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1 Introduction

This book is primarily about the philosophy of Vyasatirtha (1460-1539"), an intel-
lectual and religious leader who lived in South India at the beginning of what is
now widely referred to as the “early modern” period (ca. 1500-1800). Also known
as “Vyasaraja” or “Vyasayogi”, Vyasatirtha was by birth a member of the Madhva
tradition of Vedanta, a movement which had originated approximately two hun-
dred years earlier. Better known in the West as the “Dvaita” (“Dualistic”) tradition
of Vedanta, the Madhva movement was founded by the philosopher and religious
reformer Madhvacarya (1238-1317), in India today variously called “Madhva”, “Ana-
ndatirtha”, or “Parnaprajfia”. Madhva was born into a family of brahmins near the
town of Udupi, on the western coast of what is now the state of Karnataka. While
Madhva’s teachers initially attempted to train him in the philosophy of the Advaita
(“Nondualist”) tradition of Vedanta, he rejected this philosophy and went on to es-
tablish his own school of theistic Vedanta, called Madhva in reference to its founder.

Philosophical Advaita Vedanta is usually traced back to the work of Sankaraca-
rya and Mandana Misra, philosophers who probably flourished towards the turn of
the eighth century. Advaitin philosophers argue that the brahman referred to in the
Upanisads is an immaculate, self-reflexive consciousness that is eternal, unchang-
ing, and free from qualities of any kind. According to them, the empirical world
is a vast illusion mistakenly superimposed on this changeless reality. For Advai-
tin philosophers, although the world does have a provisional, practical “existence”
(vyavaharika-sattva), it does not enjoy ultimate reality. This practical existence per-
sists until it is “sublated” by the deeper realisation of the non-dual brahman.

The Advaitins’ interpretation of the Veda remains the most widely known out-
side of India today, and Advaita philosophy continues to exert a deep influence on
modern scholars in their interpretation of Vedanta texts. Yet the Advaitic interpre-
tation was vigorously contested from the earliest stages in India. For example, the
Vedantin Bhaskara (fl. 750) gave a vitriolic critique of Sankara’s arguments in his
commentary on the Brahmasiitra, rejecting Sankara’s illusionism, and comparing
his arguments to the Yogacara Buddhists. By contrast to Sankara, Bhaskara claimed
that the world is a genuine “evolution”/“development” (parinama) of brahman, and
that individual souls are truly distinct from one another.

1 Unless stated otherwise, dates for Navya-Nyaya and Advaita philosophers in this book are drawn
from the online version of Volume 1 of Karl H. Potter’s Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies: Bibliog-
raphy: http://facultywashington.edu/kpotter/ (accessed February 6, 2022). Dates for Madhva philoso-
phers are mostly drawn from Sharma (1981).
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From roughly the tenth century onwards, Vaisnava theistic schools began to
write critiques in Sanskrit of the Sankara-Advaita tradition. In South India, the Visi-
stadvaitin philosophers Yamunacarya (1016-1040) and Ramanuja (1017-1137) gave
a theistic interpretation of the Upanisads, identifying brahman with the Vedic god
Visnu-Narayana. In subsequent centuries, religious thinkers from a number of other
Vaisnava traditions in different parts of India wrote their own interpretations of the
Brahmastitra, including Nimbarka (f1. 750), Vallabha (1479-1531), and the scholars of
the Gaudiya Vaisnava tradition.

Of all these traditions, the Madhva movement is the most staunchly anti-
Advaita. Like Bhaskara and Ramanuja, Madhva rejected the illusionism of the
Sankara-Advaita tradition and proclaimed that the Advaitins are nothing more than
Buddhists masquerading as brahmins. Madhva argued that the brahman referred
to in the Upanisads is not the attribute-less consciousness of Advaita philosophy,
but the personal god Visnu, a flawless being of infinite perfections. According to
the Madhvas, Visnu takes on a variety of earthly descents (avataras), including
Gopala Krsna, the Rama of the Ramayana, and the compiler of the Vedas, Veda-
Vyasa. The ultimate goal of all Vedanta traditions—liberation from transmigratory
existence—can only be obtained through devoted worship of Visnu.

Madhva argued that while the world of conscious and unconscious beings is
profoundly inferior to god and depends on him in every way, it nevertheless enjoys
the same “existence” (sattva) as god does. The innumerable conscious and uncon-
scious beings that constitute this world are permanently distinct from both god and
one another, and the distinctions between the individual souls persist even in libera-
tion. This pluralistic realism put Madhva squarely at odds with the Advaita tradition.
And while he also debated with other traditions of Indian philosophy, the Advaitins
were always the leading target of Madhva’s critiques. He toured India to present his
ideas to leading scholars from other traditions, eventually converting some to his
cause.

By the end of his life, Madhva had succeeded in establishing a firm basis for
his tradition in the Kanara region of South India. Yet for around two centuries after
his death, the established religious traditions in the South largely ignored the new
movement. During the sixteenth century, however, the Madhvas were propelled
into the centre of the power-politics of the Vijayanagara Empire, which was founded
in 1336. In this period the Madhva religion expanded its base considerably, spread-
ing from its heartland to Tamil and Telugu speaking regions of South India, and ulti-
mately as far north as Bihar. This expansion was accompanied by new recognition
of the movement in the Sanskrit intellectual world. By the turn of the seventeenth
century, Madhva philosophical work had attracted critical responses from some of
the leading minds of the Advaita and Visistadvaita traditions.
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As the most influential leader in the Madhva tradition during this period, Vya-
satirtha was at the heart of the Madhvas’ rise to prominence. Among specialists to-
day, he is widely regarded not only as being the most outstanding Madhva thinker,
but also a leading philosopher in India’s intellectual history. His relationship with
the emperors of the Tuluva dynasty at Vijayanagara helped him to win new re-
sources for his tradition and expand its sphere of influence considerably. He also
acted as a preceptor to the leading figures of the Haridasa movement, who popu-
larised Madhva philosophy through their devotional hymns written in the Kannada
vernacular.

The main subject of this book is Vyasatirtha’s critique of the Advaita school of
Vedanta in the first of his three major works, the “Nectar of Reasoning” (Nyayamrta).
The text was primarily written as a comprehensive critique of Advaita philosophy,
although later chapters of the work touch on Visistadvaita philosophy as well. Mea-
sured in terms of the quantity of literature that was written on it, the Nyayamyta was
clearly one of the most important philosophical works in India from the sixteenth
to the eighteenth centuries. After Vyasatirtha’s death, it became a kind of governing
text which helped set the intellectual agenda of the early-modern Vedanta philoso-
phers. Leading Vedanta philosophers in India wrote scores of commentaries on the
work. These commentarial texts were written not only by Madhva philosophers, but
also by Advaitin intellectuals, who found Vyasatirtha’s work important enough to
write line-by-line critical commentaries on it. To date, only a small number of the
commentaries on the Nyayamrta have been published in printed editions. Vyasatir-
tha’s two other major works, the Tatparyacandrika and the Tarkatandava, did not
prove as influential outside of the Madhva tradition as the Nyayamrta. Neverthe-
less, Madhva philosophers continued to study them, and Vyasatirtha’s arguments
in those texts reshaped Madhva epistemology and metaphysics in the centuries af-
ter his death.

Vyasatirtha’s ideas were deeply influenced by the works of Madhva and Ma-
dhva’s leading commentator Jayatirtha, yet he was no slave to his tradition. All of
his works were philosophically innovative, and Vyasatirtha makes substantial intel-
lectual modifications to the philosophical arguments of his predecessors in the Ma-
dhva lineage. Sharma (1981: 294) went as far as to describe Vyasatirtha as a “second
founder” of the Madhva tradition. The originality of Vyasatirtha’s work stemmed to
a great extent from his engagement with specialist disciplines outside of the Madhva
tradition. Vyasatirtha’s work shows a deep engagement with the ritual science of the
Purva-Mimamsakas as well as Sanskrit grammatical science (vyakaranasastra), and
these aspects of his work influenced the Madhva philosophers who followed him.

However, it was possibly Vyasatirtha’s study of Navya-Nyaya that exerted the
greatest influence over his thought. One of the central themes of this book is Vya-
satirtha’s critical engagement with the work of the epistemologist Gange$a Upad-
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hyaya (fl. 1350), who is usually regarded as the originator of the “New Reason”
(Navya-Nyaya) tradition. Gangesa is taken to have been born in Mithila, probably
in the early to mid-fourteenth century.? His Tattvacintamani became the basis for
the entire tradition of Navya-Nyaya, including the work of Raghunatha Siromani (/1.
1510) and the Bengal school of Navya-Nyaya. Navya-Nyaya ideas and terminology
were adopted by diverse traditions of thought in India, including the Madhvas and
the various schools of Vedanta.? Vyasatirtha was apparently the first South Indian
philosopher to write a detailed response to Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani, and his
work exerted a deep influence over the reception of Gangesa’s ideas by Vedanta
philosophers.

1.1 Reception of Vyasatirtha’s work in modern times

There has been a continuous tradition of interpreting Vyasatirtha’s works within the
Madhva tradition since his death in the sixteenth century. Today, Madhva scholars
live primarily in the south of India, particularly in the states of Karnataka, Andhra
Pradesh, and Tamil Nadu. Scholars in these networks continue to participate in a
lively world of philosophical debate, and their knowledge is largely transmitted
from teacher to student in private brahmin households. Many Madhva scholars
hold positions in the different mathas and traditional institutions that support Ma-
dhva learning, and some have taken up positions teaching at modern universities
that focus on Sanskrit learning. These scholars continue to study the medieval philo-
sophical works of the Madhva tradition and to write on them in Sanskrit, as well as
in Kannada and English. At the heart of the Madhva curriculum taught at these in-
stitutions is Jayatirtha’s magnum opus, the Nyayasudha. The study of Vyasatirtha’s
works is reserved for more advanced students.

While Deepak Sarma (1999 and 2004) has argued that there might be limits to
what Madhva scholars are prepared to teach outsiders to the tradition, they are
often happy to share at least certain aspects of their knowledge with non-Madhva
scholars. This book is based partly on collaboration with leading Madhva scholars.
In 2010, I worked with D. Prahladachar in reading the opening chapters of Vyasatir-
tha’s Nyayamrta and its commentaries that are translated in this volume. At the
time, Prahladachar was based at the Purnaprajfiavidyapitha in Bengaluru; he is
currently the head of the Vyasaraja Matha. In 2018, I further worked with Veera-

2 See Phillips (2020a: 2-3) for a recent discussion of Gangesa’s dates.

3 Arecently published special edition of the Journal of Indian Philosophy (David and Duquette, 2021)
deals with the impact of Navya-Nyaya on different intellectual traditions in South India, including
the Madhvas and the Advaitins.
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narayana Pandurangi, Professor at the Karnataka Samskrit University, Bengaluru,
in reading the Tarkatandava and the Navya-Nyaya Tarkasangrahadipikasarasva.

Madhva scholars led efforts to publish Vyasatirtha’s works in the twentieth cen-
tury, in particular the scholar Krishna Tatacharya Pandurangi, who was responsible
for leading a broad-ranging initiative to publish key Madhva works. Many of these
were republications of older editions that had fallen out of print, but Pandurangi
also produced new editions of previously unpublished Sanskrit texts. In 2014, just
after his death, the Vidyadhia Snatakottara Samskrta Sodhakendra in Bengaluru
published a new edition of the Nyayamyrta, which contains two previously unpub-
lished Madhva commentaries on the text. The leading Advaitin scholar Anantakri-
shna Sastri also published editions of Vyasatirtha’s works alongside responses to
them written by Advaitin philosophers.

In the twentieth century, scholars in India worked to present Vyasatirtha’s phi-
losophy to a wider public. Bhavani Narayanrao Krishnamurti Sharma, whose work
on the history of the Madhva school remains standard on the subject, introduced
Vyasatirtha’s works to English speakers by writing summaries of their contents.
Sharma (1994) wrote a detailed summary of the Nydyamrta and the response of the
Advaitin Madhustidana Sarasvatl (f1. 1570) to Vyasatirtha’s arguments in his Advai-
tasiddhi. He further summarised the contents of Vyasatirtha’s Tarkatandava and
Tatparyacandrika in his History of the Dvaita School of Vedanta and its Literature
(Sharma, 1981). The scholar Surendranath Dasgupta also published detailed expla-
nations of Vyasatirtha’s philosophy in his wide-ranging studies of Indian philosoph-
ical thought. Dasgupta praised Vyasatirtha’s work, judging that he and Jayatirtha
“present the highest dialectical skill in Indian thought” (Dasgupta, 1949: viii). In the
early years of the twentieth century, the scholar Venkoba Rao published an edition
and study of the leading biography of Vyasatirtha’s life, the Vyasayogicarita, thus
helping to open up Vyasatirtha’s life and historical significance to modern scholar-
ship.

There was very little interest among Western scholars in Vyasatirtha’s work
in the twentieth century. Nevertheless, the early years of the twenty-first have wit-
nessed a surge of interest in his work among scholars both in Europe and North
America. This new research on Vyasatirtha has been driven largely by interest in
his historical role at Vijayanagara and his intellectual influence over the Advaita
tradition. Focusing on Vyasatirtha’s role as a state-agent at Vijayanagara, Valerie
Stoker (2016) published a detailed study of Vyasatirtha’s role as a monastic leader
at the Vijayanagara court. Stoker’s work focuses particularly on the complex dy-
namic between Vyasatirtha and the Advaita/Visistadvaita Vedantins at Vijayana-
gara. She drew together Vyasatirtha’s philosophical work with extensive biographi-
cal, inscriptional, and monumental records that give us a detailed picture of his life
and historical influence.
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Research published by Lawrence McCrea (2015) has highlighted Vyasatirtha’s
influence over the intellectual development of the Advaita philosophical tradition.
Jonathan Duquette (2019) has highlighted the role that Vyasatirtha’s work played in
drawing the Advaitin Appayya Diksita into Navya-Nyaya learning. My own research
(Williams 2014, 2020a, and 2020b) has contributed to the study of Vyasatirtha’s work
by examining the influence that Gange$a and his followers in the Navya-Nyaya tra-
dition had over Vyasatirtha’s thought. Meanwhile, Deepak Sarma (1999, 2004) has
discussed Vyasatirtha’s contribution to the debate about access to Sanskrit texts in
the Madhva tradition, and recent work by Amit Chaturvedi (2020) has highlighted
Vyasatirtha’s critique of Gangesa’s theory of raw/immaculate perception.

1.2 The scope and purpose of this volume

Works like the Nyayamrta were undoubtedly written as polemical interventions,
and, as Stoker’s studies show, they can be fruitfully situated in the historical con-
text in which Vyasatirtha created them. Yet they are also masterpieces of philosoph-
ical argumentation. While I sometimes discuss the historical questions surrounding
Vyasatirtha’s work, this volume approaches Vyasatirtha primarily as a philosopher
whose work has the potential to substantially enrich the growing cross-cultural con-
versation in philosophy. I have not attempted to undertake the considerable task of
drawing comparisons between Vyasatirtha’s work and Western philosophy. How-
ever, this volume should help lay the basis for this larger project by opening up
Vyasatirtha’s arguments to wider philosophical research.

The book primarily gives a philosophical reconstruction of the opening chap-
ters of the Nyayamyrta. It is based largely on my own translations of relevant parts
of the Sanskrit works of Vyasatirtha, Jayatirtha, Madhva, Madhustidana, Gangesa,
and their many commentators. In most cases, this is the first time these works have
been translated into English. The book began life as a doctoral thesis which explored
particularly a part of the Nyayamyta known in modern editions as the “Refutation
of the First Definition of Illusoriness” (Prathamamithyatvabharnga), which is trans-
lated with a commentary in Chapter 9 of this book. In this short, yet dense, part
of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha critiques the Advaitins’ doctrine of “indeterminacy”
(anirvacaniyata). Under one analysis, the “illusoriness” (mithyatva) that Advaitin
philosophers ascribe to the world is indeterminacy. In this context, the claim that
the world is indeterminate is not so much a statement that it is somehow ineffa-
ble or beyond description, but the more specific claim that it cannot be definitively
shown to be either existent or nonexistent.

The thirteenth-century Advaitin philosopher Anandabodha Yati presented a se-
ries of formal inferences to establish that the world has the quality of being inde-
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terminate. Anandabodha drew on the logical theory of the early Nyaya tradition to
certify his inferences by showing that they were free from a range of formal falla-
cies. The early chapters of the Nyayamrta are concerned with showing that these
inferences are irredeemably fallacious, and that the world our perceptual faculties
reveal to us must truly exist. Thus in practice, this book focuses on reconstructing
the complex intellectual background to the Prathamamithyatvabhanga.

One of the central themes of this book is how Vyasatirtha used and applied
Navya-Nyaya works in the Nyayamrta and Tarkatandava. As is well known to spe-
cialists, the opening chapters of the Nydyamyta, including the Prathamamithyatva-
bhanga, show extensive reuse of texts written by Gangesa. The Madhvas and the
Naiyayikas have much in common intellectually. Both traditions defended the re-
ality of the sensory world against the critiques of the different anti-realist philoso-
phies in India. Both are brahmanical traditions and they defend, in their own way,
the main pillars of Brahminism, particularly the validity of the Veda and the social
structures of the four castes and life-stages (caturvarnasramadharma). Both tradi-
tions defend in different ways the existence of god against sceptics. Moreover, Ma-
dhva theories of knowledge and metaphysics were from the earliest stages based
on a deep engagement with Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophy.

Yet, as I will discuss in this volume, the two traditions disagree strongly about
a range of philosophical issues. Thus, while Gangesa presented Vyasatirtha with
a range of new ideas and terms he could apply to his own work, Gangesa’s argu-
ments also presented a sophisticated challenge to Madhva and Jayatirtha’s theory
of knowledge. It was left to Vyasatirtha to show that his predecessors’ arguments
could be vindicated in the light of Gangesa’s new defence of Nyaya thought. The
Tarkatandava was written as a comprehensive critique of the thought of Gangesa
and commentators from his birthplace Mithila. Vyasatirtha’s followers in the Ma-
dhva tradition continued to critically engage with Navya-Nyaya ideas, frequently
travelling to Varanasi to study the texts of Gangesa and his followers.

1.3 Overview of Vyasatirtha’s philosophy

If we were to use modern terms to introduce Vyasatirtha’s work, we might fruitfully
describe him as an “analytic theologian”. Indeed, it is reasonable to describe Vyasa-
tirtha’s work as theology. The main purpose of the Nyayamrta is to understand the
true nature of Visnu-Narayana through the authoritative texts of Vedanta/Vaisnava
tradition. The Nyayamyrta is supposed to contribute to this overall task critically by
ruling out the Advaitins’ interpretation of scripture.

Madhva philosophers were consistently sceptical of the ability of inferential
reasoning to prove ultimate truths, such as the existence of god or the true meta-
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physical status of the world. The first chapters of the Nyayamyta itself were writ-

ten to show that attempts by Advaitin philosophers to prove the “illusoriness” of

the world are hopelessly flawed. Likewise did Vyasatirtha and his followers reject

Gangesa’s own attempts to prove the existence of god using formal inferences, ac-

cusing the Naiyayikas of being “rationalists” (haitukas) with insufficient regard for

the Veda. Nevertheless, all Madhva philosophers accept the validity of inference and
ascribe it an important role in reaching a true understanding of scripture. Through-
out the Nyayamyta, Vyasatirtha attempts to prove his claims using logical reasoning,
most frequently in the form of critical argumentation directed against the Advaitins.

