimh பiயாyh 
இinhததிெற । 
 

• 1 எnh◌்i (eṉṟu) E1; எnh◌்ற (eṉṟa) E2+E3 

• 1 iiவikhi (mūṭuvatukku) E1; iiவதrhi (mūṭuvataṟku) E2+E3 

nirghṛṇan eṉṟavāy mūṭuvataṟku muṉṉe ghṛṇāvāṉ eṉṟu collum paṭiyāy iruntatiṟe | 

 

There was the saying, “He is cruel,” [but] even before the mouth is closed that, “He is 

compassionate.” 

 

Sūtra 413 
இphபi ெசாlhimh பi பNhiΝthi কৃৈপயாெலெயnhi ।  
!vnহiµmh উপকার সvmৃ$imh நடnhiதிெற । 

 

ippaṭi collum paṭi paṇṇuttu kṛpaiyāleyeṉṟu |  

snehamum upakāra smṛtiyum naṭantutiṟe | 
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Because of the compassion that produced by speaking in this manner, love and the remembrance 

of assistance occur. 

 

Sūtra 414 
!ঘৃণiகশvং$thichெசாlhimh অৱৈসvயிimh কারণthைத সvvগতமாகவிெற 
ெசாlhiவi । 

 

nighṛṇaṉākaśśaṃkittuc collum avasthaiyilum kāraṇattai svagatamākaviṟe colluvatu | 

 

Having doubted [Him] and being in the state of saying He is cruel, the cause is said to be the self 

alone. 

 

Sūtra 415 
গুণ !াষŋhகLh இரNhimh !ুদ$পুরুষা)*thைதimh পুরুষা&' 
কাৈষvையimh i&லkhimh । 
 

guṇa doṣaṅkaḷ iraṇṭum kṣudrapuruṣārtthattaiyum puruṣārttha kāṣṭhaiyaiyum kulaikkum | 

 

Both virtue and defect disturb the lowest and highest goal of man. 

 

Sūtra 416 
!ত#শ%ুவாயிெறயிiphபi । 
 

nityaśatruvāyiṟeyiruppatu | 

 

Indeed, it is the eternal enemy. 

 

Sūtra 417 
இphபi প"াপ$thைதயiதியிThடாlh இikhi সদৃশமாக ெவiΝiெற প"াপকgmh । 
 

• இikhi (itukku) E1+E2; அikhi (atukku) E394 

																																																								
94	RJ	and	PN	attest	ataṟku;	NV	&	LR	attest	atukku	



	 287	

ippaṭi prāpyattaiy aṟutiyiṭṭālitukku sadṛśamāka veṇumiṟe prāpakam | 

 

If the goal is to be accomplished in this way, the means should be suitable for that. 

 

Sūtra 418 
அlhலாத ெபாi প"াপ$প"াপকŋhகikhi ঐক#mh இlh$ல । 

 

allāta potu prāpyaprāpakaṅkaḷukku aikyam illai | 

 

When this is different, there is no identity of goal and means. 

 

Sūtra 419 
ঈশvvর!னphபrhiைக ைகyhையphபிithikhகாiயŋh ெகாLhiெமா பாதி । 
আচায%!னphபrhiைக கா!லphபிithikhகாiயŋh ெகாLhiெமா பாதி । 

 

īśvaraṉaip paṟṟukai kaiyyaippiṭittukkāriyaṅ koḷḷumo pāti |  

ācāryaṉaippaṟṟukai kālaippiṭittukkāriyaṅ koḷḷumo pāti | 

 

Embracing Īśvara is like grasping the goal beginning with the hand; embracing the ācārya is like 

grasping the goal beginning with the foot. 

  

Sūtra 420 
আচায%nh இவrhimh উপকারকgnh । 
 

ācāryaṉ iruvaṟkum upakārakan | 

 

The ācārya assists both [the Lord and the soul]. 

 

Sūtra 421 
ঈশvvরiνkhi !ষৱসvtু' উপক$thதாnh ।  
!তনiνkhi !"ைய উপক$thதாnh । 
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īśvaraṉukku śeṣavastuvai upakarittāṉ |  

cetanaṉukku śeṣiyai upakarittāṉ | 

 

For Īśvara he serves the śeṣa; for the cetana he serves the Śeṣi. 