Elsewhere (Williams, 2020a: 109-110), I gave the following list of features of Vya-
satirtha’s work that warrant describing it as “analytic”:

1. adeep attention to the conceptual analysis of the key terms involved in the philo-
sophical discussions;

2. the use of new logical terms borrowed from Navya-Nyaya such as “determiner”
(avacchedaka), “describer” (nirtipaka), and “pervasion” (vyapti) to quantify rela-
tions precisely;

3. the extensive use of concepts from the Madhva and Nyaya-Vaisesika theories of
the natural world in philosophical discussions;

4. the ubiquitous use of formal inferences (anumana) to prove philosophical theo-
ries;

5. the evaluation of these inferences using a stock list of formal fallacies.

From this point of view, the work of Madhva and Jayatirtha (and Indian philoso-
phers in general) could also be described as “analytic”. However, in the works of
Vyasatirtha, who was writing under the influence of Gangesa and his followers,
these tendencies hecome more pronounced, to the point that we are warranted in
speaking of a new, highly analytical style of doing philosophy in his works.
Vyasatirtha used this style of argumentation to give a new voice to Madhva
and Jayatirtha’s arguments against the Advaitins. All Madhva philosophers reject
the Advaitins’ claim that texts like the Upanisads and the Brahmasiitra teach that
the world is a virtual effect of brahman. Instead, they hold that the world of our
senses “exists” in the same way that brahman/god does, even if it is in every other
way profoundly inferior to god. Like the other realist schools, Madhva philosophers
reject the idea that the external objects making up the world are somehow reducible
to conscious states, as was proposed by the Yogacara Buddhists for instance, as well
as in some tendencies within the Vivarana school of Advaita philosophy.
According to Madhva and his followers, conscious beings remain eternally dis-
tinct from one another, and stand in an immutable ethical hierarchy. The Madhvas
place “difference” (bheda) at the centre of their ontology, arguing that it is the very
nature of things to be differentiated from one another. They further eschew the idea
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that there are repeatable properties/universals (jatis), arguing instead for a pluralis-
tic ontology in which we group distinct things together only because of their innate
similarity to one another.

In the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha argues that it is primarily perception that dis-
closes the reality of the world to us, and that inference and scripture are powerless
to contradict this fundamental insight. Sophisticated arguments cannot dispel the
deep sense that perception gives us of the reality of the world. In fact, the truth of
such perceptions is guaranteed by the nature of consciousness itself. We may test
the validity of certain judgments through critical reasoning, but ultimately truth is
“Intrinsic” to knowledge. It is in the nature of our consciousness to detect the truth of
our judgments, and our sense faculties are innately disposed to produce true judg-
ments about the world. Errors occur, of course, but they are exceptions that stand
in need of special explanation. And such episodes are very easily explained—they
pose to us no mysteries or riddles, as the Advaitins claim.

The Nyayamrtais a vast text that discusses practically every issue that had occu-
pied the minds of Indian philosophers until the sixteenth century. Philosophically,
the primary subject matter of the present book are problems having to do with the
nature of being—about the nature of existence (sattva) and nonexistence (asattva),
and their relationship to one another—as they were discussed by Vyasatirtha and
the philosophers who were influenced by his work. These issues dominate the dis-
cussion in the opening chapters of the Nydyamyrta, and Vyasatirtha returns to them
time and again in his critique of Anandabodha’s inferences.

As is well known, problems having to do with nonexistence or empty terms
were at the heart of some of the most influential work in analytic philosophy in
the early twentieth century. The philosopher Alexius Meinong argued that every
denoting phrase must refer to a thing that is, in some sense, part of reality. Fictional
entities such as “golden mountains” must have at least some sort of “being” in or-
der to serve as truth-makers for judgments about them. In his famous article On
Denoting, Bertrand Russell argued that descriptive phrases have a logical form very
different from the one that their grammatical structure might suggest. By analysing
descriptive phrases as collections of logical quantifiers and propositional functions,
Russell believed that he had solved many of the philosophical problems associated
with empty terms. Russell’s work inspired new philosophical approaches to the rela-
tionship between language and reality and, to many, pointed to a new way of doing
philosophy altogether.

Indian philosophers, too, were puzzled by the “riddle of nonexistence”. They
discussed pertinent problems in two contexts particularly. The first was their treat-
ment of perceptual illusions. How can we explain perceptual errors, cognitions that
seem to be about things that do not exist? When in poor light I form the mistaken
belief that what is really a length of rope is a cobra, what exactly is the “cobra” part
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of that judgment of? Do all the components of our judgments need to exist, or is it
possible to imagine a conscious state that is directed towards something that simply
does not exist?

Indian philosophers also explored these issues when analysing empty terms,
such as “sky-flower” (khapuspa) or “the son of a barren woman” (vandhyasuta).
Philosophers of the Nyaya school particularly tended to refer to these as “unestab-
lished” or “unexampled” (aprasiddha) terms. In many ways, the problems that occu-
pied medieval Indian philosophers on this subject ran along similar lines to those
that concerned analytic philosophers like Russell. Can statements involving empty
terms be said to be meaningful at all? Are negative existential judgments that seem
to be about such terms (e.g. “The golden mountain does not exist”) true, and if so,
how? Can formal definitions include unestablished terms, and can we legitimately
make inferences that involve them somehow?

These issues were also at the heart of much of the work done on Indian philos-
ophy in the twentieth century. Questions of existence and nonexistence were dis-
cussed extensively by Bimal Krishna Matilal, who read the works of the classical
Nyaya philosophers in the light of developments in analytic philosophy in the twen-
tieth century. In his Perception: An Essay on Classical Indian Theories of Knowledge,
Matilal discussed the Nyaya approach to perceptual illusions/empty terms primar-
ilyin the context of the Naiyayikas’ debate with the Buddhists, comparing the Nyaya
position with Russell’s approach to empty terms. Arindam Chakrabarti (1997) also
gives an overview of these discussions in his work. The Advaita Vedanta view of be-
ing has been explored by Ram-Prasad (2002), who gave a reconstruction of what he
calls Advaitic “non-realism” in the works of philosophers like Sriharsa (fl. 1140) and
Vacaspati Misra (f1. 960).

Jonardon Ganeri’s (2011) work on metaphysics in the Bengali Navya-Nyaya
tradition in the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries focuses on the work of the
philosopher Raghunatha Siromani (f. 1500). According to our best calculations,
Raghunatha was almost an exact contemporary of Vyasatirtha. Raghunatha’s de-
molition of classical Vaisesika metaphysics in his “Determination of the Truth about
the Categories” (Padarthatattvaniripana) prompted Navya-Nyaya philosophers to
reappraise the foundations of their tradition’s thought, including their theories of
being and non-being, or existence and nonexistence. Whether; like the philosopher
Venidatta (1695-1795), they accepted the radical spirit of Raghunatha’s critique, or,
like Jayarama Paficanana (1620-1700), continued to defend the classical VaiSesika
system of categories, Navya-Nyaya philosophers writing from the sixteenth century
onwards were deeply influenced by Raghunatha’s critical work on metaphysics.

As Raghunatha was shaking the foundations of Vaisesika thought in North In-
dia, Vyasatirtha was drawing on the same intellectual resources of the Navya-Nyaya
tradition to catalyse changes in Vedanta philosophy. Unlike Raghunatha, who was
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an unapologetically iconoclastic critic of established doctrines, Vyasatirtha consis-
tently presented himself as a conservative thinker, going to great pains to show that
his philosophy was part of an unbroken line following the works of Madhva and
Jayatirtha. Nevertheless, his work threw into question many of the foundational
doctrines of the Madhva and Advaita traditions, forcing their followers to critically
re-evaluate their philosophy in the light of his arguments. All subsequent thinkers
in the Madhva tradition incorporated Vyasatirtha’s insights into their works. More-
over, his work on Navya-Nyaya inspired Madhva intellectuals such as Satyanatha
Tirtha (fI. 1670) and Mannari Krsnacarya (latter half of the eighteenth century) to en-
gage critically with Raghunatha and the Bengal school of Navya-Nyaya. And while
Advaitin philosophers publicly poured scorn on Vyasatirtha’s arguments, his work
helped draw the Advaitins into the world of Navya-Nyaya learning and forced them
to reappraise many of the central arguments of the medieval Advaita tradition.

1.4 Overview of this volume

In Chapter 2, I first outline the major historical facts about the Nyayamrta and the
large body of literature that has been written on it. In addition, I offer some obser-
vations on the historical context of Vyasatirtha’s work and its influence over later
philosophers belonging to the Madhva and Advaita traditions. The first part of the
chapter also presents the lives of the early commentators on the Nydyamrta, many
of whom hailed from the town of Puntamba in what is now the state of Maharashtra.

In Chapters 3 and 4, I present the background to the Nyayamyta in Madhva and
Advaita philosophical texts. Together, these chapters are intended to give a precise
formulation of the scope of the disagreement between the two traditions. Chapter 3
outlines the Madhva side of this disagreement. I draw mainly on Jayatirtha’s com-
mentaries on Madhva’s works to reconstruct the Madhva epistemological and meta-
physical positions that are pertinent to Vyasatirtha’s discussion.

Chapter 4 then turns to Advaita philosophy. I begin by giving an overview of rel-
evant passages of the works of the classical Advaitins, particularly Vimutkatman (fl.
950), Prakasatman (f1. 975), and Citsukha (fl. 1220), all of whom loom large in Vyasatir-
tha’s critique. The first half of the chapter largely discusses how these philosophers
analyse the concept of “illusoriness” (mithyatva), which is the property that Ananda-
bodha’s inferences should prove of the world. The larger part of the chapter focuses
on Vyasatirtha’s own analysis of Advaita philosophy in the “preliminary position”
(puarvapaksa) that he gives for the Advaitins in the Nyayamrta. Vyasatirtha gives a
detailed reconstruction of the Advaitins’ case in this part of the text. Chapter 4 also
introduces the three inferences that Anandabodha gave to establish that the world
is illusory.
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Chapters 5 and 6 give a reconstruction of Vyasatirtha’s case in favour of realism
against Anandabodha’s inferences. In the Nyayamyta, Vyasatirtha is first and fore-
most a critic of Advaita philosophy, yet I here attempt to show that his case against
Anandabodha hangs on a number of positive propositions about knowledge and
the world. I begin the chapter by giving a map of Vyasatirtha’s critique of Advaita
which shows how these different positions hang together to make a case against
Anandabodha.

One of Vyasatirtha’s most significant contributions to the debate in the Nyaya-
myta lies in his analyses of “existence” and “nonexistence”. I begin my reconstruc-
tion in Chapter 5 by examining Vyasatirtha’s theory of existence and nonexistence
against the backdrop of the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory that existence is a special sort of
universal/natural kind. Vyasatirtha rejects the theory that existence is a universal.
Instead, he defines existence in terms of spatio-temporal instantiation. To exist is
simply to be connected with some part of space and time.

Vyasatirtha argues that existence, in the way he defines it, is a property we can
perceive directly in the objects of our experience, and thus argues that Anandabo-
dha’s inferences are ruled out by perception. The second half of Chapter 5 examines
how Vyasatirtha uses the arguments of Madhva and Jayatirtha to show that per-
ception has the power to undermine Anandabodha’s inferences. Vyasatirtha argues
that perception is innately stronger than inference, and that we must consequently
abandon any inference that denies the existence of the objects of our perceptions.

It is in this part of the Nyayamrta that Vyasatirtha gives his most detailed de-
fence of the Madhva doctrine of the witness (saksin). He draws on the work of Ma-
dhva and Jayatirtha to argue that the witness—the essence of the self and the faculty
responsible for introspective perceptions—allows us to be certain that these judg-
ments are true and will never be defeated even in future times, thus ruling out the
universal “sublation” of the world’s existence anticipated by the Advaitins.

Chapter 6 continues this analysis of Vyasatirtha’s critique of Anandabodha,
focusing more on philosophical problems surrounding nonexistence. Advaitin
philosophers argue that perceptual error furnishes us with a familiar example
for inferring the illusoriness of the empirical world. In response, Vyasatirtha ar-
gues that there is nothing inexplicable about perceptual illusions. They are simply
cases where our perceptual faculties conspire with our memories to synthesise a
new individual that does not correlate to any particular piece of reality. The things
we seem to see in such illusions simply do not exist, and there is therefore no reason
to reject our deeply held conviction that existence and nonexistence are exhaustive
states.

In the second half of Chapter 6, I examine how Vyasatirtha argues that the doc-
trine of indeterminacy is actually a disguised contradiction. Vyasatirtha takes it that,
in the way he has defined them, existence and nonexistence are “jointly-exhaustive”
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qualities. As such, any attempt to prove that something lacks both ends up establish-
ing that that thing possesses them both, which is a contradiction. I consider Vyasa-
tirtha’s arguments in favour of this charge, along with Madhusadana’s response to
them in his Advaitasiddhi.

The bulk of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga is concerned with showing that
Anandabodha’s inferences violate a number of formal constraints placed on in-
ference by Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers. Chapter 7 focuses mainly on giving the
background to Vyasatirtha’s arguments in Gange$a’s Tattvacintamani. The pith of
Vyasatirtha’s case is clearly taken from the works of Madhva and Jayatirtha, yet
in the Nyayamrta he rejuvenates their arguments by drawing on Gangesa’s work
on inference. Vyasatirtha draws particularly on Gangesa’s discussion of “universal-
negative” inference to justify accusing the Advaitins of these formal fallacies. As
I show in this chapter, Gangesa’s discussion there touches on philosophical ques-
tions about inference that are especially relevant to Vyasatirtha’s critique of Anan-
dabodha’s inferences, particularly about when an inference can be dismissed as
redundant, or when we must rule out an inference because some of its terms are
not established for us.

The discussion in Chapter 7 thus provides the background in technical Nyaya-
VaiSesika theory necessary to understand the Prathamamithyatvabhanga. Chapter 9
then contains a translation and commentary of this chapter of the Nyayamrta as
well as of some of its Madhva and Advaita commentaries. It begins with an overview
of the key terms borrowed from Navya-Nyaya by Vyasatirtha and his commentators,
along with some observations on how Vyasatirtha’s commentators use them in their
analysis of the arguments in the Nyayamrta. The chapter then concludes with a
translation of the relevant parts of the Nyayamyta and the Advaitasiddhi, along with
extracts from the Madhva commentaries by Vyasa Ramacarya (1550-1620), Ananda
Bhattaraka (1535-1605), and Srinivasatirtha (1560-1640).

1.5 Conventions used in this volume

All punctuation found in Sanskrit texts given in this volume is my own and does not
necessarily reflect the punctuation used by the editors of the editions I am quoting
from. Throughout this volume, I use forward slashes to indicate versification found
in Sanskrit texts. Sanskrit commentators often coordinate their remarks on the texts
they are commenting on by giving brief extracts from the root text in question (pra-
ttkas). I have indicated the prattkas found in the works of these commentators using
inverted commas, placing the Sanskrit text of the pratika after its translation to help
the reader locate the relevant part of the root text. In many cases I have given vari-
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ant readings found in editions in footnotes. I have coordinated these readings with
the Sanskrit text using superscript numerals.

When referencing editions of Sanskrit texts, I have used the abbreviations that
are given in the Bibliography of this volume. If quoting from a commentary on
the root text found in the edition in question, I have given the full title of the rele-
vant commentary before the abbreviation for the edition itself. Thus the reference:
“Nyayamrtatarangini, NAs, 1:110” would mean that I am quoting from the text of
the commentary Nyayamytatarangint as it is found on page 110 of the first volume
of the Bengaluru edition of the Nyayamrta.



2 An historical overview of the Madhva-Advaita
debate

The Nyayamyta was the first of Vyasatirtha’s three major works, and it proved to be
his most influential. Scores of commentaries were written on the text by leading Ma-
dhva and Advaitin intellectuals, and the contents of the Nyayamrta along with the
Tatparyacandrika laid the basis for Madhva critiques of their Advaitin and Vi$ista-
dvaitin competitors in South India. After Vyasatirtha’s death, networks of Madhva
scholars based throughout South India wrote commentaries on his works and tried
to reconcile his often innovative philosophical theories with the works of Madhva
and Jaytirtha.

During the last forty years of Vyasatirtha’s life, the Vijayanagara Empire was
at the height of its military influence and cultural life. Vyasatirtha’s work helped to
carve out a central role for the Madhvas in the Empire. In the early decades of the
sixteenth century, the Madhva school went from being a relatively obscure tradi-
tion based in South Kanara to a leading political force in the Vijayanagara Empire.
Vyasatirtha enjoyed a close relationship with the emperors of the Tuluva dynasty
of Vijayanagara, and he was able to expand the resources and influence of the Ma-
dhva tradition considerably during this period. After his death, the Madhva religion
spread across South India, and communities were converted to the Madhva faith as
far north as Bihar. Vyasatirtha’s arguments against the Advaita and Visistadvaita
traditions laid the intellectual basis for the Madhva critique of these traditions as
they debated one another in the South Indian polities that emerged after the Vi-
jayanagara Empire went into decline in the second half of the sixteenth century.

Vyasatirtha’s life is well documented in numerous epigraphical and biograph-
ical sources. These supply a rich historical context to the composition of the Nya-
yamyta. Valerie Stoker (2016) has studied the connections of these sources with the
philosophical arguments of the Nyayamyrta, showing how Vyasatirtha’s philosophi-
cal project was entangled with his political interactions with the Madhvas’ Advaitin
and Visistadvaitin competitors at the Vijayanagara court. My purpose here is simply
to give an overview of what is known about Vyasatirtha’s life in order to give some
historical and intellectual context to the Nyayamyrta as well as its commentaries.
This chapter also gives some biographical details for the major thinkers from the
Madhva and Advaita traditions who feature in the present volume.

I begin with an overview of what is known about the interactions between Ma-
dhva and Advaitin philosophers prior to Vyasatirtha’s lifetime, and then go on to
sketch the historical situation in which the Nyayamrta was written. I then discuss
what is known about the composition of the early Madhva commentaries on the
Nyayamprta and their authors, before examining how Vyasatirtha’s work came to
8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the Cre-

ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
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be studied and sometimes silently reused by Advaitin philosophers. I have left the
discussion of the history of Vyasatirtha’s engagement with Gange$a and the Navya-
Naiyayikas to Chapter 7, where I present a study of Gange$a’s impact on the Nyaya-
mrta.

2.1 The Madhva critique of Advaita philosophy
before Vyasatirtha

By the time Vyasatirtha was writing in the sixteenth century, Madhva philosophers
had been composing critiques of the classical Advaitins for over two hundred years.
Vyasatirtha’s critique of Advaita philosophy in the Nyayamyta draws deeply on this
history of Madhva polemics against the Advaitins. Besides his own direct teachers,
Vyasatirtha identifies Madhva and Madhva’s leading commentator Jayatirtha as his
main intellectual influences in the Madhva tradition.!

As a student, Vyasatirtha studied Madhva’s works and Jayatirtha’s commen-
taries with his intellectual preceptor, Sripadaraja. It seems likely that his earliest
works were the commentaries he wrote on Jayatirtha’s explanations of four of Ma-
dhva’s polemical treatises. Several dates have been proposed for Madhva’s lifetime,
but the most widely accepted are those given by Sharma, who argued that he lived
from 1238 to 1317. Besides the genealogical records preserved at the different mathas
in Udupi and epigraphical evidence that alludes to the life of one of Madhva’s
leading converts,? the chief source of what we know about Madhva’s life is the Su-
madhvavijaya, a verse biography of Madhva written by Narayana Panditacarya (f1.
1330), a son of one of Madhva’s most important converts, Trivikrama Panditacarya.®

1 See below, Chapter 3, p. 47, for a translation of the benedictory verses to the Nyayamrta.

2 Madhva’s birth was traditionally dated to 1199 based on a verse found in his own Mahabharata-
tatparyanirnaya. However, a biography of Madhva known as the Anumadhvacarita gives Madhva’s
birth date as 1239. Sharma and other scholars of the Madhva tradition favoured the latter date based
on inscriptions alluding to Naraharitirtha, a leading figure in the Madhva tradition after Madhva’s
death. See Sharma (1961: 77).

3 See Sharma (1933) for a detailed discussion of Trivikrama’s life. Trivikrama (/1. 1300) was, like Ma-
dhva, a Sivalli brahmin. He identifies himself as a member of the Likuca kula of that group. His na-
tive village seems to have been Kavugoli. His life is detailed extensively by his son in the thirteenth,
fourteenth, and fifteenth chapters of the Sumadhvavijaya. Madhva’s initial meeting with Trivikrama
was mediated by a local ruler named Jayasimha, according to the Sumadhvavijaya. Trivikrama’s
most important work is his Tattvapradipa, the most influential commentary on Madhva’s Brah-
masttrabhasya written before the time of Jayatirtha. Sharma (1933: 210) notes that Trivikrama’s
descendents living in the early part of the twentieth century no longer followed Madhva’s religion.
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Madhva was born into a family of Sivalli brahmins in the village of Pajaka, eight
miles from the coastal town of Udupi in modern-day Karnataka. To his followers, Ma-
dhva is an earthly incarnation (avatara) of the wind god Vayu. The tradition holds
that Madhva’s teachings are derived from his direct study with the compiler of the
Vedas himself, Veda-Vyasa, who is considered by the Madhva tradition to be the
composer of the Brahmastitra and a full earthly-incarnation (avatara) of Visnu.

Madhva was a Smarta Brahmin by birth, and members of his community had
traditionally studied the philosophy of Advaita Vedanta.* Yet as a young student
Madhva vehemently rejected Advaita philosophy. He rebelled against his teacher,
Acyutapreksa, and eventually succeeded in converting him to his cause. Madhva
established a strong tradition in South India, which came to be based around the
eight monasteries (Astamathas) in Udupi. Udupi remains the spiritual centre of the
Madhva tradition in the present day. Madhva wrote critiques of the different sys-
tems of Indian philosophy, including Nyaya, VaiSesika, the various schools of Parva-
Mimamsa, and Buddhist philosophy. However, the Advaitins were always the cen-
tral target of Madhva’s critical work.

Literary sources written by members of the Madhva school during this period
suggest that the early interactions of the two traditions were extremely acrimonious.
The Sumadhvavijaya presents the Advaitins as base villains who shamelessly re-
sorted to nefarious methods to try to defeat Madhva and his fledgling movement.
In the twelfth chapter of the work, a coven of Advaitin philosophers conspires to
put an end to the career of the brilliant young upstart who threatens their system.
The text portrays these Advaitins as unapologetic intellectual obscurantists who had
no compunction in using the dark arts of sophistry and sorcery to compensate for
the intellectual inadequacies of their system. For instance, in the twelfth chapter of
the Sumadhvavijaya, an unidentified Advaitin conspirator remarks:

So what if non-duality does not prove provable when it is met with irrefutable arguments
demonstrating that brahman possesses qualities? No one can defeat us, for we are protected
by [Padmatirtha and others] who know the six dark arts, and who possess magic mantras and
potions!®

4 Sharma (1933: 210-211) discusses the religion of Madhva’s ancestors. He says that Madhva’s par-
ents followed the Bhagavatasampradaya. He describes this tradition as follows: “The followers of
this Bhagavata-sampradaya are not all of them Advaitins. Their main creed is the bhakti cult. They
honor Visnu and Siva as equals in which they differ from the Madhvas; but, like the latter, wear
the twelve ‘tracings’ of Gopicandana on their bodies (dvadasapundras) and believe in the survival
of Bhakti even in the state of release and in the reality of the Divine Form—a position advocated not
only by Madhva but also by the famous Sridharasvamin in his commentary on the Sribhagavata”.

5 yady advaitam karkasair gaunatarkai ruddham sadhyam naiva bhaty astu tavat | satkarmajiiair
divyamantrausadhadhyair etair guptan no na jeta hi ko ’pi /| (SMV, 2:181; verse 12.20.) In his auto-
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Let’s go and with our cunning, plead to neutral parties: “Alas, our ancient tradition, the true
scripture, is being destroyed by this newcomer!” Then, in their presence, we should smear
[Madhva and his followers] with allegations, regardless of whether they are true or false!®

The Sumadhvavijaya goes on to accuse the Advaitins of theft, slander, sophistry, sor-
cery, assault, and even, at one point, of necromancy.

The text presents the Madhvas as the vanguard of Indian realism, whose central
purpose is to rid the world of the Advaitin menace and communicate the true mean-
ing of scripture to beings trapped in transmigratory existence. In a verse charged
with eschatological imagery straight from the eleventh book of the Bhagavadgita
and the burning of the Khandava forest in the Mahabharata, the text presents the
Madhvas as the saviours of sentient beings from the delusions of Advaita philoso-
phy. The plotting Advaitins finally admit to their fear of Madhva and his school as
follows:

Here in this dense jungle that is our philosophy of illusion (mayavada), the Bhattas are broken,
the trees are too thick for the light of the sun (prabhakara) to penetrate, and the travellers in the
great vehicle (Mahayanists) and the rest just tremble in fear! But we can’t ignore the flaming
tongue of the truth, which is poised to burn it to ashes!”

Madhva’s polemics against the Advaitins are largely recorded in his “Ten Topical
Treatises” (the Dasaprakaranas) and in his verse commentary on the Brahmasu-
tra, the Anuvyakhyana. The Dasaprakaranas are relatively short polemical works
that focus on a particular philosophical subject. Five of them contain detailed refu-
tations of Advaita thought—the Visnutattvanirnaya (“Ascertainment of the Truth
about Visnu”), the Tattvoddyota (“Illumination of the Truth”),8 the Mithyatvanuma-
nakhandana (“Refutation of the Inference to prove that [the World] is Ilusory”),

commentary on the Sumadhvavijaya, the Bhavaprakasika, Narayana Panditacarya says that the six
magic arts (satkarmas) referred to in this verse are: defending what is one’s own, subjugating an-
other, turning another to stone, exciting enmity, inducing another to quit his profession, and killing
another (palana-vasikarana-sthambhana-vidvesana-uccatana-maranani).

6 paramparyendagatam tattvasastram hantotsannam niitanenety udirya | tesam dosa varnaniya
vidagdhaih santo ‘santo vapi madhyasthaloke |/ (SMV, 2:184; verse 12.22.)

dasatram didhaksur nopeksya nas tattvavadagnijihva /| (SMV, 2:170; verse 12.8.) Cf. BhG 11.30.

8 The Tattvoddyota, which is also known simply as “The Debate” (Vada), is taken by the Madhva tra-
dition to be arecord of an actual encounter that took place between Madhva and one of his Advaitin
opponents. See Sharma (1981: 143-147) for a discussion of this text and its standing in the Madhva
tradition. At the end of his commentary on the Tattvoddyota, Jayatirtha states that Madhva’s text
records the events of a debate that was supposed to take place between Madhva and an Advaitin
named by Jayatirtha simply as Pundarika. According to Jayatirtha, Pundarika was so overawed
by Madhva’s formidable physical strength that he fled in fear before the debate could even begin.
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the Mayavadakhandana (“Refutation of the Doctrine that [the World] is Illusion”),
and the Upadhikhandana (“Refutation of the [Advaita Theory] of Conditioning Ad-
juncts”). Madhva developed a legalistic style of argumentation which often focused
on demonstrating that the inferential arguments made by the Advaitins to defend
their philosophy suffer from an array of formal fallacies. His work is steeped in the
Nyaya theory of inference, and it has been argued that Madhva was influenced by
the inferential theory of the tenth-century Kashmiri Naiyayika Bhasarvajfia.’
Despite their antagonism towards the Advaitins, the Madhvas studied classical
Advaita philosophy extensively. Madhva himself never identified his Advaitin op-
ponents explicitly, but it is clear from his writings that he studied several of their
works in depth. One of Madhva’s main influences was Vimuktatman (fl. 950), who
wrote an independent work on Advaita philosophy called the Istasiddhi.'® Vimukta-
tman’s work exerted a deep influence over the development of the Advaita tradi-
tion, and also over the work of Ramanuja, who made extensive use of the Istasiddhi
when reconstructing Advaita philosophy in his Sribhasya. When Madhva was writ-
ing over two centuries after Vimuktatman’s death, the Istasiddhi was apparently
still regarded as a classic work of Advaita thought. The Sumadhvavijaya states that
Madhva’s teacher, Acyutapreksa, attempted to teach Madhva the work as a young

The contents of the Tattvoddyota are taken to represent the devastating monologue that Madhva
delivered against Advaita philosophy after his Advaitin opponent had fled. The Madhva tradition
connects this text with a story related in the twelfth book of the Sumadhvavijaya. According to this
story, two Advaitin philosophers known as Pundarika Puri and Padmatirtha led an underhanded
campaign by Advaitin philosophers to undermine Madhva. Narayana Panditacarya gives the names
of these two Advaitins in his auto-commentary on the Sumadhvavijaya, the Bhavaprakasika (SMV,
2:164). He says that Padmatirtha originated from the Chola country, but gives no other details about
the two Advaitins. The names of these philosophers are not known from any sources outside the
Madhva tradition. The Sumadhvavijaya (2:203-206) describes the incident where Pundarika Puarl
challenged Madhva to a debate. According to this account, Pundarika Puri was humiliated after he
was left unable to explain the meaning of a passage from the Veda. In the same chapter, the Suma-
dhvavijaya narrates the infamous story in which Padmatirtha stole Madhva’s library. Madhva and
a companion quickly caught up with him, whereupon Madhva ridiculed him and again delivered
a withering critique of Advaita philosophy.

9 See below, Chapter 4, p. 109, fn. 41, for a discussion of the argument for Bhasarvajiia’s influence
over Madhva.

10 See Hiriyanna (IS: xii—xiv) and Schmiicker (2001: 21-25) for discussions of Vimuktatman’s dates.
Vimuktatman was known already by Ramanuja, who wrote in the eleventh/twelfth centuries. Ac-
cording to Schmiicker, the terminus a quo for Vimuktatman seems to lie in the middle of the ninth
century since he quotes Sure$vara’s Varttika. His terminus ad quem is taken to lie near the middle
of the tenth century, since he is quoted by the Visistadvaitin intellectual Yamunacarya, whose birth
date is recorded in an inscription as lying in 966—967 CE. Schmiicker concludes that Vimuktatman
must have lived in the first half of the tenth century. Vimuktatman refers to his own teacher as one
Avyayatman. Vimuktatman’s work was quoted by Anandabodha (see below, fn. 16).
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student. The text says that Madhva was less than impressed with Vimuktatman’s ar-
guments, and he rejected the opening stanza as containing no less than thirty-two
logical fallacies. Madhva’s own works show that he was closely familiar with Vimu-
ktatman’s arguments.!!

Madhva also shows familiarity with Prakasatman’s (fl. 975'%) Paficapadikavi-
varana in his Anuvyakhyana.!* He also shows familiarity with the works of Sarva-
jiatman (f. 1027)" in his Anuvyakhyana and Tattvoddyota. Madhva was also clearly
aware of the work of the Advaitin dialectician Sriharsa (fI. 1140), whose arguments
he refers to in his topical treatises.”> As I will discuss further below in this chapter,
Madhva was clearly aware of the works of the Advaitin philosopher Anandabodha
Yati (fl. 1220). Anandabodha, who is sometimes known as Anandabodha Bhattaraka,
seems to have flourished at the beginning of the twelfth century. He may have been

11 The Sumadhvavijaya narrates the episode in which the young Madhva rejected Vimukta-
tman’s work as follows: guroh svasisyam caturam cikirsatah pracodanac chrotum ihopacakrame
| athestasiddhis chalajativaridhir niradarenapi mahatmanamuna /| tadadyapadyastham avadya-
mandalam yadavadat sodasakadvayatmakam | upary apastam tad iti bruvaty asau gurau tam tice
pranigadyatam iti /| (SMV, 1:201; verses 4.44-45.) “At the behest of his preceptor [Acyutapreksal,
who wished to sharpen his pupil’s intellect, the great-souled [Madhva] disinterestedly studied [Vi-
muktatman’s] Istasiddhi, a veritable ocean of quibbling and cavil. When [Madhva] pointed out that
there were no less than thirty-two fallacies in the very first verse [of the Istasiddhi], his preceptor
claimed they would be dealt with later in the text. ‘Please, point [those rebuttals] out!, responded
Madhva.” In his Mayavadakhandana (SMGS5, 53), Madhva refers to Vimuktatman’s distinctive doc-
trine of a “fifth level of reality” (paficamaprakara). See also Sharma (1981: 123) for a discussion of
Madhva’s references to the Istasiddhi’s discussion of “nescience” (avidya) in his Anuvyakhyana.

12 This is the date given for Prakasatman in Potter’s Bibliography. In her translation of Prakasat-
man’s Paficapadikavivarana, Bina Gupta (2011: 7) dates the composition of the Vivarana between
900-1050 CE. She acknowledges, however, that nothing can be said with complete certainty about
Prakasatman’s life/dates, and that scholars have assigned him different dates ranging from 900-
1300 CE. Gupta notes that we can safely conclude that Prakasatman lived before the time of
Ramanuja, who critically examines the Vivarana in his Sribhasya. According to Gupta, the scholar
T.R. Cintamani says that Prakasatman lived later than Vacaspati Misra, who can be dated to around
840 CE. David (2020: 37) dates Prakasatman from 950-1000, although he indicates doubt about this
time-frame.

13 Sharma (1981: 123).

14 Sharma (1981: 123 and 145-146) claims that Madhva directly summarises passages from Sarva-
jiatman’s Sanksepasariraka

15 See Granoff (1978: 2-3) for a discussion of Sriharsa’s biographical data. According to Sharma
(1981: 141), Madhva critiqued some arguments of Sriharsa in his Mayavadakhandana and Anu-
vyakhyana.
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a student of Vimuktatman, since he quotes Vimuktatman’s Istasiddhi and refers to
Vimuktatman as “guru” in his Nyayamakaranda.'s

While Madhva laid the basis for the critique of Advaita philosophy in his tra-
dition, his writings were extremely laconic. His works attracted a number of com-
mentaries from his followers, but it was Jayatirtha’s (1330-1388) elaborate commen-
taries on Madhva’s writings that came to be regarded as the standard explanation
of his philosophy. According to traditional hagiographies, Jayatirtha was born into
a noble family with the name Dhondo Pant Raghunath. He was born in South India
either in what is today the state of Maharashtra, or further south in modern-day
Karnataka. At some point early in his life, Jayatirtha came under the influence of
the ascetic Aksobhyatirtha (fl. 1350), who is regarded by tradition as a direct disci-
ple of Madhva himself. Jayatirtha left his family and was initiated into the Madhva
tradition as a renunciate.!’

Jayatirtha systematised Madhva’s thought by writing philosophically construc-
tive commentaries on all of his main works (he is remembered in the Madhva tra-

16 As R. Thangaswami (Mahadevan, 1968: 141) notes, Anandabodha was aware of the views of
Prakasatman (fl. 975), whom he quotes in the Nyayamakaranda. The Advaitin philosopher Anubhuti
Svar@ipacarya, who is taken to have flourished between the middle of the twelfth and the first half
of the thirteenth century, wrote commentaries on all of Anandabodha’s works. Thangaswami thus
concludes that Anandabodha must have lived between the middle of the eleventh and the first half
of the twelfth century. Hiriyanna notes that in his Pramanamala, Anandabodha quotes a verse from
Vimuktatman’s Istasiddhi and refers to Vimuktatman respectfully as “guru”. As Hiriyanna himself
acknowledges, it is not absolutely clear from this reference that Anandabodha was a direct disciple
of Vimuktatman. He (IS, Xiii—xiv) writes: “There is a ook with the title of Pramana-mala by Ananda-
bodha, a well-known exponent of the Advaita; and in it he quotes the following half-stanza which
is found in the Ista-siddhi (i. 36), prefacing it with the words etad evoktam gurubhih—nanyatra
karanat karyam na cet tatra kva tad bhavet. We may deduce from this, though we cannot at all be
sure about it, that Anandabodha was a disciple of Vimuktatman. There is nothing improbable in
this, for Anandabodha was an early writer on the Advaita, and, as shown by his references to the
Ista-siddhiin another of his works, Nyaya-makaranda, he held views in regard to many a detail of ad-
vaitic doctrine which are identical with those maintained by Vimuktatman. But as Anandabodha’s
date is not definitely known this conclusion, even if correct, throws no light on the chronological
position of the present work”. Schmiicker (2001: 23) says that further research is needed to clar-
ify the relationship between Anandabodha and Vimuktatman. He notes that there are significant
similarities between Vimuktatman and Anandabodha’s doctrines of “bliss”, for instance. He writes:
“Inwieweit Anandabodha Vimuktatmans Lehre vertritt oder beispielsweise seine Annahme des
‘Realitdtsgrades’ der Avidya als paficamaprakara weiterfiihrt, bedarf einer eigenen Untersuchung.
Dennoch fallen bei Anandabodhas Ausfithrungen zur Wonne (@nanda) in der Pramanamala Ahn-
lichkeiten mit Vimuktatmans Aussagen zur Wonne auf. Ebenso gibt es eine Ubereinstimmung
mit einer Passage in Jiianottamas Kommentar. Wichtig fiir die Chronologie diirfte auch sein, daf§
Prakasatman vor Anandabodha liegt”.

17 See Sharma (1981: 246-249) for further details about Jayatirtha’s life.
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dition as the “author of the ttkas”, the tikakara). His most important work is the
“Nectar of Reasoning” (Nyayasudha), an extensive commentary on Madhva’s Anu-
vyakhyana. Young students at the Madhva vidyapithas in South India still study the
text as a standard work of Madhva philosophy in the present day. It includes an
extensive critique of Advaita philosophy as well as an elaborate treatment of per-
ceptual illusion known as the “The Discussion of the Five Theories of Error” (Pafica-
khyativada). Jayatirtha’s commentaries quickly eclipsed earlier glosses of Madhva’s
writings, and became regarded as the standard works on them. In the benedictory
verses to all three of his major works, Vyasatirtha acknowledges Jayatirtha as one of
his main influences in the Madhva tradition, and he interprets Madhva’s arguments
largely through the lens of Jayatirtha’s ttkas.

Jayatirtha organised Madhva’s polemics against the Advaitins into a concise sys-
tematic debate treatise known as the Vadavalil. The Vadavalt was an attempt at a
comprehensive refutation of Advaita philosophy, in which Jayatirtha used contem-
porary Nyaya epistemological theory to evaluate the Advaitins’ philosophical argu-
ments. It begins with a critique of Anandabodha’s inferences to prove that the world
is “illusory” (mithya), which is also the starting point for the debate in the Nyaya-
myrta. The work helped lay the basis for Visnudasacarya’s (fl. 1400) “Pearl-Necklace
of Arguments” (Vadaratnavalt) and ultimately the Nyayamrta itself. The Vadavall is
still studied today by young Madhva students as a gentle introduction to the much
more difficult Nyayamprta.