 

Sūtra 422 
ঈশvvরgnh தாiνmh আচায%&thைதயாைசphபThiikhimh । 

 

īśvaran tāṉum ācāryatvattaiy ācaippaṭṭirukkum | 

 

Īśvara himself desires ācārya-hood. 

 

Sūtra 423 
ஆைகயிெற গুরুপরংপ&யிெல অ"#thதimh !"#imh অভযপ%দানiµmh 
அiளிchெசyhthimh । 

 

ākaiyiṟe guruparaṃparaiyile anvayittatum śrīgītaiyum abhayapradānamum aruḷic ceyttum | 

 

Therefore, there is a connection to the succession of teachers, the Gītā, the granting of 

fearlessness, and the gracious sayings. 

 

Sūtra 424 
আচায%iνkhi সদৃশ প"তvপকারmh பNhணலாவi !ভূ$ চতু$যiµmh 
ঈশvvর%যiµmh உNhடாகிlh । 
 

• 2 உNhடாகிlh (uṇṭākil) E1+E2; உNhடாைக (uṇṭākai) E3 

 

ācāryaṉukku sadṛśa pratyupakāram paṇṇalāvatu vibhūti catuṣṭayamum īśvaradvayamum uṇṭākil | 

 

That is to say, if one is to produce a suitable return of service for the ācārya, there [must] be the 

four-fold powers and two-fold Īśvara. 
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Sūtra 425 
ঈশvvরসংব(gmh ব"#া%ŋhகLh இரNhikhimh ெபாiவாyh இikhimh ।  
আচায%সংব)gmh !া#thikhெக הতুவாyh இikhimh । 
 

īśvarasaṃbandham bandhamokṣaṅkaḷ iraṇṭukkum potuvāy irukkum |  

ācāryasaṃbandham mokṣattukke hetuvāy irukkum | 

 

That which is common for both bondage and release is a relationship to Īśvara; that which is the 

cause for release is a relationship to the ācārya.  

 

Sūtra 426 
ভগৱলvlাভgmh	আচায%iெல	
 

bhagavallābham ācāryaṉāle | 

 

Attainment of the Lord is because of the ācārya. 

 

Sūtra 427 
আচায% লাভgmh ভগৱাiெல । 
 

ācārya lābham bhagavāṉāle | 

 

Attainment of the ācārya is because of the Lord. 

 

Sūtra 428 
উপকায& ৱসvtু !ৗরৱthதாெல ।  
আচায%னிrhகாThilh iகimh উপকারকgnh ঈশvvতgnh । 
 

upakārya vastu gauravattāle |  

ācāryaṉiṟkāṭṭil mikavum upakārakan īśvaran | 
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Because of the importance of the nature of [His] assistance, Īśvara is doing greater service than 

the ācārya. 

 

Sūtra 429 
আচায%সংব)ŋh i#லயாெத கிடnhதாlh !ান ভ" !রাগ%ŋhகLh 
உNhடாkhகிெகாLhளலாmh ।  
আচায%সংব)ŋhi#லnhதாlh அைவiNhடாiimh প"#াজনmh இlh$ல । 

 

ācāryasaṃbandhaṅ kulaiyāte kiṭantāl jñāna bhakti vairāgyaṅkaḷ uṇṭākkikoḷḷalām |  

ācārya saṃbandhaṅ kulaintāl avaiy uṇṭāṉālum prayojanam illai | 

 

If abiding without ending [in] the relationship with the ācārya, knowledge, devotion, and 

renunciation may be grasped; if the relationship with the ācārya is ended, those are not useful 

even if they arise. 

 

Sūtra 430 
தாi கிடnhதாlh ভূষণgmh பNhணிphiணலாmh ।  
தாi ெபாilh ভূষণŋhகLh எlhலாmh অৱদ$thைத வி&ளkhimh । 
 

tāli kiṭantāl bhūṣaṇam paṇṇippūṇalām |  

tāli poṉāl bhūṣaṇaṅkaḷ ellām avadyattai viḷaikkum | 

 

If the marriage necklace abides, ornaments may be fitted and worn; if the marriage necklace is 

gone, ornaments produce only shame. 