Jayatirtha was aware of all the Advaitin philosophers whom Madhva had been
aware of. As Sharma observes, he clearly displays knowledge of Vimuktatman, Va-
caspati, Padmapada, Prakasatman, $riharsa, and Anandabodha.!8 Jayatirtha was
also deeply influenced by the works of the Advaitin philosopher Citsukha (fI. 1220),
whom it seems Madhva did not know. Along with Sriharsa, Citsukha is widely con-
sidered to be one of the greatest Advaitin dialecticians. He is usually taken to have
worked mainly in the first half of the thirteenth century and is connected with what
is today the Vizakhapatnam district of Andhra Pradesh.!® Jayatirtha devoted a great
deal of effort to refuting Citsukha’s arguments. According to Sharma, the Vadavalt

18 See Sharma (1981: 250-253) for further discussion of Jayatirtha’s influences in the Advaita tradi-
tion.

19 See David (2020: 30-31) for a recent discussion of what is known about Citsukha’s life. Citsukha
has been connected with two lithic inscriptions in Telugu found in the temple of Narasimha in the
town of Simhacalam in modern-day Andhra Pradesh. One of these inscriptions has been dated to
1220, the other to 1284. V. A. Sarma (1974) argues that the former can be taken to refer to Citsukha, the
author of the Tattvapradipika, but the latter must refer to a different person who happens to have
also been called “Citsukha”. Besides these inscriptions, we know that Citsukha was familiar with
Sriharsa and Anandabodha since he quotes from them and apparently wrote commentaries on both
of their works. A commentary on Anandabodha’s Nyayamakaranda is attributed to Citsukha, as well
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was written primarily to refute Citsukha,?’ and Jayatirtha quotes from Citsukha’s
Tattvapradipika at length in his ttka on Madhva’s Visnutattvanirnaya.”* Although
he does not usually name Advaitin philosophers in his works, Jayatirtha does refer
to Citsukha once by name in the Vadavali.?

Scholarship by Sharma (1981: 268-285) and Edwin Gerow (1987 and 1990) has
further highlighted the impact that the work of the fifteenth century Madhva intel-
lectual Visnudasacarya (fI. 1430) had over Vyasatirtha’s thought. Gerow (1990: xiii)
argues that Visnudasa’s work marks a “crucial link” between Jayatirtha and Vya-
satirtha, and shows (1987: 565-577) how Visnudasa’s twenty interpretations of the
Upanisadic mahavakya “tat tvam asi” came to influence Vyasatirtha’s exegesis of the
same text in the Nyayamrta. Gerow notes that until the rediscovery of Visnudasa’s
Vadaratnavall, it was widely assumed that the twenty interpretations originated
with Vyasatirtha himself. However, he argues that Vyasatirtha modelled his inter-
pretation of the mahavakya on Visnudasa’s, and that Vyasatirtha was largely re-
sponsible for “systematising” Visnudasa’s account rather than “extending” it. Gerow
(1990: viii) further argues that the intellectual basis for Vyasatirtha’s engagement
with Mimamsa and grammatical science was laid by Visnudasa, who began to seri-
ously engage with the ideas of these disciplines in his critique of Advaita thought.

as another on Sriharsa’s Khandanakhandanakhadya. Citsukha was also familiar with the works of
the Vai$esika philosophers Vallabha (fl. 1140) and Sivaditya (fl. 1150). As such, it seems likely that he
flourished in the first half of the thirteenth century. Citsukha himself writes that he was a student
of one Jiianottama, who came from Bengal. Besides the thinkers listed above, the Tattvapradipika
contains quotes from Udayana, Uddyotakara, Kumarila, and Salikanatha, along with many figures
from the classical Advaitin tradition. See also Dasgupta (1932: 147-148) for a discussion of Citsukha’s
life and work.

20 See Sharma (1981: 241).

21 See Sharma (1981: 250).

22 Jayatirtha refers to Citsukha by name when refuting the concept of self-luminosity in the Vada-
valt: ... avedyatve saty aparoksavyavaharayogyatvam svaprakasatvam iti tallaksanam abhidad-
hata citsukhenaparoksavyavaharayogyatavisesanakytyabhidhanaprastave ’bhihitam. na cavidyat-
vam ity etavad evastu tallaksanam iti vacyam. tatha saty atitanagatanityanumeyesu cativyapteh.
phalavyapyatalaksanavedyatvasya tatrabhavad iti. (VA: 35-36; cf. TP: 10.) Jayatirtha very rarely
refers to other philosophers by name in his works, so it seems likely that he wanted to emphasise
Citsukha’s identity to an audience who may not have already been familiar with his works. Jayatir-
tha also quotes Citsukha directly when discussing the doctrine of indeterminacy. In this part of the
text he quotes a verse that is found in the Tattvapradipika: pratyekam sadasattvabhyam vicarapa-
davim na yat | gahate tad anirvacyam ahur vedantavedinah // (VA: 4.) This verse is found on TP: 79;
see below, Chapter 6, p. 165, for a translation of it.
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Curiously, Vyasatirtha does not refer to Visnudasa in his works despite the clear
influence that the Vadaratnavall had over his thought.?®

2.2 Vyasatirtha and the rise of the Madhvas
in the Vijayanagara Empire

Despite the work of Jayatirtha and Visnudasa, the Madhvas seem to have largely
existed in intellectual isolation during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. The
tradition does not seem to have enjoyed much support among South Indian rulers
during this period. Madhva himself lived under the Hoysala Empire, which ruled
over most of what is now Karnataka between the tenth and fourteenth centuries.
He died two decades before the founding of the Vijayanagara Empire by the broth-
ers Harihara and Bukka Raya in 1336. The rulers of Vijayanagara succeeded in unit-
ing the local polities of South India and formed an empire that encompassed most
of the South until its capital city was ransacked by a coalition of rival powers after
the battle of Talikot in 1565. The Vijayanagara emperors of the Sangama dynasty
seem to have had a close relationship with the Smarta-Advaitin community and
their matha in Syigeri. There seems to be no inscriptional or literary evidence that
the early rulers of Vijayanagara were influenced by the leaders of the Madhva re-
ligion, although modern Madhva scholars have argued that there is evidence sug-
gesting that Madhva saints held some influence in the early stages of the empire’s
history.2*

Prior to Vyasatirtha’s lifetime, there is very little evidence that Madhva argu-
ments were studied seriously by any of the other traditions of philosophy in India.
Some of the earliest references to Madhva’s works outside of the Madhva tradition
are found in the literature of the Visistadvaita school. Roque Mesquita discusses
how the Visistadvaitin philosopher Venikatanatha refers to Madhva in his critique
of Advaita philosophy, the Satadiisani. Venkatanatha seems to imply that Madhva

23 Visnudasa is absent from the benedictory verses of the Nyayamyta, which refer to Madhva, Ja-
yatirtha, and Vyasatirtha’s own direct preceptors. Unlike these figures, Visnudasa was a lay scholar
who apparently never took sannyasa. See below, Chapter 3, p. 47, for a translation of these verses.
24 The modern Madhva scholar K. T. Pandurangi (2012: 273-275) has argued that the location of
the tombs of the early leaders of the Madhva religion near Hampi, as well as the fact that the early
Vijayanagara rulers provided headquarters to three of the mathas of the leaders of the Madhva
tradition, suggests that the early Madhva leaders held at least some influence at Vijayanagara. Pan-
durangi concedes that there are no inscriptional or literary references that directly corroborate
this. He further argues that Madhva philosophers occupied leading administrative and military
positions in the Yadava and Hoysala dynasties.
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falsified numerous texts to serve his own ends.”> Mesquita further points out that
Venkatanatha’s immediate predecessor, Varadaguru (1200-1290), who was a senior
contemporary of Madhva, makes similar remarks in his work on the theory of re-
nunciation, the Yatilingasamarthana.

Besides the works of these Visistadvaitin scholars, Madhava/Vidyaranya’s (fL.
1350) famous compendium of the different philosophies of his day, the Sarvadarsa-
nasangraha, contains a chapter on the Parnaprajiiadarsana (“The System of Parna-
prajia [= Madhva]”). It is significant that the Madhvas were included in this work,
although the Sarvadarsanasangraha was clearly intended to be a very inclusive or
even comprehensive overview of the main schools active at the time it was written.
Sources in the Madhva and Visistadvaita traditions further speak of an oral debate
between Jayatirtha’s preceptor, Aksobhyatirtha, and Vidyaranya on the subject of
the Upanisadic mahavakya “tat tvam asi” at some point in the fourteenth century.2

The neglect of the Madhva school by the other traditions of Indian philosophy
changed dramatically in the sixteenth century. In the early decades of this century,
Vyasatirtha helped propel the Madhvas into the centre of the power-politics of the
Vijayanagara Empire, thus establishing them as a leading tradition in the Indian
philosophical world. Sharma has concluded that Vyasatirtha lived from 1460 to
1539.2 The Vyasayogicarita, a campu-style biographical work which was written
by the poet Somanatha, provides an extensive account of his life. According to
the text, Vyasatirtha was born in the village of Bannur in what is now Karnataka.
His father was Ballanna Sumati. Somanatha says that Vyasatirtha was born to
his father’s second wife, Akkamma, and that he was named “Yatiraja” until his
renunciation. His early education was overseen by Brahmanya Tirtha, the leader

25 Mesquita (2000b: 28-29).

26 See Sharma (1981: 229-230) for some discussion of this debate. The dispute, which is said to
have taken place in Mulbagal in modern-day Karnataka, is reputed to have been arbitrated by
Venkatanatha. Traditional verses circulated in the Madhva community claim that Aksobhya de-
feated Vidyaranya in this dispute. Sharma argues that this tradition is corroborated by the works of
ViSistadvaita philosophers of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, as well as Madhva hagiographi-
cal writings.

27 According to Sharma (1981: 286-287), Vyasatirtha was born in Bannur in 1460. The dates Sharma
placed directly under the title of the chapter he devoted to Vyasatirtha’s life (“1478-1539”) have
sometimes been taken to indicate the dates of Vyasatirtha’s birth/death. However, Sharma often
gives the dates for Madhva religious leaders according to the date that they assumed leadership of
a matha. He is clear that he believes Vyasatirtha was born in 1460. Sharma’s date for Vyasatirtha’s
birth is based on the dates of a great famine that took place towards the end of the fifteenth century.
He (1981: 287) writes: “Some time after the great famine of 1475-1476, Brahmanya [Tirtha] died. We
may, therefore, assume that Vyasatirtha came to the Pitha in or about the year 1478 A.D. Assuming
that he was about sixteen years old at the time of the demise of his Guru, we may easily fix the date
of his birth in or about 1460 A.D.”.
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of a prominent Madhva matha. Vyasatirtha identifies Brahmanya Tirtha as his
“consecration-preceptor” (diksaguru) in the Nyayamrta. After his early education,
Vyasatirtha travelled to the intellectual centre of Kancipuram in Tamil Nadu, where
he is said to have studied the six classical darsanas of Indian philosophy. After his
general education at Kancipuram, Vyasatirtha studied with the Madhva philoso-
pher Sripadaraja (also known as Laksminarayanatirtha), whom he refers to as his
“intellectual preceptor” (vidyaguru) in the Nyayamrta.

According to Sharma,?® there is evidence that Sripadaraja already exerted some
influence over the emperors of Vijayanagara during the early years of its second
dynasty. However, it was Vyasatirtha himself who seems to have led the Madhvas
to a position of prominence at Vijayanagara. The Vyasayogicarita reports that Vya-
satirtha was dispatched by Sripadaraja to Candragiri, which was at the time the
capital of the empire. According to the text, he there impressed the emperor Saluva
Narasimha I (r. 1485-1491) with his abilities as a philosopher. Sharma (1981: 288) says
that Vyasatirtha was entrusted with the worship of the god Srinivasa at the Vaisnava
temple complex in Tirupati during Saluva Narasimha’s reign. Vyasatirtha remained
at the capital of the empire itself for several years, and continued to enjoy a close
relationship with the early rulers of the empire’s third dynasty—Narasa Nayaka,
Viranarasimharaya, and Krsnadevaraya. Under his leadership, the Madhvas estab-
lished a presence for themselves at leading centres of worship throughout the em-
pire and, with the help of patronage from the Vijayanagara emperors, expanded the
institutional basis of their religion.

Vyasatirtha was the head of an expansive network of mathas, and that net-
work was extended considerably during the Vijayanagara period. The Vijayanagara
emperors granted him considerable resources to build new mathas and related
agraharas (settlements of Brahmin families). Vyasatirtha also succeeded in having
Madhva rituals and icons inserted into key temple complexes within the empire,
including Tirupati?® There is evidence that he enjoyed a particularly close rela-
tionship with the emperor Krsnadevaraya. On the strength of the evidence of the

28 According to Sharma (1981: 461), Sripadaraja was the head of the Padmanabha Tirtha Matha
at Mulbagal. Sharma says that his life is described in the Sripadarajastaka. He was a disciple and
successor of Svarnavarna Tirtha and a cousin of Vyasatirtha’s diksaguru Brahmanya Tirtha, who
was probably roughly the same age as him. Sripadaraja was a contemporary of Raghunatha Tirtha
of the Uttaradi Matha. According to the Sripadaraja_s,taka, he wielded considerable influence over
Saluva Narasimha I, and the emperor himself honoured him after his return from his military cam-
paign in Kalinga in 1476. Sharma (1981: 461) concludes that Sripadaraja must have died “some time
after the departure of Vyasatirtha to Candragiri, about the year 1486-87”.

29 See Stoker (2016: 45-72) for a discussion of the resources granted to Vyasatirtha by the emperors
of Vijayanagara.
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Vyasayogicarita and passages of a text attributed to Krsnadevaraya himself, Sharma
(1981: 289-290) argued that Krsnadevaraya regarded Vyasatirtha as his “personal
guru”. The Vyasayogicarita itself identifies Vyasatirtha as Krsnadevaraya’s “family
deity” (kuladevata), although the precise significance of this statement and the na-
ture of Vyasatirtha’s relationship with Krsnadevaraya have been disputed by mod-
ern scholars.

Before Vyasatirtha, the Madhva tradition had been largely confined to the west-
ern coast of Karnataka. Under his leadership, the tradition was able to expand its
influence into Tamil and Telugu speaking regions of South India. Vyasatirtha com-
peted with the Advaita and Visistadvaita traditions to win patronage and resources
from the Vijayanagara state. However, he also seems to have facilitated a tactical al-
liance with the Srivaisnavas, which was rooted in the commonalities of their Visnu-
oriented religions.®! Tradition ascribes eight Sanskrit texts to Vyasatirtha, although
he may have written a further work which is now lost.%?

All of these texts are philosophical in subject matter. Vyasatirtha wrote four in-
dependent texts. The three most important of these, which are known collectively as
the Vyasatraya, are the Nyayampta, the “The Death-Dance of Logic” (Tarkatandava),
and the “Illumination of the Purport [of Scripture]” (Tatparyacandrika). Vyasatir-

30 See Stoker (2016: 18-19) for a summary of these different views.

31 See Stoker (2016: 73-105) for a discussion of the complex relationship between the Madhvas and
Srivaisnavas during this period.

32 Sharma (1981: 297) argues that Vyasatirtha must have written a further work in addition to
those known to modern scholarship. He says that it was called the Sattarkavilasa based on what
he takes to be a reference to the work in Vyasatirtha’s commentary on Jayatirtha’s Mayavadakha-
ndanatika. Sharma (1981: 291-292) speculates that the work Vyasatirtha refers to here is identical
with a work mentioned by Somanatha in the Vyasayogicarita, which comprised a critical response
to an Advaita philosophical work sent to Krsnadevaraya by Vidyadhara Patra, whom Sharma iden-
tifies as a king of Kalinga. No manuscripts of the work had been discovered by the time Sharma
finished his History of the Dvaita School and its Literature. Sharma’s evidence is the following state-
ment, which is found in Vyasatirtha’s commentary on the Mayavadakhandanatika: jivanmuktasya
susuptyavasthayam vrttyabhavena nihsesavidyanivrttiprasangad iti. prapaficas tu sattarkavilase
’smabhih krto drastavyah: “... For, it would follow that nescience in its entirety would come to an
end in the state of living liberation, since there are no mental modifications when one is in a state of
deep sleep. One should see my elaboration of this point in the Sattarkavilasa”. (Sharma, 1981: 597.)
It might be suggested that this was in fact a reference to one of Vyasatirtha’s known works; the Nya-
yamyta would appear to be the only plausible candidate for this. However, as Sharma points out
there is no reason that Vyasatirtha should have referred to the Nyayamyta by a non-synonymous
name in this passage. Moreover, it seems most likely that the Nyayamyta was composed after Vyasa-
tirtha wrote his commentaries on Jayatirtha’s ttkas. Assuming that Vyasatirtha’s commentaries on
Jayatirtha’s tikas were written before his three major works, this Sattarkavilasa might have been
written at a very early point in his career and then faded into obscurity.
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tha also wrote a relatively short independent treatise called the “Resuscitation of
Difference” (Bhedojjivana), a defence of the category of difference which had been
the subject of critiques by Advaitin philosophers from Mandana Misra onwards.

Vyasatirtha’s earliest works seem to be the sub-commentaries he wrote on
Jayatirtha’s own commentaries on Madhva’s Dasaprakaranas. These are collec-
tively known as the Mandaramafijari. Vyasatirtha wrote these sub-commentaries
on Madhva’s Mithyatvanumanakhandana, Mayavadakhandana, Upadhikhandana,
and Tattvaviveka.®® In his colophons to these texts, Vyasatirtha indicates that he
wrote them on the basis of his study with Sripadaraja. These commentaries often
display strikingly original thinking about key points of doctrine, and Vyasatirtha
clearly deviates from Jayatirtha in his interpretation of central epistemological and
ontological concepts in them. As I will discuss in Chapter 3, later texts in the Madhva
tradition frequently accept the definitions and theories Vyasatirtha puts forward
in these texts as standard aspects of Madhva philosophy.

Besides composing philosophical works in Sanskrit, Vyasatirtha played a piv-
otal role in the Haridasa movement. This movement, rooted in the devotion to Ma-
dhva’s religious doctrines, saw its members disseminating these ideas through the
creation of devotional poetry in the Kannada vernacular. Its origins can be traced
back to Narahari Tirtha (fl. 1327), one of Madhva’s direct disciples. Notably, Vyasa-
tirtha’s teacher, Sripadaraja, is recognised as one of the movement’s leading figures.
Vyasatirtha himself contributed significantly to this cultural and religious wave by
composing numerous hymns in Kannada under the nom de plume (mudrika) “Sri
Krsna”. Moreover, he is acknowledged as the preceptor of two of the most eminent
Haridasas, Purandaradasa and Kanakadasa.3*

Since Vyasatirtha refers explicitly to the Nyayamyrta in the Tarkatandava, we
know that he wrote the former before the Tarkatandava. Vyasatirtha also refers
to the Nyayamyrta in the Tatparyacandrika, and we can thus say that the Nyaya-
myrta was the earliest of his three major works.3> According to Sharma (1981: 289),
Vyasatirtha probably began to compose these three works during the reign of
Krsnadevaraya’s predecessor, Viranarasimha (r. 1503-1509). Vyasatirtha’s increas-
ing prominence in the Vijayanagara Empire seems to have granted him new oppor-
tunities to publicise his philosophical arguments. In the introduction to his edition

33 Vyasatirtha’s commentary on Jayatirtha’s Mithyatvanumanakhandanatika was partially trans-
lated by Jeffrey J. Lunstead in his PhD thesis at the University of Pennsylvania, 1977.

34 See Sharma (1981: 517) for a discussion of some of Vyasatirtha’s Kannada compositions.

35 Vyasatirtha refers explicitly to the Nyayamrta when discussing Gangesa’s definition of
“universal-positive” (kevalanvayin) properties in the Tarkatandava. I have translated the relevant
passage in this volume; see below, Chapter 7, p. 192, fn. 11. See Sharma (1981: 302, fn. 1) for a discus-
sion of Vyasatirtha’s reference to the Nyayamrta in the Tatparyacandrika.
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of the Vyasayogicarita, the scholar Venkoba Rao claims that Vyasatirtha taught
the Vyasatraya at the Imperial University of the Vijayanagara Empire, where he
occupied the Sarasvatipitha.3

The Nyayamrta and the Tarkatandava are “debate books” (vadagranthas). They
are independent (i.e. non-commentarial) works which were written to defend Vya-
satirtha’s position primarily against the Advaitins and the Navya-Naiyayikas. The
Tatparyacandrika, by contrast, is a sub-commentary on Jayatirtha’s Tattvaprakasika,
which is itself a commentary on Madhva’s earliest commentary on the Brahmasi-
tra, the Brahmasttrabhdsya. In both the Tatparyacandrika and the Nyayamrta,
Vyasatirtha quotes copiously from Advaita philosophical works, frequently naming
them and their authors explicitly. The Nyayamrta was clearly intended to be an
encyclopedic refutation of Advaita philosophy, and Vyasatirtha refers to a very
wide spectrum of classical Advaitin authors throughout the text. A comprehensive
study of these references in the Nyayamrta has yet to be undertaken.

An early Advaitin whom Vyasatirtha quotes is Mandana Misra (f1. 690). Vyasa-
tirtha repeats an entire sloka from Mandana’s Brahmasiddhi, referring to its author
simply as “Mandana”.’ Vyasatirtha also refers explicitly to Padmapéada’s (fl. 740)
Paficapadika, which he cites in a discussion about the doctrine of indeterminacy.38
Vyasatirtha further alludes to Suresvara’s (fl. 740) Varttika on the Brahmasutrabha-
sya of Sankara.?® Vyasatirtha was clearly aware of Vacaspati Misra’s Bhamatt, and
he quotes it frequently throughout the Nyayamrta.*’ He also quotes Prakasatman’s
Vivarana.*! Vyasatirtha was clearly aware of Sriharsa, whose Khandanakhandana-
khadya he refers to simply as the Khandana.*? In the opening sections of the Nyaya-
myta, Vyasatirtha refers several times to Anandabodha’s works, usually in connec-
tion with the formal inferences that Anandabodha made in the Nyayamakaranda
and Nyayadipavali. It is clear that Vyasatirtha, like Jayatirtha, was deeply influenced
by Citsukha’s Tattvapradipika, since he refers to Citsukha’s text extensively in the
opening chapters of the Nyayamrta. He still refers to Citsukha as the “newcomer”
(navina) in this part of the text.*3

36 See VYC: Ixv.

37 Cf.NAB, 1:510 and BS: 157. The verse in the editions of both texts reads: sarvapratyayavedye ca
brahmariipe vyavasthite | prapaficasya pravilayah sabdena pratipadyate ||.

38 See NAB, 1:37, and below, p. 85.

39 See NAB, 1:37.

40 See for instance NAB, 1:344, 364, 509, and 585.

41 See NAB, 1:37 and 176.

42 See for instance NAB, 1:417 and 588.

43 See NAB, 1:25. Vyasatirtha refers to Citsukha in this way when he quotes the inferences made
by Citsukha to prove the illusory status of the world in the Tattvapradipika. See below, Chapter 4,
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Vyasatirtha also shows familiarity with the extensive body of commentarial lit-
erature written on Prakasatman’s Vivarana. Lawrence McCrea (2015) has published
a study of Vyasatirtha’s references to Advaita commentaries on the Vivarana in the
third book of the Nyayamrta. McCrea’s analysis focuses on a chapter of the Nyaya-
mrtawhere Vyasatirtha refutes the Advaitins’ interpretation of Brhadaranyaka Upa-
nisad 2,4.5 (atma va are drastavyah srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyo maitreyi).
McCrea examines how Vyasatirtha carefully scrutinised the various commentaries
written on the Vivarana when critiquing the Advaitins’ interpretation of this pas-
sage. In this section of the text, Vyasatirtha shows an awareness of Anandapirna
Vidyasagara (f1. 1350),* Jfianaghana’s (fI. 900) Tattvasuddhi,®® and Ramadvaya’s (fl.
1340) Vedantakaumudi.* In this part of the text, Vyasatirtha also alludes to Citsu-
kha’s commentary on the Vivarana.*’

2.3 An overview of Sanskrit texts written on the Nyayamyta

The arguments made against Advaita philosophy by Madhva, Jayatirtha, and
Visnudasa largely fell on deaf ears. Vyasatirtha’s Nyayamrta, however, quickly
attracted critical replies from Advaitin philosophers. Vyasatirtha’s success in at-
tracting the attention of these prominent Advaitins reflects both the intellectual
quality of his work and his tradition’s newly-won prominence at the Vijayana-
gara court. The Nyayamrta was clearly Vyasatirtha’s most influential text. The
Tatparycandrika also gained a certain amount of attention from other traditions,
since we know that Advaitin and Visistadvaitin scholars wrote critical replies to the
text after Vyasatirtha’s death. The Tatparyacandrika further laid the intellectual
basis for Vijayindratirtha’s (1514-1595) polemics against the Vi$istadvaitins.*®

pp. 107-108, for a discussion of these inferences and a translation of the relevant passages of the
Tattvapradipika.

44 See McCrea (2015: 90) and NAB, 3:606.

45 See McCrea (2015: 90) and NAB, 3:606.

46 See McCrea (2015: 91-92) and NAB, 3:622.

47 See McCrea (2015: 90) and NAB, 3:606.

48 Sharma (1981: 306) refers to a reply to the Tatparyacandrika entitled Sarikarapadabhiisana by a
Maharashtrian Advaitin named Raghunatha Sastri Parvate. See Sharma (1981: 406—407) for a discus-
sion of the Visistadvaitins’ critical replies to the arguments of the Tatparyacandrika and Vijayindra’s
responses to them. He notes that several Visistadvaitin authors wrote critical responses to the Tat-

critiqued the Madhva interpretation of the first Brahmasiitra. Sharma says that a Visistadvaitin
scholar known as Mahacarya also wrote a critique of Madhva’s interpretation of the Brahmasiitra.
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The Nyayamrta proved to be a decisive intellectual breakthrough for the
Madhvas and quickly attracted critical replies. The first known Advaita work
that responded to the Nyayamrta was the Tattvaviveka which was written by
Nrsimhasrama in 1547.% Although parts of the Tattvaviveka were occasionally
discussed by Vyasatirtha’s early commentators, the text made little impact on the
subsequent debate between the Madhvas and the Advaitins.’® Madhustidana Saras-
vatr’s “Establishment of Non-duality” (Advaitasiddhi) thus marks the true beginning
of the debate between the two traditions. Madhusiidana seems to have written
the Advaitasiddhi towards the end of the sixteenth century.’! The ensuing debate

VijayIndra wrote several texts against Visistadvaita philosophy, including the Siddhantasarasara-
viveka and the Anandataratamyavadartha, a work defending the Madhva theory that the individ-
ual souls stand in a permanent hierarchy according to their essences. A philosopher whom Sharma
refers to as “Tatacarya” responded to Vijayindra’s arguments in a text called Vijayindraparajaya,
which has still not been published. Sharma argues that this philosopher is identical to the philoso-
pher referred to in an inscription recording a grant made to Vijayindra by Sevappa Nayaka in 1580.
The text of the grant says that Vijayindra regularly debated with Appayya Diksita and the Visista-
dvaitin philosopher “Tatacarya” in the Nayaka’s court. In his Bibliography, Potter refers to the au-
thor of the Vijayindraparajaya as “Kumbakonam Tatacarya”, among other names. With reservation,
Potter assigns him the dates 1520-1580, although these dates might be too early if he did debate with
VijayIndra in the last decades of the sixteenth century. Sharma (1981: 407), by contrast, says that
Tatacarya (i.e. the author of the Vijayindraparajaya) was a younger contemporary of Vijayindra,
apparently to explain the fact that Vijayindra did not respond to his criticisms against him in the Vi-
Jjayindraparajaya. Dasgupta (1949: 95-100), who summarised the contents of the Vijayindraparajaya,
refers to the author of that text as “Parakala Yati”.

49 See Sastri (NAK: 85) and McCrea (2015) for some discussion of the Tattvaviveka.

50 Ananda Bhattaraka (NAB, 1:108) quotes an extensive passage from the Tattvaviveka when de-
fending Vyasatirtha’s general critique of mithyatva. The passage of the Tattvaviveka in question
contains an analysis and defence of the definition of mithyatva that Vyasatirtha attributes to Citsu-
kha in the Nyayamrta. Ananda Bhattaraka refers to Nysimhasrama by name in this passage.

51 Potter’s Bibliography dates Madhustidana to ca. 1570. Other dates given for Madhusiidana have
placed him as early as the fourteenth century and as late as the latter part of the seventeenth
century. Burnouf and Lassen (Mahadevan, 1968: 259) assigned him to the middle of the four-
teenth century. Winternitz (1920: 437, fn. 4) estimated that Madhustidana lived at the end of the
fifteenth/beginning of the sixteenth century, and certainly before 1550. P. M. Modi (1929: 1), who
translated Madhusuidana’s Siddhantabindu, concluded that he lived from 1490 to 1580. P. C. Divanji
(SB: xviii-xxv), who gave a particularly detailed discussion of Madhustdana’s dates, estimated that
Madhustdana lived from 1540 to 1647. According to Sastri (NAK: 85), who assigned him to the mid-
dle of the sixteenth century, Madhustdana is traditionally regarded to have been a contemporary
of Nrsimhasrama and Appayya Diksita. Other scholars have taken Madhustidana to have lived at a
much later time. Sharma (1981: 375) reports that Kuppuswami Sastri, for instance, dated him to the
seventeenth century. On the basis of the dates he assigned the Madhva philosophers who influenced
or responded to Madhustdana’s works, Sharma (1981: 375-378) himself concluded that Madhusu-
dana must be dated to 1540-1600. Vyasatirtha obviously preceded Madhustdana, since Madhusi-



32 —— 2 Anhistorical overview of the Madhva-Advaita debate

between Madhva and Advaitin commentators formed one of the central genres of
Vedanta philosophical literature for several centuries after the Nyayamrta was writ-
ten. Sanskrit commentarial literature continued to be written on the Nyayamrta
and Advaitasiddhi well into the eighteenth century, and contemporary Madhva
and Advaitin scholars still compose critical analyses of the Nyayamyrta literature in
modern languages in the present day. Many of the most important contributions
to this debate have already been published, although a large number still await
editing in manuscript libraries in South India.

Members of the Madhva tradition responded swiftly to Madhusiidana’s argu-
ments. The lives of the Madhva philosophers who built on Vyasatirtha’s work are
often well-documented in the hagiographies written by members of the Madhva
tradition in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. An early commentary on the
Nyayamyrta which has not yet been printed seems to have been written by Vijayin-
dratirtha, who has sometimes been identified as a direct student of Vyé\satirtha.52
Two early Madhva commentaries on the Nyayamrta were written by scholars origi-
nating from a village known as Puntamba>® in modern-day Maharastra. Puntamba

dana commented on the Nyayamyta. The Advaitasiddhi was in turn critiqued by Ramacarya and
Ananda Bhattaraka. Sharma surmises that if it is correct that Ramacarya, who was a student of
Raghuttama Tirtha (1557-1595), wrote his Tarangini in around 1590, and Ananda Bhattaraka had
written his commentary by 1595, then the Advaitasiddhi must have already existed by about 1585,
and Ramacarya and Ananda Bhattaraka would have replied to it within a few years. According to
Sastri (NAK: 85), Madhusiidana originated from Faridpur in Bengal. According to Mahadevan (1968:
255), he was ordained as a renunciate early on in his life by one Vi§ve$varananda Sarasvati. Ganeri
(2011: 78) say that Madhustdana probably studied Navya-Nyaya with Vidyanivasa Bhattacarya, a
nephew of Vasudeva Sarvabhauma, or one of his contemporaries. See Sanjukta Gupta (2006) and
Pellegrini (2015: 282-284) for further discussion of Madhusiidana’s life and education.

52 Sharma (1981: 395-396) maintains that Vijayindra was a direct disciple of Vyasatirtha, yet Vi-
jayindra does not generally acknowledge Vyasatirtha as his guru in his works. Vijayindra seems
to have been favoured by Sevappa Nayaka (r. 1532-1560), the founder of the Thanjavur Nayakas
(Sharma, 1981: 398-399). Vijayindra wrote a commentary on the Nydyamrta entitled the Nyayamy-
tamoda. It has still not been published but, according to Sharma (1981: 399), it is available in the
manuscript libraries of Thanjavur. Sharma (1981: 401) reports that the scholar R. Nagaraja Sarma
cited a reference from that text where Vijayindra also refers to a longer commentary he wrote
on the Nyayamyta. However, Sharma reports that he was not able to find this reference and no
manuscripts of that work have subsequently been located.

53 The name of the town is sometimes spelled Puntambe, Punatamba, or Punatambe. It is referred
to in Sanskrit works as Punyastambhapura. In the first chapter of the Vidyadhisavijaya, it is de-
scribed as a centre of brahmanical learning and Vedic religion. The town is introduced thus: asti
ksiter bhiisanam abdhikanyavibhiisitam bhisitarajamargam | sambhavitam sadhujanena punya-
stambhabhidhanam nagaram gartyah [/ (ViV: 8; verse 8.) “There is a town known as Punyastambha.
The greatest of towns, it is a veritable ornament of the earth, wherein dwells the Lord of Laksmi
himself. In that town, esteemed by the virtuous, are the king’s roads decked with ornaments.”
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was at that time a stronghold of Vaisnava religion in the region. These two works,
which reply directly to the Advaitasiddhi, were written by Vyasa Ramacarya (1550—
1620) and Ananda Bhattaraka (1535-1605).3* Both of these intellectuals seem to have
been disciples of Raghtittama Tirtha, who himself flourished in the latter half of the
sixteenth century.>

What little we know about Ramacarya’s life comes mainly from the benedictory
verses at the beginning of his Tarangini. As Sharma (1981: 178) observes, these verses
indicate that he belonged to the Upamanyu gotra, and that “Vyasa” was his family
name. Ramacarya states that his native village was “Ambapur1”, which, according to
Sharma (1981: 179), must be identified with Puntamba. Ramacarya clearly indicates
that Raghuttama was his guru, although he credits much of his education to his
elder brother, one Narayana.’® Anantakrishna Sastri (NAk: 88) records the story that
Ramacarya was able to study with Madhustdana in person by approaching him
in the guise of an Advaitin student. According to this story, Ramacarya wrote the
Tarangint during this period of study and presented it to Madhustidana as a gift at
the conclusion of the tuition.

We have considerably more knowledge of Ananda Bhattaraka’s life. This infor-
mation comes mainly from a Sanskrit biography written about his son, Vidyadhisa
Tirtha, who was a head of the Uttaradi Matha.’” The modern-day Pandurangi family
trace their lineage back to Ananda Bhattaraka, and they ultimately claim descent
from Madhva’s direct disciple, Padmanabha Tirtha.>® Ananda Bhattaraka is said

54 Itis now widely accepted that the Nyayamrtakantakoddhara was written by Ananda Bhattaraka.
However, there was for a long time some dispute regarding the author of the text. Sastri (NAK: 1)
noted that the Descriptive Catalogue of the Mysore Oriental Library ascribed the text to Vijayindra-
tirtha. As pointed out by Sharma (1981: 383), however, the Kantakoddhara directly criticises the
views of VijayIndra’s Nyayamrtamoda. See Williams (2014: 126-128) for a translation and an analy-
sis of an early passage in the Kantakoddhdara where Ananda Bhattaraka refers to Vijayindra’s work.
It is clear that Ananda Bhattaraka was only aware of Balabhadra’s Advaitasiddhivyakhya and not
Brahmananda’s works.

55 See Sharma (1981: 463-464) for what is known about Raghuttama’s life.

56 padadividyam bahuvinnisadyam adhyaisi tattvaisivarad yato ham | namami tam vyasakula-
vatamsam narayandacaryam athagrajam me [/ (Nyayamyrtatarangini, NAB, 1:2.) “I offer homage to
my elder brother, Narayanacarya, the crest of the Vydsa family, the greatest of truth-seekers, from
whom I learnt the science of words and so on.”

57 Vidyadhida is famous partly for his debate with the Advaitin scholar Rangoji Bhatta (a brother
of the eminent grammarian Bhattoji Diksita) in Ikkeri at the court of the Nayaka king Venkatappa.
See Deshpande (2011) for an analysis of the conflicting accounts of this debate in traditional sources.
58 Padmanabha Tirtha was a great logician (Tarkika) originally known as Sobhana Bhatta whom
Madhva converted to his movement. (See SMV, 2:14-15; verses 9.17-19, for a discussion of Sobhana
Bhatta’s initial debate with Madhva.) Padmanabha assumed a prominent role in the Madhva tra-
dition after Madhva’s death (Sharma, 1981: 223-224). V. Pandurangi (2017: 180) notes that several
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to have been the son of a learned brahmin named Trivikrama Bhatta. He studied
$astra in Varanasi, before learning Madhva philosophy with Raghaittama.>® After
this he returned to Puntamba to teach. The Vidyadhisavijaya indicates that Ananda
Bhattaraka wrote further works elucidating Jayatirtha’s commentaries, although
these are not known to modern scholarship.®® According to the Vidyadhisavijaya,
the Madhvas living in Puntamba moved south at the end of the sixteenth century
because of the Muslim invasion of the area.®! Vidyadhisa eventually took sannydsa
and became head of the Uttaradi Matha. Unlike his father, he did not write on the
Nyayamprta, although he wrote an important commentary on the opening parts of Ja-
yatirtha’s Nyayasudha known as the Vakyarthacandrika, which is said to have been
composed in Udupi. Vidyadhisa quotes from Vyasatirtha’s Nyayamrta and Tatpar-
yacandrika frequently in that commentary.%?

Ramacarya’s Tarangini clearly precedes Ananda Bhattaraka’s Kantakoddhara,
since Ananda Bhattaraka often criticises Ramacarya’s views. As I discuss in Chapter
7, both commentaries are highly technical and evince a deep knowledge of Navya-
Nyaya; both commentators frequently quote or summarise parts of Gangesa’s Tat-
tvacintamani and its commentaries in their works. Sharma was of the view that

traditional Madhva scholars have claimed that Padmanabha was an ancestor of the modern-day
Pandurangi family. He claims that Padmanabha’s family originally settled in Puntamba and later
moved to Pandharpur with Padmanabha when Madhva died. According to Pandurangi, the earliest
known ancestor of the Pandurangi lineage after Padmanabha was one Laksmana Bhatta. Laksmana
Bhatta had a son named Trivikrama Bhatta, who is mentioned in the Vidyadhisavijaya. Ananda
Bhattaraka is named as one of Trivikrama Bhatta’s two sons. The text states that Trivikrama was
a wealthy and pious brahmin who lived in Puntamba. Pandurangi (2017: 182) recounts the story of
how Ananda Bhattaraka achieved learning with divine assistance. In his youth, Ananda Bhattaraka
neglected his studies. Frustrated with his situation, he relocated to the town of Kolhapur in mod-
ern day Maharastra. After Ananda Bhattaraka propitiated the goddess Mahalaksmi for twelve years
there, she took the form of a snake before him. Ananda Bhattaraka tried to grasp the snake, touching
it with all ten of his fingers, and then managed to touch it once more as it slithered away. Accord-
ing to the story, Ananda Bhattaraka was accordingly blessed with a lineage that would span eleven
generations of great scholars.

59 See V. Pandurangi (2017: 183).

60 The Vidyadhisavijaya says as follows: nisargagudhari jayatirthayogipranitamadhvagamaparici-
karthan | ascaryam aklistapadabhir arvyam yas tippanibhih prakaticakara |/ (ViV: 15; verse 1.20.)
“He [= Ananda Bhattaraka] achieved the wonderful feat of elucidating with clear-worded glosses
(tippanis) the meaning of the innately difficult commentaries (paficika) written by Jayatirtha-yogi
on Madhva’s scriptures.”