 

Sūtra 431 
தாமைரையயலrhthதkhகடvhவா!ত#gnh தாென நீைரphபிinhதாlh 
அthைதiலrhthiமாphெபாெல সvvরূপ !কাসthைதphபNhiΝmh ঈশvvরgnh தாென 
আচায%সংব)ŋhi#லnhதாlh அthைத வாடphபNhiΝmh । 

 

tāmaraiyaiyalarttakkaṭavavādityan tāṉe nīraip pirintāl attaiyularttumāp pole svarūpa vikāsattaip 

paṇṇum īśvaran tāṉe ācārya saṃbandhaṅkulaintāl attai vāṭap paṇṇum | 
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Just as the sun that causes the lotus to bloom dries it if it is separated from water, Īśvara Himself 

causes the blossoming of the essential nature; if one ends the relationship to the ācārya, [He] 

causes that [the essential nature] to fade. 

 

Sūtra 432 
இthைதெயாiய ভগৱgth সংব$gmh দুলvlভgmh । 

 

ittaiyoḻiya bhagavat saṃbandham dullabham | 

 

Without this [the relationship to the ācārya] the relationship with the Lord is difficult to attain. 

 

Sūtra 433 
இரNhimh அைமயாெதா நiவிrhெபiŋhiiெயnhெனnhனிlh । 
 

iraṇṭum amaiyāto naṭuviṟperuṅkuṭiy eṉṉeṉṉil | 

 

If it is said, ‘is it not the case that the two [the Lord and the ācārya] are suitable? Why is the 

noble family [of bhagavatas] in the middle?’ 

 

Sūtra 434 
ெகாiையkhெகாiெகாmhபிெலiவkhimh ெபாi iLhளிkhகாlh ெவNhiமாphெபாெல 
আচায%া&যthikhimh இi ெவiΝmh । 

 

koṭiyaikkoḻukompiletuvakkum potu cuḷḷikkāl veṇṭumāppole ācāryānvayattukkum itu veṇum | 

 

Just as the shaft of a small stick is necessary when tying a creeper to the kolkampu, so there is 

need of this [noble family] for association with the ācārya.   

 

Sūtra 435 
সvvা$মানthதாெல ঈশvvরা&মানthைதkhi&லthikhெகாNhடவிவiνkhi 
আচায%া&মানெமாiய গ"யிlh$லெயnhi பிLh$ள பலகாimh 
அiளிchெசyhயkhெகThiikhைகயாyh இikhimh । 
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svābhimānattāle īśvarābhimānattaik kulaittuk koṇṭav ivaṉukku ācāryābhimānam oḻiya gatiy illaiy 

eṉṟu piḷḷai palakālum aruḷic ceyyak keṭṭirukkaiyāy irukkum | 

 

Piḷḷai was often heard to graciously say, ‘there is no path except the affection of the ācārya for 

he whose self-conceit disturbs [his] affection for Īśvara.’ 

 

Sūtra 436 
সvvসvvাত%&' ভযthதாெல ভ" நiithi । 
 

svasvātantrya bhayattāle bhakti naḻuvuttu | 

 

Devotion slips away because of the fear of one’s own independence. 

 

Sūtra 437 
ভগৱgth সvvাত%&য ভযthதாெல প"প#vt நiithi । 
 

bhagavat svātantrya bhayattāle prapatti naḻuvuttu | 

 

Surrender slips away because of the fear of the Lord’s independence. 

 

Sūtra 438 
আচায%!னinhதாnh பrhimh பrhi অহংকার গভ#mh ஆைகயாெல காலnh 
ெகாNhiெமாதிரmh இiெமாபாதி । 
 

ācāryaṉaiy untāṉ paṟṟum paṟṟu ahaṃkāra garbham ākaiyāle kālaṉ koṇṭumotiram iṭumopāti | 

 

Since attachment to the ācārya is itself pregnant with pride, it is like taking and putting on the 

ring of the god of death. 
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Sūtra 439 
আচায%া!মানெம উতvtারকgmh । 

 

ācāryābhimāname uttārakam | 

 

The affection of the ācārya alone is the saviour. 

 

Sūtra 440 
ைகphபThட ெபாi%ளkhைகவிThiphiைதthதெபாi%ளkhகணிசிkhகkhகடவnh அlhலnh । 

 

kaippaṭṭa poruḷaikkaiviṭṭupputaittaporuḷaikkaṇicikkakkaṭavaṉ allaṉ | 

 

One should not forsake things in the hand, desiring things that are buried. 

 

Sūtra 441 
விடாyh பிறnhத ெபாi করসvமான উদকthைத উেপ$thi !মূত জলthைதimh সাগর 
স"লthைதimh স"gth স"লthைதimh ৱা#কুপপযসvsুkhக#ளimh 
ৱা#khகkhகடவnh அlhலnh । 

 

viṭāy piṟanta potu karasthamāṉa udakattai upekṣittu jīmūta jalattaiyum sāgara salilattaiyum sarit 

salilattaiyum vāpīkupapayassukkaḷaiyum vāñchikkakkaṭavaṉ allaṉ | 

 

When thirst is produced, one should not desire the water of the clouds, ocean, river, tanks, and 

well, neglecting the water remaining in the hand. 

 

Sūtra 442 
பாThikhெகThimh இடiµmh iphபீi ெகThimh இடiµmh iதிthதவிடiµmh வ4ளthதவிடiµmh 
ஊThimh இடmh எlhலாmh வithதவிடெமெயnhiikhக கடவnh । 
 

• 2 இடmh (iṭam) E1+E3; இடiµmh (iṭamum) E2 
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pāṭṭukkeṭkum iṭamum kūppīṭu keṭkum iṭamum kutittaviṭamum vaḷaittaviṭamum ūṭṭum iṭam ellām 

vakuttaviṭamey eṉṟirukka kaṭavaṉ | 

 

One ought to be [thinking thus], ‘in the place that is wholly separate, the place where singing is 

heard, the place where calls are heard, the place which is surrounded, the place of feeding.’ 

 

Sūtra 443 
இவiνkhi প"#কুলgrh ।  
সvvত$%imh !ৱতা%র পরত$%imh ।  
অনুকুলgrh আচায% পরত$%grh ।  
উেপ$%যgrh ঈসvvর পরত$%grh । 
 

• 4 উেপ$%যgrh (upekṣaṇīyar) E1; উেপ$%যgrh (upekṣiṇīrar) E2+E3 

 

ivaṉukku pratikular |  

svatantrarum devatāntara paratantrarum |  

anukular ācārya paratantrar |  

upekṣaṇīyar īśvara paratantrar | 

 

Those who are independent and those who dependent on other gods are hostile to him; those who 

are dependent on the ācārya are friendly; those who are dependent on Īśvara are to be 

overlooked. 

 

Sūtra 444 
!ানানুষvানŋhகLh இரNhimh அlhலாதாrhkhiপাযাংগமாyh இikhimh ।  
இவiνkhiেপযাংগமாyh இikhimh । 
 

• 1 !ানানুষvানŋhகLh (jñānānuṣṭhānaṅkaḷ) E1+E3; !ানানুষvানmh (jñānānuṣṭhānam) E2 

 

jñānānuṣṭhānaṅkaḷ iraṇṭum allātāṟkkupāyāṃgamāy irukkum |  

ivaṉukkupeyāṃgamāy irukkum | 
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For others, knowledge and religious practice are both ancillaries of the means; for him, [they] are 

ancillaries of the goal. 

 

Sūtra 445 
இவiνkhi !"#ানুষvানgmh தnh#னimh பிறைரimh ন"phபிkhைகயாெல ত"াজ"gmh । 

 

ivaṉukku niṣiddhānuṣṭhānam taṉṉaiyum piṟaraiyum naśippikkaiyāle tyājyam | 

 

For him, forbidden practices should be relinquished because [they] cause destruction to himself 

and others. 

 

Sūtra 446 
தாnh ন"khகிறi inhறপচারthதிimh অ"vv$khைகயாெல ।  
பிறrh ন"khகிii தnh(ன অনাদ%thimh தnhனনুষvানthைத অং#ক%thimh । 
 

• 1 ন"khகிறi (naśikkiṟatu) E1; ন"khகிii (naśikkiṟutu) E2+E3 

 

tāṉ naśikkiṟutu mūṉṟapacārattilum annvayikkaiyāle |  

piṟar naśikkiṟutu taṉṉai anādarittum taṉṉanuṣṭhānattai aṃgīkarittum | 

 

He destroys himself by association to the three offences; having disrespected himself and 

undertaking their religious practice, others are destroyed.  