61 V. Pandurangi (2017: 186) notes that the Muslim attack on Puntamba is recorded in the
Rastraudhavamsamahakavya. He infers that the Muslim invasion was led by Shahzada Murad
Mirza, a son of Akbar. Pandurangi surmises that he must have invaded Puntamba around 1590
or 1595 when he attacked Ahmednagar on his father’s orders.

62 See Sharma (1981: 477-478) for a discussion of the contents of the Vakyarthacandrika.
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Ananda Bhattaraka’s works are not as intellectually accomplished as Ramacarya’s,
although this evaluation has been disputed by Ananda Bhattaraka’s modern descen-
dant Veeranarayana Pandurangi (2017: 183). There are clearly sections covered in
this book (for instance, the Sattvanirukti) where Ananda Bhattaraka’s arguments
against Madhustidana are far more detailed than Ramacarya’s.

Another early commentary on the Nydyamrta is Srinivasatirtha’s (1560-1640)
Nyayamytaprakasa. According to the modern Madhva scholar K. T. Pandurangi,
Srinivasatirtha came from the town of Bidarahalli near Bengaluru and was a
nephew and disciple of a scholar known as Yadavarya. He gained the title Tirtha
from Raghavendratirtha on the basis of his contributions to Madhva literature
despite never actually undergoing sannydsa.5® The Prakasa is valuable to modern
scholarship since it generally explains the Nyayamyrta in conventional, lucid San-
skrit, in contrast to the more technical commentaries of Raimacarya and Ananda
Bhattaraka.

These Madhva rejoinders to Madhustdana’s Advaitasiddhi were in turn chal-
lenged by Advaitin philosophers. An early commentary written to defend the Advai-
tasiddhi is the Siddhivyakhya of Balabhadra (f1. 1610). Balabhadra is usually taken to
have been a direct student of Madhusiidana because Madhustidana mentions him
by name at the end of his Siddhantabindu.5 The Siddhivyakhya is primarily a polem-
ical response to Ramacarya’s Tarangini, of which sections are often quoted verbatim.
Balabhadra seems to have been unaware of Ananda Bhattaraka’s Kantakoddhara,
however. Two further commentaries were written on the Advaitasiddhi by Gauda
Brahmananda (fl. 1700).55 These were analytic works, known generally as the Laghu-
and Guru-Candrikas or (Gauda-)brahmanandtyas. The Laghucandrika, as the name
suggests, is a condensed version of the Gurucandrika. As Nair (1990: 30) points out,
there has been some doubt about the authorship of the commentaries based on in-

63 See VA: xxxix for a discussion of Srinivasatirtha’s biographical details. See also K. T. Pandurangi’s
introduction to his 2014 edition of the Nyayamrta and its commentaries, p. xv, for some further
discussion of his life and work.

64 The final verse of the Siddhantabindu reads: bahuyacanaya mayayam alpo balabhadrasya krte
krto nibandhah | yad adustam ihasti yac ca dustam tad udarah sudhiyo vivecayantu // (SB: 111.) “I
wrote this little work for the sake of Balabhadra after much nagging on his part. May the noble and
wise discriminate what is at fault and what is right in it.”

65 Sastri (NAK: 81) says that Brahmananda was a contemporary of the poet and literary critic Ja-
gannatha Panditaraja, the Mimamsaka Khandadeva, the Navya-Naiyayika Gadadhara Bhatta, and
the grammarian Nagoji Bhatta. He claims that Brahmananda was a “class-mate” of Gadadhara in
Navadvipa. He thus assigns him to the beginning of the seventeenth century. Sastri (NAK: 90) says
that Brahmananda refers to one Sivarama Varnin as his preceptor. He says that Brahmananda’s
pupil was Dravidacarya, who refers to Brahmananda in his Varttika on the Brahmasttrasarnkara-
bhasya.
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ternal evidence within their texts. However, he concludes that Brahmananda must
be the author of both works. Unlike Balabhadra, Brahmananda deals not only with
the Nyayamrtatarargini, but also with the Nyayamrtakantakoddhara.®® Both com-
mentaries contain highly technical reformulations of Madhusiidana’s arguments
using Navya-Nyaya terminology.

The Madhva philosopher Vanamali Misra (fl. 1680) critiqued Brahmananda.5’
Vanamali seems to have originated from Bihar in North India. Ananda Bhattaraka’s
son, Vidyadhisa Tirtha, was responsible for spreading the Madhva religion in the
North, where he converted a community of tantrikas in Gaya in Bihar to the Ma-
dhva religion in the seventeenth century.® Vanamali wrote a terse commentary on
the Nyayamrta known as the Saugandhya. Parts of the Saugandhya were published
by Sastri (NAk). The work has also recently been published by K. T. Pandurangi (2014)
in Bengaluru. Vanamalr’s works were in turn critiqued by the Advaitin VitthaleSo-
padhyaya (f1. 1755) in the Vitthalesopadhyayt, which was written to explain Brahma-
nanda’s Laghucandrika.

Vyasatirtha’s work thus shaped the intellectual development of his tradition
profoundly, and original work on the Nyayamrta was still being written by mem-
bers of the Madhva religion three hundred years after his death. Recent scholarship
has also highlighted how the text helped to reshape the Advaita tradition. Vyasatir-
tha was one of the Advaita tradition’s most ruthless critics, but he seems to have
exercised a profound influence over the development of Advaita philosophy in the
early modern period. While it is clear that Madhustidana himself studied Navya-
Nyaya in Bengal, Vyasatirtha’s work in the Nyayamrta helped to draw Madhusu-
dana deeply into the subject and to apply Navya-Nyaya thought to his interpretation
of the works of the classical Advaitins. As I discuss in Chapter 6, Vyasatirtha’s work
on indeterminacy and the problem of contradiction also prompted Madhustdana
to develop new arguments to defend his tradition’s thought on this issue.

Advaitin philosophers, of course, rejected Vyasatirtha’s arguments against
their tradition, sometimes with outright disdain. Appayya Diksita (fl. 1585), for in-
stance, wrote critiques of Vyasatirtha and the Madhva system with vituperative
titles like “The Grinding of the Face of the System of Madhva” (Madhvatantra-
mukhamardana).%® Nevertheless, even Appayya seems to have reused parts of
Vyasatirtha’s works implicitly on many occasions. Jonathan Duquette (2019) has
explored Vyasatirtha’s influence over Appayya’s Sivarkamanidipika. He shows that

66 Sastri (NAK: 90).

67 See Sastri (NAK: 91) for a discussion of his date based on the evidence of his Tarangintyukti-
saurabha and Nyayamrtasaugandhya.

68 See Sharma (1981: 387-388).

69 For some discussion of the titles of such works, see Minkowski (2011).
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in that text, Appayya draws heavily on Vyasatirtha’s critique of Gangesa’s formal
inferences to prove the existence of god in the ISvaravada of the Tattvacintamani.
Duquette shows that Appayya tacitly reused aspects of the Isvaravada of Vyasatir-
tha’s Tarkatandava to build his own critique of Gangesa’s arguments. Duquette also
argues that Appayya’s study of Vyasatirtha served to catalyse his own interest in
Navya-Nyaya in general.”

Besides helping to draw Advaitin philosophers into Navya-Nyaya thought, Vya-
satirtha’s careful historical reconstruction of Advaita philosophy in the opening
chapters of the Nyayamrta may have helped to shape the Advaita tradition’s un-
derstanding of its own intellectual history. As McCrea (2015: 96-97) argues in his
study of the third book of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha’s work may have marked the
origin of the tendency of Advaitin philosophers to distinguish sharply between the
Bhamatt and Vivarana sub-schools of Advaita thought. McCrea writes:

Considering the sharp division he draws between these two strands of Advaita thought and
the seeming lack of such clear differentiation earlier, it seems almost reasonable to describe
Vyasatirtha as the discoverer, not to say the inventor, of the Bhamati and Vivarana schools of
Advaita Vedanta. That Vyasatirtha’s own foray into the doxography of Advaita seems to have
had such a significant impact on the way the Advaitins saw the divisions in their own field is a
testament to his achievements as a scholar and as an intellectual historian. One might almost
go so far as to say that Vyasatirtha knows the Advaitins better than they know themselves.

Thus, in the process of sparring with Vyasatirtha, the Advaita tradition may have
absorbed some of his key ideas about their own history, and Vyasatirtha’s histor-
ical reconstruction of Advaita tradition may have helped draw divisions that are
still recognised today. Despite being one of Advaita philosophy’s fiercest critics and
a member of a tradition many Advaitins regarded with outright disdain, Vyasatir-
tha’s work in the Nyayamrta and Tarkatandava quietly helped to reshape Advaita
philosophy in the centuries after his death.

70 Duquette (2019: 20) concludes his study as follows: “Above all, Appayya’s mode of engagement
with the TT shows how stimulating this remarkable Dvaita work would have been for him. Not
only did it compel him to elaborate a systematic critique of Dvaita views on an important topic of
Mimamsa hermeneutics, a critique which exerted a significant influence of its own; it also catalyzed
Appayya’s own engagement with the broader Navya-Nyaya tradition, the development of which he
arguably pioneered together with Vyasatirtha in South India”.
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2.4 The Madhvas and the transmission of Navya-Nyaya
philosophy to South India

I will conclude this section with some general remarks about the role of the Ma-
dhvas in the history of Navya-Nyaya thought. I will also discuss Vyasatirtha’s use of
Navya-Nyaya extensively in the introduction to Chapter 7 of this volume. I conclude
this section with some remarks about the Madhvas’ engagement with the works of
Navya-Nyaya before and after Vyasatirtha. The Madhvas played an important role
in bringing Navya-Nyaya learning to South India, and modern Madhva scholars are
still proud of their role in bringing the works of Gangesa and his followers to the
South. Contemporary Madhva scholars continue to study Navya-Nyaya philosophy,
and students trained at the Madhva vidyapithas in South India regularly participate
in competitive debates on Navya-Nyaya works. Vyasatirtha was the first intellectual
in his tradition, and probably the first in South India, whose works show a detailed
engagement with Gange$a’s Tattvacintamani. According to the dates accepted by
modern scholars, Gangesa (fl. 1325) lived approximately 175 years before Vyasatir-
tha was in his prime. Vyasatirtha’s earliest commentaries on the works of Madhva
and Jayatirtha show that he had an advanced knowledge of contemporary Nyaya
ideas and technical language. By the time he composed the Nyayamrta, however,
it is clear that Vyasatirtha had studied the Tattvacintamani in depth. He shows an
extensive familiarity with the second chapter of Gangesa’s work, which deals with
the theory of inference.

There is some evidence that Gangesa’s arguments were already being studied
in South India when Vyasatirtha was writing.”" However, the Naiyayikas were not
a major rival of the Madhvas in the South. While Navya-Nyaya philosophy was un-
doubtedly studied in South India during the early modern period, the epicentre of
Navya-Nyaya learning clearly lay in North India, first in Mithila and later in Bengal.
It is difficult to identify any outstanding Nyaya philosophers in South India dur-
ing the Vijayanagara period.”” The Madhvas’ leading competitors in the Vijayana-
gara Empire were the Advaita and Visistadvaita Vedantins, and later the Sivadvaita

71 See Williams (2014: 132-133).

72 One Naiyayika who was based at Vijayanagara was Cennu Bhatta (also “Cinnam Bhatta”). Cennu
Bhatta wrote commentaries on two Nyaya texts: Varadaraja’s (fl. 1150) Tarkikaraksasarasangraha
and Ke$ava Misra’s (fl. 1250) Tarkabhasa. Cennu Bhatta himself probably lived towards the begin-
ning of the fourteenth century. However, both of his extant texts are commentaries on pracina-
Nyaya works, and they do not show any influence from Gangesa. Bhattacharyya and Potter (2011:
368-369) give an overview of scholarship on Cennu Bhatta’s life.
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and Vira-Saiva movements.” If the Navya-Naiyayikas were not among the leading
competitors to the Madhvas in the South, what motivated Vyasatirtha to engage so
deeply with the school’s ideas?

Until the sixteenth century, the Madhvas had largely been ignored by the other
traditions of Indian philosophy. Vyasatirtha’s three major works clearly reflect
an ambition to raise the profile of the Madhvas as a philosophical school and to
engage other traditions of philosophy in critical debate. The evidence from the
Tarkatandava suggests that Vyasatirtha wanted to engage with cutting-edge Navya-
Nyaya philosophers, including intellectuals like Yajfiapati Upadhyaya (f1. 1460) and
Jayadeva Paksadhara (fl. 1470), who seem to have been senior contemporaries of
his. By engaging with Navya-Nyaya, a prestigious new philosophical school which
already seems to have had some standing among South Indian intellectuals,’ Vya-
satirtha hoped to raise the profile of his own tradition and to demonstrate that
the Madhvas should be regarded as a serious intellectual presence in the Indian
philosophical world.

Vyasatirtha’s work on Navya-Nyaya seems to be part of the broader move to nor-
malise Madhva philosophy that is already discernible in the works of the fourteenth-
century Madhva philosopher Visnudasacarya. In the early modern period, Advaitin
philosophers like Appayya Diksita seized upon the fact that Madhva himself had
grounded his philosophical ideas in the controversial “lost” texts whose existence
has been doubted by modern scholars. Vyasatirtha does not place much stress on
these texts in the Nyayamrta. The only place where he really makes use of such
controversial sources is in the final book of the work, when discussing the distinc-
tive Madhva theory that the individual souls continue to stand in a hierarchical
relationship to one another even in liberation.” He avoids the Brahmatarka, for in-
stance, which is traditionally regarded as the basic Madhva text on epistemology.”®

73 See Stoker (2011) for an analysis of Vyasatirtha’s critique of the Visistadvaita theory of liberation
in the Nyayamrta. Vijayindratirtha, for instance, is said to have had a dispute with a Vira-Saiva guru
at Kumbakonam. See Sharma (1981: 399).

74 See Williams (2014: 146, fn. 25) for a discussion of a passage from the Vyasayogicarita which
suggests that Gangesa’s work was already being used by South Indian philosophers during Vyasa-
tirtha’s lifetime.

75 See NAB, 3:704-713. Stoker (2016: 182) discusses one of these references while analysing the rel-
evant part of the Nyayamyta.

76 The Madhva philosopher Satyanatha Tirtha (f1. 1670), however, emphasises the authority of the
Brahmatarka as a text in his work. At the beginning of the Pramanyavada of the Abhinavatandava
he writes: atha samsarakantare nipatitan moksayogyan kypayoddidhirsuh bhagavan narayanah pra-
manatattvajiianasya prameyatattvavadharanasyeva moksahetutvat pramanatattvanirnayaya brah-
matarkasastram actklpat. tasya sastrasyedanimtanair adhyetum asakyatvena srimadacaryaprant-
tagranthanusarena mandabodhdya pramanatattvam atra vicaryate. (AT: 11.) “Now, Lord Narayana,



40 — 2 An historical overview of the Madhva-Advaita debate

His engagement with key specialist disciplines of Indian thought (grammatical sci-
ence, Mimamsa, and Navya-Nyaya in particular) reflect this project to normalise
Madhva philosophy and to confer mainstream respectability on it by justifying it in
the terms of these traditions. These factors no doubt contributed to the success of
Vyasatirtha’s work in attracting replies from leading scholars of opposing schools,
including Madhusudana.

In the opening chapters of the Nyayamprta, Vyasatirtha appears keen to demon-
strate to hisreaders that he is familiar with Ganges$a’s work. He alludes frequently to
the chapter of the Tattvacintamani that deals with inference. The early portions of
the Nyayamrta show Vyasatirtha’s knowledge of the “Discourse about Subjecthood”
section of the text (the Paksatavada)’’ and Gangesa’s inferences to prove the exis-
tence of god (the Isvaravada). In his Prathamamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha alludes
frequently to the section of the Tattvacintamani dealing with “universal-negative in-
ference” (kevalavyatireki-anumana).

In the Nyayamyrta, it is clear that Vyasatirtha’s main Navya-Nyaya influence
was Gangesa. As far as I am aware, he does not refer to any post-Gangesa Navya-
Nyaya philosophers, although his commentators sometimes do. By the time he
wrote the Tarkatandava, however, Vyasatirtha clearly had a much deeper knowl-
edge not only of Gangesa, but also of Gangesa’s intellectual heirs in Mithila. In the
Tarkatandava, for example, Vyasatirtha is clearly aware of the works of Gangesa’s
son, Vardhamana Upadhyaya (/1. 1345).78 He is also aware of Gangesa’s commentator,
Jayadeva Paksadhara, whose ideas he incorporates into his account of Ganges$a’s for-

desiring to save the [individual souls] fit for liberation who had fallen into the dense forest of
samsara, composed the scientific treatise known as the Brahmatarka in order that [they could]
understand the means of knowledge; for, an awareness of the truth about the means of knowledge
is an expedient to liberation just as the ascertainment of the truth about the objects of knowledge
is. Since this scientific treatise cannot be understood by those belonging to the present [kali] age,
in [this treatise,] following the works written by Madhva[-Acarya, I] deliberate on the truth about
the means of knowledge to enlighten the slow-minded [beings living in this kali-yugal.” The Brah-
matarkais a controversial text. As Satyanatha indicates here, it is regarded by the Madhva tradition
as being a work authored by god himself to aid sentient beings to obtain moksa. However, critics of
the Madhva tradition have long argued that the Brahmatarka, a text unknown outside of Madhva’s
works, was composed by Madhva himself to validate his own arguments. See Mesquita (2000b) for
this argument.

77 Vyasatirtha refers to Gangesa’s definition of subjecthood (paksata) when giving a statement of
disagreement (vipratipatti-vakya) early in the Nyayamyta. See below, p. 188, for a discussion of this
passage.

78 Vyasatirtha refers to Vardhamana’s commentary on Udayana’s Nyayakusumanjali when dis-
cussing various proofs for the existence of god offered by Udayana in that text. See TT, 1:359-377.
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mal inferences to prove the existence of god.” He is also clearly aware of Jayadeva’s
teacher and rival, Yajiiapati Upadhyaya, particularly Yajfiapati’s commentary on
the chapter of Gangesa’s Tattvacintdmani that deals with perception.?? Vyasatir-
tha’s commentator Raghavendratirtha also seems to suggest that Vyasatirtha was
aware of Pragalbha (fl. 1470) and Rucidatta Migra (f. 1505), although it is not clear
from his texts themselves that Vyasatirtha was actually aware of these thinkers.®!

By contrast to the Nyayamrta, the Tarkatandava fell on deaf ears. Several
Madhva philosophers wrote commentaries on it, but the Navya-Naiyayikas seem
to have ignored the text entirely. No reply to the Tarkatandava by the Navya-
Naiyayikas is known to modern scholarship, and the later Madhva works on the
Tarkatandava that have so far been published—Satyanatha’s Abhinavatandava and
Raghavendra’s Nyayadipa—do not contain any references to rejoinders written by
Navya-Nyaya philosophers.®

Nevertheless, Madhva scholars after Vyasatirtha continued to critique Navya-
Nyaya thought. Vijayindra Tirtha wrote a commentary on the Nyayamrta entitled
the Nyayamrtamoda. It has not yet been published, but according to Sharma (1981:
401) it is preserved in the manuscript libraries of Thanjavur. Sharma says that the

79 The influence of Jayadeva can be observed throughout the Isvaravada of the Tarkatandava. In
the Nyayadipa, Raghavendra alerts us to many instances where Vyasatirtha incorporates Jayadeva’s
arguments into his analysis of Gangesa’s position. See for instance TT, 1:289-290, 292, etc. Jayadeva’s
arguments and ideas appear regularly throughout the Tarkatandava, and Raghavendra is careful
to point out these references.