 

Sūtra 447 
!"ত েভাগgmh !"# েভাগmh ெபாெல !াক !রু$iµmh அnhi ।  
নরক הতুimh அnhi ஆயிikhகchெசyhெதimh সvvরূপ !রু$iµமாyh 
!দা$%রু(iµமாyh !" গ"#তiµமாyh প"াপ$ প"#ব%কiµமாyh 
இikhைகயாெல ত"াজ"gmh । 
 

• 2 ெசyhெதimh (ceyteyum) E1; ெசyhெத (ceyte) E2+E3  

 

vihita bhogam niṣiddha bhogam pole loka viruddhamum aṉṟu |  
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naraka hetuvum aṉṟu āyirukkac ceyteyum svarūpa viruddhamumāy vedāntaviruddhamumāy śiṣṭa 

garhitamumāy prāpya pratibandhakamumāy irukkaiyāle tyājyam | 

 

Prescribed enjoyment, unlike forbidden enjoyment, is not at all contrary to the world, and not at 

all the cause of hell.  Even so, it should be abandoned because of being contrary to the essential 

nature, contrary to Vedānta, condemned by the wise, and an obstruction to the goal. 

 

Sūtra 448 
েভাগ%তা বু#যাyh i"லnhi ধম# বু#$াyh প"ৱ$vt&thதாimh সvvরূপŋh i#லimh । 
 

• বু#যাyh (buddhyāy) E1; বু#$া (buddhyā) E2+E3 

 

bhogyatā buddhi kulaintu dharma buddhyāy pravarttittālum svarūpaṅ kulaiyum | 

 

Having put an end to understanding through enjoyment, even if one proceeds with knowledge of 

the dharma, the essential nature is destroyed.  

 

Sūtra 449 
ে"#া%&#া% எnhகிற !vlাকthதிlh অৱৈসv பிறkhக ெவiΝmh সvvরূপŋh 
i"லயாைமkhi । 

 

kṣetrāṇimitrāṇi eṉkiṟa ślokattil avasthai piṟakka veṇum svarūpaṅ kulaiyāmaikku | 

 

For there to be no destruction of the essential nature, it is necessary for one to live (as shown) in 

the śloka stating, “Fields, friends”95 

 

Sūtra 450 
প"াপ$ ভূ#யிlh প"াৱণ&iµmh ত"াজ" ভূ#யிlh !হাৈসimh অনুভৱালাভthதிlh 
আতvmধারণা(াগ*ைதimh উপায চতু$যthikhimh ெவiΝmh । 
 

																																																								
95 Source unknown. According to Lester this citation is from the Hastigiri Māhātmya, but I have been 
unable to confirm this attribution. 
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prāpya bhūmiyil prāvaṇyamum tyājya bhūmiyil jihāsaiyum anubhavālābhattil 

ātmadhāraṇāyogyataiyum upāya catuṣṭayattukkum veṇum | 

 

Devotion to the state of attainment, desire to abandon the state of being abandoned, and the 

inability of the soul to bear the lack of experience, are necessary for the four-fold means. 

 

Sūtra 451 
பழதாகாெதாnhற அinhெதnh எnhகிற பாThைட পূ#$াপাযthikhi প"মাণமாக 
অনুস%phபi । 
 

• 1 பழதாகாெதாnhற (paḻatākātoṉṟa) E1+E2; பiதாகாெதாnhற (paḻutākātoṉṟa) E3 

 

paḻatākātoṉṟaṟinteṉ eṉkiṟa pāṭṭai pūrvopāyattukku pramāṇamāka anusandhippatu |96 

 

The verse saying, ‘I have understood one [thing] that won’t be in vain,’ is to be considered as the 

authority for the former means. 

 

Sūtra 452 
நlhலெவnhெதாiமாராyh தாnh அவ.னெயnhகிற பாThikhக.ளimh !vtা$thதிlh iµinhத 
!vlাকthைதimh পশুম%নুষ(: எnhகிற !vlাকthைதimh இikhi প"মাণமாக 
অনুস%phபi । 
 

nallaveṉtoḻīmārāy tāṉ avaṉaiyeṉkiṟa pāṭṭukkaḷaiyum stotrattil muṭinta ślokattaiyum 

paśurmanuṣyaḥ eṉkiṟa ślokattaiyum itukku pramāṇamāka anusandhippatu |97 

																																																								
96 Naṉmukaṉ Tiruvantāti 89: paḻutu ākātu oṉṟu aṟintēṉ pāṟkaṭalāṉ pātam vaḻuvāvakai niṉaintu vaikal 
toḻuvāraik kaṇṭu iṟaiñci vāḻvār kalanta viṉai keṭuttu viṇ tiṟantu vīṟṟiruppār mikku. “I have understood one 
[thing] that won’t be in vain: those who have [true] prosperity, having thought without error of the feet of 
the Lord of the Milk Ocean, having seen and payed reverence to those who worship the [whole] day, 
having destroyed [their] mixed karma, and having opened the door to heaven, reside [there] with 
unsurpassed greatness.” 
97 1) Nācchiyār Tirumoḻi 10.10: nalla eṉ tōḻī nākaṇaimicai namparar celvar periyar ciṟu māṉiṭavar nām 
ceyvateṉ villi putuvai viṭṭucittar taṅkaḷ tēvarai valla paricu varuvipparēl atu kūṇṭumē. “O good maid! 
Our Lord, high up on [His] serpent-bed, is a wealthy man, a great man. What ought to be done by us mere 
mortals? If Viṭṭucittar (Periyāḻvār) of Villi Putuvai [can] cause their gods to come with a powerful boon 
[then] show that!”  2) Naṉmukaṉ Tiruvantāti 18: māṟāy tāṉ avaṉai vaḷ ukirāl mārvu iraṇṭu kūṟākak kīṟiya 
kōḷariyai vēṟāka ētti iruppārai vellumē maṟṟu avarai cātti iruppār tavam. “The praise of those who adorn 
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These verses,‘My good maid’ and ‘Him, who was himself hostile,’ the final śloka in the stotra, 

and the śloka saying ‘Beast and man…’, will be considered as authority for this. 

 

Sūtra 453 
আচায%া&মানgnh தாnh প"প#vt ெபாெல উপাযা%রthikhi অংগiµமாyh 
সvvাত%&iµமாyh இikhimh । 

 

ācāryābhimānan tāṉ prapatti pole upāyāntarattukku aṃgamumāy svātantramumāy irukkum | 

 

Indeed, the affection of the ācārya, like prapatti, is ancillary to other means and an independent 

[means]. 

 

Sūtra 454 
ভ"யிlh অশ#iνkhi প"প#vt ।  
প"প#vtயிlh অশ#iνkhi இi । 
 

bhaktiyil aśaktaṉukku prapatti |  

prapattiyil aśaktaṉukku itu | 

 

Prapatti is for he who is powerless in bhakti; this is for he who is powerless in prapatti. 

 

Sūtra 455 
இi প"থমgmh সvvরূপthைத পলvl$তமாkhimh ।  
பிnhi পু#vpতமாkhimh ।  
অন#রং ফল পয#$மாkhimh ।। 
 

• 2 பிnhi (piṉpu) E1+E3; பினmhi (piṉampu) E2 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
them (the Bhāgavatas) subsequently overcomes those who have praised separately the man-lion who 
scratched him, who was himself hostile [Hiraṇyakaśipu], with sharp claws such that there were two pieces 
of [his] chest.” 3) Stotra Ratna 65: akṛtrimatvaccaraṇāravindapremaprakarṣāvadhimātmavantam| 
pitāmahaṃ nāthamuniṃ vilokya prasīda madvṛttamacintayitvā || “Having beheld my grandfather, 
Nāthamuni, who is self-possessed [and] has a natural, most excellent love for the refuge that is your lotus 
[feet], and disregarding my own conduct, please be gracious.” 4) Source unknown. According to Lester, 
the full text of this citation is: “Cattle or humans or birds, who associate with Vaiṣṇavas, by that alone 
they will enjoy that highest place of Viṣṇu” (Lester, Śrīvacana Bhūṣaṇa,120). 
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itu prathamam svarūpattai pallavitamākkum | piṉpu puṣpitamākkum | anantaraṃ phala 

paryantamākkum || 

 

First this causes the essential nature to sprout; then [it] causes the bloom; and finally, [it] causes 

the fruit.	
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