80 I have discussed one passage of the Tarkatandava where Vyasatirtha was clearly influenced
by Yajfiapati in Chapter 7, fn. 30. Vyasatirtha deals with Yajfiapati mainly in the section of the
Tarkatandava that discusses veridicality (pramanya), particularly on the question of whether the
veridicality of a cognition is apprehended “intrinsically” (svatah-pramanyavada) or “extrinsically”
(paratah-pramanyavada). See TT, 1:158-166.

81 Raghavendra refers to Pragalbha Misra only infrequently and usually mentions him in connec-
tion with Jayadeva. Raghavendra does seem to ascribe a knowledge of Pragalbha’s work to Vyasa-
tirtha when dealing with his ideas about the nature of veridical awareness (prama) (see, e.g., TT,
1:148 and 166). Raghavendra also refers sometimes to “Rucidatta and so on” (rucidattadi), although
he always seems to mention Rucidatta’s ideas as an aside to the discussion. If Potter’s dates for Ru-
cidatta are accurate, it seems unlikely that Vyasatirtha was familiar with his work. However, other
scholars have given earlier dates for Rucidatta. For instance, Ramanuja Tatacharya (ACT: 25) dates
him to 1450.

82 However, Sharma has cited a number of traditions that suggest that Vyasatirtha made a pro-
found impression on contemporary Navya-Naiyayikas. These include an admiring verse apparently
spoken by Jayadeva Paksadhara, in which Jayadeva, upon visiting Mulbagal in the Vijayanagara Em-
pire, admits to being matched by Vyasatirtha. Sharma takes this as evidence that Jayadeva and Vya-
satirtha met. The verse reads: yad adhitam, tad adhitam; yad anadhitam tad apy adhitam | paksad-
haravipakso naveksi vina navinavyasena //. Sharma does not give a source for the verse other than
referring to it as a “tradition”. See Sharma (1981: 294).
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scholar R. Nagaraja Sarma has cited a reference where Vijayindra refers to a larger
commentary he wrote on the Nyayamrta. However, Sharma himself was not able to
find this reference and the text has not been identified. Vijayindra also wrote a com-
mentary on the Tarkatandava. A manuscript of this is preserved at the Government
Oriental Manuscripts Library in Mysuru. Modern Madhva scholars are not inter-
ested in editing this work, however, in light of the corrupt state of the manuscript.83
The only commentary on the Tarkatandava that has been published is Ragha-
vendra’s Nyayadipa. In the text, Raghavendra shows that he had studied the Tattva-
cintamani in depth, as well as the works of Yajfiapati and Jayadeva. He quotes from
Jayadeva’s Tattvacintamanyaloka frequently. He also shows that he was aware of
a number of other Navya-Nyaya authors from Mithila and Bengal, including Pra-
galbha, Rucidatta, Narahari Upadhyaya, either Mahesa or Madhustdana Thakkura,
and Raghunatha Siromani.®* Raghavendra’s goal in the Nyayadipa is to explain the
Tarkatandava in lucid language; it is generally not an original work of philosophy.
An outstanding Madhva author of the seventeenth century whose works so far
have gathered little attention is Satyanatha Tirtha (fI. 1670). According to Sharma
(1981: 445), Satyanatha was a contemporary of the Mughal emperor Aurangzeb
and the head of the Uttaradi Matha in Bengaluru. He seems to have been trained
as a philosopher in Varanasi. He wrote a number of commentaries on the clas-
sical texts of the Madhva tradition, as well as an independent critique of Navya-
Nyaya called the Abhinavatandava.®® The Abhinavatandava is acknowledged in
the Madhva tradition to be a highly original critique of Navya-Nyaya philosophy.
Satyanatha’s treatment of the luminaries of Navya-Nyaya is less than reverent.
He regularly refers to Ganges$a, Raghunatha, and their followers with contempt
as sthaladrsvans— blockheads”! Despite the interest shown in Navya-Nyaya by

83 When visiting the library in 2019, I was allowed to see this manuscript, but not to obtain copies.
The text is preserved in a lined notebook in Devanagari script. The manuscript only extends for
the first few granthas of the text, and covers only the part of Vijayindra’s commentary that deals
with Vyasatirtha’s discussion of veridicality. I was informed by the Madhva scholar Veeranarayana
Pandurangi that Prof. D. Prahladachar of the Vyasaraya Matha considered editing the commentary
on the basis of this manuscript, but gave up because of the highly corrupt state of the text as it is
preserved in the witness.

84 Raghavendra quotes directly from Narahari, who is taken to have been Yajiiapati’s son and a
student of Jayadeva; see TT, 1:24. In his commentary on the I$varavada of the Tarkatandava, Ragha-
vendra refers twice to one “Thakkura” (see TT, 1:293 and 320). Raghavendra refers to Raghunatha
when analysing Gangesa’s final definition of pervasion (vyaptisiddhantalaksana; see TT, 4:17).

85 A rare edition of this text was prepared by Satyadhyana Ramacarya Katti and printed by the
Uttaradi Matha in Bengaluru in 1988. Several manuscripts of the text are preserved in Thanjavur
by the Sarasvati Mahal Library. There is further a manuscript of the text in the private collection of
Veeranarayana Pandurangi in Bengaluru.
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Madhva thinkers, Satyanatha’s work does not contain any evidence that the Navya-
Naiyayikas replied to Vyasatirtha and his followers.

In the Abhinavatandava, Satyanatha shows a deep knowledge of the Tattvacin-
tamani, from which he quotes extensively. He is also aware of the Mithila school of
Navya-Nyaya. Satyanatha refers explicitly to Yajfiapati (AT: 28), Jayadeva (AT: 242),
and Jayadeva’s student, Rucidatta Misra (AT: 229). Like Raghavendra, Satyanatha
was also aware of the commentaries of the Bengal school of Navya-Nyaya. He had
clearly read and studied the Didhiti commentary of Raghunatha, whose views he
refers to frequently in the chapter of the Abhinavatandava that deals with infer-
ence. He also refers to Raghunatha once (AT: 200) in the chapter of the Abhina-
vatandava that deals with the subject of negative particles (nafiartha). He does not
refer to Raghunatha at all when discussing perception, however. He further refers
to Raghunatha’s teacher, Vasudeva Sarvabhauma (f. 1490) (AT: 294). Satyanatha
does not explicitly refer to Gadadhara Bhatta (fl. 1660), who was probably a contem-
porary of his. However, he sometimes refers anonymously to the works of Navya-
Nyaya philosophers®® who were presumably his contemporaries. Further study is
needed to ascertain the philosophers he had in mind in these parts of the text.

Some of the leading work on Navya-Nyaya in the Madhva tradition after Vya-
satirtha is found in Madhva commentaries on the Nyayamrta. Unlike Vyasatir-
tha, who does not seem to have had any extensive personal contact with Navya-
Naiyayikas in North India, Madhustidana seems to have studied Navya-Nyaya
in Bengal. According to some scholars, Madhustidana learned Navya-Nyaya with
Mathuranatha Tarkavagisa, who was himself possibly a student of Raghunatha
Siromani.®’ The authors of two of the earliest Madhva replies to the Advaitasi-
ddhi, Vyasa Ramacarya and Ananda Bhattaraka clearly had a deep knowledge of
the Tattvacintamani. Ramacarya also refers to Raghunatha Siromani by name in
his Tarargini.3® Srinivasatirtha clearly studied the works of Rucidatta, whom he
alludes to in his commentary on the Nyayamyta.3®

86 See, for instance, Satyanatha’s discussion of pervasion (AT: 238-239).

87 See Gupta (2006) and Pellegrini (2015) for recent discussions of Madhusiidana’s education.

88 See Nyayamytatarangini, NAB: 1:266. Ramacarya refers here to Raghunatha’s commentary on
Udayana’s Atmatattvaviveka (which Ramacarya refers to as the Bauddhadhikara). He writes: saho-
palambhah sahopalambhaniyamah. etac ca prapaficitam bauddhadhikare—grahyagrahakayor
abhede sadhye sahopalambhaniyamo hetutvenopadiyata iti. etac ca vyakhyatam siroma-
nina—sahopalambhaniyamah niyamenaikavittivedyatvam, tadavisayakajiianavisayatvam va,
tesam mate jiianasya svaprakasatvat, jiianajiieyayor abhede ca jiianajiieyagrahakabhyam jiieyajfia-
nayor api grahanan nasiddhir iti.

89 See K. T. Pandurangi’s 2014 edition of the Nyayamrta, vol. 1, p. 55.
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The practice of writing commentaries on the Nyayamrta continued well into
the eighteenth century. K. T. Pandurangi’s 2014 edition of the Nyayamrta contains a
previously unpublished commentary which sheds new light on the development of
the ideas of the Madhva school in the eighteenth century. This work was written by
Mannari Krsnacarya (f. 1780)°° and is called the Nyayamrtamadhiiri. It is a highly
original and formidably difficult work; it gives a detailed analysis of Vyasatirtha’s
arguments in the light of Raghunatha and Gadadhara’s new ideas about epistemol-
ogy. It is especially concerned with refuting Brahmananda’s commentaries on the
Advaitasiddhi. A more detailed study of this work is yet to be undertaken, but it
shows that original contributions were still being made to the Nyayamrta literature
in the late eighteenth century.’!

Pandurangi’s edition further contains a new commentary that seems to have
been written earlier than the Nyayamrtamadhiri. The Nyayakalpalata, written by
one Kirma Narahari Acarya, seems to be a more derivative commentary. It quotes
extensively from the earlier Madhva commentarial literature on the Nyayamyta,
particularly the Tarangint. However, it also gives extensive explanations and glosses
of the passages it quotes. It is apparently not influenced by the works of Raghunatha
and Gadadhara. According to K. T. Pandurangi, Kirma Narahari Acarya was an ex-
pert in Mimamsa.*

90 In his introduction to his 2014 edition of the Nyayamyrta and its commentaries, p. xvi, K. T. Pan-
durangi says that Krsnacarya was the grandson of Satyapriyatirtha (fl. 1740), a Pithadhipati of the
Uttaradi Matha. However, Sharma gives the date of Satyapriyatirtha as lying in the middle of the
seventeenth century. It must therefore be that the dating of Krsnacarya to the latter half of the
seventeenth century is simply a mistake for the latter half of the eighteenth century. According to
Pandurangi, Krsnacarya further wrote a commentary on the Tarkatandava, another on Vyasatir-
tha’s Tatparyacandrika, and also a work on the Tattvoddyota and its commentaries.

91 A number of commentaries were written on the Nyayamrta-literature in the twentieth century.
The most outstanding is the Balabodhini, a commentary on the Advaitasiddhi by Yogendranath
Bagchi. Unfortunately, this commentary was never completed; Sitansukhar explains in his pref-
ace to the text that Bagchi died before he could finish the work (na vismartavyam, yad balabod-
hintkarah svakrtisamapteh prag eva vijiianaghane brahmani vilayam gatah. [ASV: 3]). The commen-
tary presents a clear explanation of the Advaitasiddhi for less experienced readers by synthesizing
the views of the major commentators on the text. The Advaitin scholar Anantakrishna Sastri (NAK)
also wrote a brief commentary entitled Saugandhyavimarsa, which he refers to as a “Critical Study
of the Nyayamytasaugandhya” of Vanamali Misra. A notable commentary on the Advaitasiddhi in
Hindi is the Advaitasiddhihindivyakhya of Svami Yogindrananda. Yogindrananda’s edition contains
the text of both the Nyayamyta and the Advaitasiddhi, but the commentary was written primarily
to explain the Advaitasiddhi.

92 See K. T. Pandurangi’s 2014 edition of the Nyayamyta, p. xvi, for a brief discussion of his life and
contribution to the Nyayamyta debate.
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2.5 Conclusion

In the two centuries following Madhva’s death, the Madhva tradition was largely ig-
nored by the other schools of philosophy in South India. The Nyayamyta finally suc-
ceeded in drawing the Advaitins and the Visistadvaitins into critical dialogue with
the Madhvas. Vyasatirtha’s work in the Nyayamyrta and Tatparyacandrika helped
reshape the discourse among Vedanta philosophers in the early modern period. In
the three centuries after his death, the Nyayamrta was a central focus of the energy
of the leading Madhva and Advaita philosophers of the day, drawing some of these
traditions’ leading philosophers into debate with one another. Vyasatirtha’s rich his-
torical construction of Advaita philosophy also subtly reshaped Advaita philosophy
itself, drawing the Advaitins further into Navya-Nyaya learning and eventually lead-
ing them to reframe their own intellectual history.

As Stoker (2016) has shown, the Nyayamrta undoubtedly helped to improve the
profile of the Madhvas in South India, and, in turn, the Madhvas’ rise to a position
of prominence in the Vijayanagara Empire increased interest in Vyasatirtha’s work.
This allowed the Madhva tradition to expand its institutional network and sphere of
influence in South India considerably. Vyasatirtha’s success in attracting patronage
from the emperors of the Tuluva dynasty gave him new opportunities to publicize
his work and undoubtedly contributed to the willingness of the other traditions of
Vedanta to take Madhva philosophy more seriously. The result of Vyasatirtha’s work
was thus a far more outward-looking Madhva tradition that enjoyed new intellec-
tual credibility alongside considerable political influence in South India.

In the next section, I will reconstruct the intellectual background to the Nyaya-
myrta in the Madhva and Advaita traditions. The Nydyamyrta was primarily written
as a vindication of the theology of Madhva and Jayatirtha. In Chapter 3, I present an
overview of the Madhva theology that Vyasatirtha is defending in the Nyayamyrta. 1
focus particularly on Jayatirtha’s commentaries on Madhva’s works, which Vyasa-
tirtha studied with his intellectual preceptor Sripadaraja at Mulbagal. In Chapter 4,
I turn to the rich reconstruction of Advaita philosophy that Vyasatirtha gives in the
opening chapters of the Nyayamrta.
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Vyasatirtha begins the Nyayamrta with a series of eight benedictory verses (marga-
laslokas) which summarise central points of Madhva theology and celebrate some
of his predecessors in the tradition:

(1) I'worship the spouse of Laksmi, whose body consists entirely of auspicious qualities, who is
permanently free from what is detestable, who can be known through the purest awareness,
who is the means to obtain pure bliss, who can be known through every passage of the Veda,
who is referred to by every word, and whose body is the colour of a newly formed cloud.

(2) I serve Hari, who removes all obstacles, the [instrumental] cause of this entire, existent
world, an ocean of compassion, the friend of Anandatirtha [(Madhva)].

(3) I serve the peerless Anandatirtha, who annuls the three forms of suffering, and who is
devoid of error, without impediment, swift of mind, and ever free from impurity.

(4) The words of $ri Jayatirtha shine forth, illuminating the thought of the guru [(Madhva)]
with clear words and profound, irrefutable sentences.

(5) Always do I serve the sun that is [my Diksa-guru] Brahmanyatirtha, who is ever devoted to
the feet of Visnu, and who has dispelled the shroud of darkness and illuminated the true path.

(6) I offer my salutations to my Vidya-guru, Laksminarayana Muni, endowed as he is with so
many auspicious qualities such as knowledge, dispassion, and devotion.

(7) Churning the milky ocean that is Madhva’s sastra with the mount Mandara that is [my]
intellect, [I] drawn up the nectar that is the reasoning [found in Madhva’s works] to delight
the learned.

(8) Since in some passages [my Nyayamyta] draws together what is scattered [in the works of
Madhva and Jayatirtha, and] since in some passages it explains what has already been said [in
their works, and] since in some passages it says things that have not already been said [in the
works of Madhva and Jayatirtha], this effort of mine [in writing this text] is fruitful !

1 nikhilagunanikayam nityanirdhitaheyam subhatamamatimeyam suddhasaukhyaptyupayam |
sakalanigamageyam sarvasabdabhidheyam navajaladharakayam naumi laksmisahayam || vigh-
naughavaranam satyasesavisvasya karanam | karunasindhum anandatirthabandhum harim bhaje
/| bhramam bhangarahitam ajadam vimalam sada | anandatirtham atulam bhaje tapatrayapa-
ham |/ citraih padais ca gambhirair vakyair manair akhanditaih | gurubhavam vyafjayantt bhati
Srijayatirthavak /| samutsarya tamahstomam sanmargam samprakasya ca | sada visnupadasak-
tam seve brahmanyabhaskaram |/ jianavairagyabhaktyadikalyanagunasalinah | laksminarayana-
munin vande vidyagurin mama /| srimadhvasastradugdhabdhim dhimandaramahibhrta | amathyo-
ddhriyate nyayamytam vibudhatrptaye || viksiptasangrahat kvapi kvapy uktasyopapadanat | anuk-
takathanat kvapi saphalo ’yam sramo mama /| (NAB, 1:1-2.) Cf. Jayatirtha’s benedictory verse in
the Vadavali: namo ’ganitakalyanagunapirndya visnave | satyasesajagajjanmapurvakartre murad-
vise // (VA: 1.) “Homage to Visnu, replete with innumerable auspicious qualities, the enemy of the

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the Cre-
ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110728521-003
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In verses 3-6, Vyasatirtha praises his primary influences in the Madhva tradition:
Madhva, Jayatirtha, and his “consecration” and “intellectual” preceptors, Brah-
manyatirtha and Sripadaraja (Laksminarayanatirtha). Notably, Vyasatirtha does
not allude to Visnudasacarya, who, as I discussed in the previous chapter, has been
shown by modern scholarship to have had a major influence over his work. In
verse 7, Vyasatirtha explains the metaphor behind the title of his text, the Nyaya-
mrta—“The Nectar of Reasoning” or “The Nectar that is Reasoning”. He explains
that the title alludes to the famous story found in the epics and Puranas where the
gods collaborate with the asuras to use mount Mandara to churn the milky ocean to
recover the nectar of immortality from it. Vyasatirtha compares his act of authoring
the Nyayamrta to that of the gods: he uses the “mount Mandara” of his intellect to
“churn” the “ocean” of Madhva’s philosophy in order to extract the “nectar” of the
critical reasoning found in his guru’s works. Consistently with this metaphor, in the
final benedictory verse Vyasatirtha ascribes himself a (misleadingly) modest role in
the Nyayampta, claiming that he is simply drawing together what has been said by
his intellectual predecessors in the Madhva tradition, occasionally making original
observations here and there.?

The first and second of these verses give important information about the Nya-
yamyta and Madhva theology. The first verse states that god is a being possessed of
infinite auspicious qualities who is simultaneously free from any flaws. Sentient be-
ings can strive to obtain an immediate awareness (aparoksajiiana) of god,® and god
himself rewards those who attempt to comprehend him with liberation from trans-
migratory existence, liberation being a state of permanent bliss befitting the innate
virtues of the individual soul in question. The central question that drives the dis-
cussion in the opening chapters of the Nyayamyta is not the nature of god, however;
it is rather the nature of the empirical world and its relationship to god/brahman.

In the second verse, Vyasatirtha states that the world “exists” and that it is an
effect of Visnu-Narayana. As is common in Sanskrit philosophical literature, the con-
tents of these benedictory verses precipitate the philosophical discussion that un-
folds in the Nyayamrta. Just after the verses, Vyasatirtha gives voice to a hypothet-

[Daitya] Mura, who is the agent responsible for the origination and so on of the entire, existent
world”. Srinivasatirtha explains that it is Vyasatirtha’s description of the world as “existent” in the
second of his benedictory verses that prompts the response from the Advaitin pirvapaksin at the
beginning of the Nyayamyta: satyasesavisvasya karanam ity upaksiptam visvasya satyatvam asa-
hamano mayavadi pratyavatisthate—nanv iti. (Nyayamytaprakasa, NAB, 1:20.)

2 See Williams (2014: 123-128) for a discussion of the significance of this verse.

3 Vyasatirtha’s commentators offer multiple different interpretations of the meaning of the San-
skrit word mati in this verse. I follow an interpretation of this part of the verse proposed by
Srinivasatirtha. See Nyayamrtaprakasa, NAB: 7 for this analysis.
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ical Advaitin philosopher. This philosopher, apparently provoked by Vyasatirtha’s
claim that the world exists in this way, interjects and states emphatically that the
world is “illusory” (mithya). This interjection marks the beginning of the Advaita
purvapaksa of the Nyayamrta, in which Vyasatirtha carefully reconstructs the phi-
losophy of the classical Advaitins, paying close attention to the nuanced differences
between their individual philosophical positions.

I'will analyse Vyasatirtha’s reconstruction of Advaita philosophy in Chapter 4 of
this volume. The Madhvas’ realist stance about the empirical world needs to be seen
against the backdrop of their wider theological positions about god, the world, and
how the two relate to one another. In this chapter, I will sketch the central features
of the Madhva theology that Vyasatirtha defends against the Advaitins in the Nyaya-
myrta. My goal here is not to give a comprehensive overview of Madhva philosophy,
as has already been attempted for instance by Sharma (1986), Siauve (1968), and
Sarma (2003). Rather it is to give some context to Vyasatirtha’s arguments against
the Advaitins in the Nyayamrta, emphasising the themes that are particularly per-
tinent to my analysis of his critique in the chapters ahead.

I will here primarily refer to the works of Jayatirtha, alluding to Madhva’s own
writings in many instances. This analysis is not intended to be a philological recon-
struction of Madhva’s own thought, as has been attempted for instance by Mesquita
(2000 and 2016). In general what I present here is Madhva’s philosophy as it was stan-
dardised by Jayatirtha in the fourteenth century. As always in Sanskrit literature, it
is open to question about whether Jayatirtha represented Madhva’s thoughts accu-
rately. He was not a direct student of Madhva, and his commentaries are generally
philosophically constructive, drawing long chains of reasoning out of Madhva’s la-
conic remarks. Nevertheless, Jayatirtha’s interpretation of Madhva’s corpus came to
be regarded as the standard one for later Madhvas, and it is clear that Vyasatirtha
largely interprets Madhva through the lens of Jayatirtha’s commentaries. Present-
ing primarily Jayatirtha’s interpretation of Madhva’s philosophy therefore serves to
give a good backdrop to Vyasatirtha’s arguments.

3.1 Realism and god’s independence

The Nyayamprta is primarily an attempt to defend the Madhva realist stance about
the world against the anti-realism of the classical Advaitins. Realism about a domain
is widely held to entail two positions regarding the objects/facts that belong to that
domain. The first is that the objects/facts in question can be said to “exist”; the sec-
ond is that they exist somehow independently of consciousness. As he shows in his
benedictory verses to the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha certainly agrees that the world of
our senses exists. Later in the text, he states that the world enjoys whatever “exis-
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tence” it is that brahman/god himself does. In the Sattvanirukti (“Determination of
Existence”) chapter of the Nyayamyrta he says emphatically: “The very same sort of
‘existence’ that belongs to brahman must be present in the world as well” (yadrsam
brahmanah sattvam, tadrsam syaj jagaty api).* What it means to say that brahman
and the world “exist” is a complex question. How to define “existence” and “nonexis-
tence” was one of the central points of debate among Madhva and Advaitin intellec-
tuals in the early modern period, and I will turn to Vyasatirtha’s definitions of these
concepts in Chapter 5. In any case, unlike the Advaitins, Vyasatirtha clearly does
accept that the world enjoys exactly the same sort of “existence” that brahman/god
does.

The stance that the world exists was always at the centre of Madhva theology,
and this is reflected in the terms that Madhva philosophers used to identify them-
selves. The Madhva tradition is today perhaps most widely known outside of India
as the “Dualistic” (Dvaita) tradition of Vedanta. However, medieval Madhva philoso-
phers usually referred to themselves as tattva-vadins, a compound which can be
translated as: “philosophers who hold that [the world] is real”. The Madhvas con-
trasted this designation with the term they usually used to refer to the Advaitins.
Madhva authors widely referred to the Advaitins as maya-vadins, which could be
translated as: “philosophers who hold that [the world] is illusion”.’ In texts like the
Sumadhvavijaya, these designations also have a deliberate polemical force. By con-
struing the terms differently one could translate the compounds as “proponents of
the true philosophy”, and “proponents of the fraudulent/false philosophy”, respec-
tively.

The Madhvas have been described by modern scholars both as “dualists” and
“pluralists”. Seen from one stance, Madhva theology is indeed dualistic, because
of its bifurcation of reality into “independent” (svatantra) and “dependent”/“non-
independent” (paratantra/asvatantra) beings. From another perspective, the Ma-
dhvas could legitimately be described as “pluralists”. Madhva and his followers of-
ten emphasise that they accept that reality can be divided into at least three differ-
ent types of beings: god, the individual souls, and insentient beings. They emphasise
that these classes of beings are eternally distinct from one another, and that the in-
dividual members of these classes are likewise all intrinsically differentiated from
the other individuals belonging to the same class. Madhva himself famously argued
that there are five types of difference in reality (his “doctrine of five differences”
[paficabhedavadal). According to Madhva, the five fundamental types of difference

4 NAB, 1:248.

5 According to Mesquita (2016: 34), Madhva himself never uses the term dvaitavada to refer to
his own philosophy, but rather refers to his own thought with the term tattvavada. The Madhva
philosophers who contributed to the Nyayamyta literature usually use this title too.
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are the differences between: (1) god and the individual souls, (2) god and insentient
entities, (3) the various sentient beings themselves, (4) sentient beings and insen-
tient entities, and (5) the various insentient entities themselves.5

The ultimate goal of Madhva theology is to understand god and his relationship
to the world of sentient and insentient beings. Madhva taught throughout his writ-
ings that the highest truth taught by scripture is that Visnu-Narayana is a flawless
being of infinite perfections, who is entirely self-dependent. The world, by contrast,
exists in a permanent state of dependency on god. Like the Advaitins and the other
traditions of Vedanta, the Madhvas are primarily a tradition of scripture. They be-
lieve that knowledge of god can only be obtained through a correct understanding
of the Veda and the large body of other texts that they accept as “true scriptures”
(sadagamas). According to Madhva and his followers, knowledge of god cannot be
obtained purely by perception or inference because god is, by his very nature, in-
accessible to the senses and reasoning. Madhva philosophers therefore eschew the
type of “rational theology” found in the works of Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers like
Udayana and Ganges$a, who attempted to prove the existence of god using inference
alone.’

While Madhva philosophers clearly accept that inference is a valid means of
knowledge, they are generally sceptical about its ability to prove grand metaphys-
ical truths such as the existence of god, or the illusoriness of the sensory world.
Nevertheless, they do not reject reasoning per se, nor do they deny that it can play
an important role in the process of obtaining liberation. What they reject, as Jayatir-
tha sees it, is “pure reasoning/inference” (kevalatarka or kevala-anumana), that is,
inference that operates independently of scripture and perception. Reasoning, how-
ever, can play an indispensable role in the process of obtaining liberation, provided
it takes place within the overall framework of scriptural interpretation. A purpose
of texts like the Nyayamyta is to deepen and strengthen this understanding of scrip-

6 Madhva explains this in the following verses of his Anuvyakhyana: jivesvarabhida caivam jades-
varabhida tatha | jivabhedo mithas caiva jadajivabhida tatha || mithas ca jadabhedo yah prapafico
bhedaparicakah | (Anuvyakhyana, SMG1: 56; verse 1,4.111.)

7 According to Madhva, Jayatirtha, and Vyasatirtha, inference is inherently incapable of appre-
hending brahman/god. They argue that, like “proper conduct” (dharma), god is eternally beyond
the scope of reasoning/inference. When commenting on Brahmasiitra 1,1.3 (sastrayonitvat) for in-
stance, Vyasatirtha says that god is inherently beyond the ken of inference; inference is incapable of
grasping god, just as one sense modality cannot grasp qualities/tropes that correspond to another
sense-modality: caksuradi yathasaktam rasagandhadivastusu | anumapi tathasakta dharmabrah-
madivastusu // (TaC: 256.) “Just as the visual-faculty [and the other external faculties] are not able
[to grasp] things such as taste, smell, and so on, so too is inference impotent [to grasp] things like
proper conduct (dharma), brahman, and so on”.
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ture by ruling out alternative (and, from the Madhvas’ point of view, false) interpre-
tations of scripture like the Advaitins’.

Madhva philosophers accept that scripture is a form of verbal testimony
(agama), which they regard as a separate means of knowledge (pramana) besides
sense-perception and inference. In the Pramanapaddhati, Jayatirtha defines ver-
bal testimony as “flawless speech” (nirdosah sabdah). For the Madhvas, testimony
includes both “personal” (pauruseya) and “impersonal” (apauruseya) speech. Jaya-
tirtha says that in both personal and impersonal testimony, the individual syllables
(varnas) that make up the speech are eternal and the words are innately linked to
their objects. The difference between personal and impersonal testimony lies in
whether the speaker of the text in question creates, with some measure of indepen-
dence, a new text, or simply repeats verbatim what they have already learnt from
tradition. The Madhvas believe that the Veda is impersonal, since it passed down
from teacher to student in uninterrupted succession; those who speak the Veda
only repeat it parrot-like as they have heard it from their teachers. In the case of
personal testimony, by contrast, the speaker is the active creator of the text who
does not depend in this way on tradition.?

Madhva began his topical treatise the Visnutattvanirnaya (“Ascertainment of
the Truth about Visnu”) by giving a list of texts he considered to be “true scrip-
tures” (sadagamas). Like the Pirva-Mimamsakas and the other classical schools of
Vedanta, the Madhvas hold that the Veda is entirely impersonal; it has no author,
human or divine. The remainder of scripture is produced by various personal be-
ings. Perhaps the most important text besides the Veda for the Madhvas is the Brah-
masttra. They attribute the siitras to Veda-Vyasa, whom they regard as an avatara
(“incarnation”) of Visnu himself. Madhva wrote two commentaries on the Brahma-

8 agamo dvividhah—apauruseyah, pauruseyas ceti. tatrapauruseyo vedah, pauruseyo ‘'nyah. varnah
sarvatra kutasthanityah, sarvagatas ca; padany api niyatany eva. tesam padarthasambandho pi
svabhavika eva. tathapi vakye padanam anupurvivisesasya svatantrapurusapurvakatvabhavabha-
vabhyam ayam bhedah. (PP: 521.) “Testimony is of two sorts—impersonal and personal. Of those,
the impersonal is the Veda; [everything] else is personal [testimony]. In all cases [of testimony],
the letters (varnas) are unchanging/eternal and all-pervading; likewise are the words always fixed
[in terms of their order]. The relation [of words] to [their] objects too is always natural (svabha-
vika). Nevertheless, the distinction [between personal and impersonal testimony] lies in whether
the particular sequence of the words in the statements [contained in the testimony] is, or is not,
produced by an independent personal being”. Jayatirtha’s seventeenth-century commentator Janar-
dana Bhatta clarifies that the term “independent” (svatantra) in this passage simply means that the
speaker of the text has not learnt it verbatim from another source: anadhitatadrsasandarbhavattve
sati tatpravakta svatantrapurusah; tadrsas ca laukikavakye kalidasadih. vedavakye tadrso nasty
eva. pravahato ‘nadyadhyapakaparamparaya purvatanam evedam adhyapayama iti vedasyanusan-
dhiyamanatvad iti bhavah. (Jayatirthavijaya, PP: 522.)
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sttra—the Brahmasitrabhasya and the Anuvyakhyana. His Brahmasttrabhasya is
treated with special reverence by his followers. According to the Sumadhvavijaya,
its contents were taught to Madhva by Vyasa himself while Madhva stayed with
him in Badarikasrama.® Madhva also accepted the validity of the two great Sanskrit
epics, the Mahabharata and the Ramayana, as well as the Vaisnava Puranas. Madhva
wrote an extensive work on the Mahabharata entitled the Mahabharatatatparyanir-
naya. He also wrote a brief exposition of the Bhagavata Purana (the Bhagavatatat-
paryanirnaya). Madhva further recognised the validity of the various Dharmasastra
texts which lay down injunctions for the everyday life of the different castes.

Like the Visistadvaitins, Madhva and his followers accept the Paficaratrasam-
hitas as valid scriptures. Paficaratra is an ancient form of Visnu-worship which
finds its earliest extant reference in the Mahabharata. The Paficaratrasamhitas deal
with a diversity of subjects, including particularly the nature of god, cosmology
and cosmogony, temple and idol construction, and proper personal conduct. In the
Visnutattvanirnaya, Madhva emphasises that the samhita literature should be ac-
cepted “in its entirety”. Madhva also wrote the Tantrasarasangraha, a short com-
pendium summarising many of the magic rituals found in the sambhita literature.
He further stressed that any other traditionally accepted texts that do not conflict
with those he has already listed can be accepted as valid scripture.'’

Besides these established scriptural texts, Madhva also accepted the existence
of texts that are unknown to modern scholarship and which were also apparently
not known to medieval scholars outside of the Madhva tradition. In his Satadisant,
the fourteenth century Visistadvaitin theologian Venkatanatha accused Madhva
of falsifying certain texts, as did the sixteenth century Advaitin scholar Appayya

9 The story of Madhva’s composition of his Brahmasiitrabhasya is narrated largely in the fifth chap-
ter of the Sumadhvavijaya. See Sharma (1981: 80) for a discussion of the circumstances under which
Madhva is taken to have written his Bhasya by the tradition.

10 rgadya bharatam caiva paficaratram athakhilam | milaramayanam caiva puranam caitadat-
makam [/ ye canuyayinas tv esam sarve te ca sadagamah | duragamas tadanye ye tair na jfieyo janar-
danah [/ jiieya etaih sada yuktair bhaktimadbhih sunisthitaih | na ca kevalatarkena naksajena na
kena cit /| kevalagamavijfieyo bhaktair eva na canyatha | (Visnutattvanirnaya, SMG5: 11.) “The [four
Vedas,] the Rg-[, Yajur-, Sama-, and Atharva-Veda], as well as the [Maha-1Bharata and the Paficaratra
in its entirety; the original [(= Valmiki’s Sanskrit)] Ramayana, the Puranas, and that which consists
in them; as well as those texts that are consistent with [the texts just mentioned]—these are all true
scriptures. [‘Scriptures’] other than those are false scriptures, and Janardana [(Visnu)] cannot be
known through them. [God] can be known through [these scriptures] by those of steadfast devo-
tion who are permanently integrated (yukta); [he cannot be known] through mere reasoning, not
through perception, and not through anything [else]. He can be known through scripture by those
devoted [to him], and through no other means.” Madhva ascribes this verse to the Brahmanda-
purana.
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Diksita. These unknown texts generally resemble Paficaratrasamhitas or Puranas.
They include the Brahmatarka, a text on epistemology which Madhva and his fol-
lowers refer to frequently. Mesquita (2000) examined Madhva’s references to these
texts and presented an extensive argument that they were, in fact, composed by
Madhva himself. Traditional scholars such as Sharma (2001) have denied that Ma-
dhva composed these texts, arguing that they were simply lost to tradition in the
centuries following his death. Vyasatirtha himself quotes many of these works in
certain parts of the Nyayamrta.!

3.2 God and the world

According to Madhva philosophers, the fundamental truth these texts can reveal
to us is the nature of god and his relationship to the world. Vispu-Narayana is a
being of infinite positive qualities who is divested of all flaws. Madhva theologians
place a central emphasis on god’s independence. Madhva himself used the property
of independence to distinguish god’s being from the being of all other entities in
reality. At the beginning of two of his shorter topical-treatises, the Tattvasarikhyana
and the Tattvaviveka, Madhva says that god is the only “independent” (svatantra)
being; the rest of reality is “dependent-on-another” (paratantra)/“non-independent”
(asvatantra) because it permanently depends on god in various ways.

The fact that the world is dependent on god is not incompatible with the stance
that it exists, according to the Madhvas; for Madhva and his followers, something
can be dependent but nevertheless existent. In fact, according to Jayatirtha, to
say that the world depends on god is to say that it derives its existence (satta)
from god. Jayatirtha explains that to say that something is “dependent on another”
(paratantra) means to say that that thing “requires something else from the point of
view of the triple characterisation of ‘existence’ as essence, knowledge, or action”.
In the Nyayasudha, Jayatirtha clarifies that his explanation of dependence here re-
flects different interpretations by Indian philosophers of the concept of “existence”.
To say that something “exists” could simply be to say that that thing has an essence
(svariipa). Alternatively, it could mean (as per some Naiyayikas) that the thing in
question is accessible to the means of knowledge. Or, it could mean (as per Dha-
rmakirti and Buddhists who follow him)™ that that thing possesses causal efficacy.
Jayatirtha emphasises in the relevant passage of the Nydayasudha that dependent

11 See Stoker (2016: 123-124) for a discussion of how Vyasatirtha uses these sources in his arguments
on the subject of the hierarchy of spiritual beings in liberation.
12 See below, Chapter 5, p. 130, for a discussion of Dharmakirti’s definition of existence.
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beings always derive all of these three things from god. All beings derive their
essence from god; similarly, whether they can be known and whether they can act
in the world around them depends on god.?® So all other beings are existentially
dependent on god because they derive their essence, knowability, and activity from
him.

Like the other classical traditions of Vedanta, Madhva and his followers accept
that god is, in some sense, the cause of the world. However, unlike the Advaitins
and the Visistadvaitins, the Madhvas do not accept that god is the material cause
(upadanakarana) of the world. As I will discuss below, according to the Madhvas
the material cause of all material things is material nature (prakrti). God is, never-
theless, the instrumental cause of the world. Like Sankara and Ramanuja, Madhva
accepts that Brahmasttra 1,1.2 (janymady asya yatah) teaches that god is responsi-
ble for the “creation, maintenance, and dissolution” of the world. However, Madhva
developed a more expansive conception of god’s causality, which he summarised in
the Tattvasarikhyana as follows:

The generation, preservation, and dissolution of this entire world, as well as its governance, ig-
norance, enlightenment, bondage, liberation, pleasure, pain, concealment, and illumination:

13 In his tika on the Tattvasankhyadna, Jayatirtha writes: svaripapramitipravrttilaksanasatta-
traividhye paranapeksam svatantram; parapeksam asvatantram. (Tattvasankhyanatika, TS/TV: 46.)
“That which does not require another being in respect of the triplicity of existence characterised as
‘essence’, ‘knowledge’, or ‘action’ is independent; that which does require another being in that re-
spect is non-independent.” In the Nyayasudha, Jayatirtha sheds more light on his characterisation
of dependence/independence when explaining Madhva’s refutation of the theistic Sankhya posi-
tion: pradhanapurusayos tadiyanam saktinam ca satta—svartapam, pratitayas ca pramavisayatvam
ceti yavat, tas tah sarvah pravrttayas ca—sarvada tadadhineti yojand. ke cin manyante svartipam
eva vastunah sattvam iti, apare tu pramanayogyatvam, anye punar arthakriyavattvam. tad idam
trayam api prakrtyadinam bhagavadadhinam eveti. (NS, 7:191.) “[This verse of Madhva’s in the Anu-
vyakhyana should be] construed as follows: The existence of primary matter (prakrti) and the per-
son (purusa) along with their potencies (Sakti)—[which existence consists in their] essence, their
‘cognitions’ (i.e. their being an object knowledge), as well as all their various actions—are perma-
nently dependent on [god]. Some believe that the ‘existence’ of something is simply its essence;
others believe that it is [that thing’s] being amenable to the means of knowledge; yet others believe
that it is [that thing’s] possessing causal efficacy. All of these three things belonging to material
nature[, the person, and their potencies] always depend on god.” Jayatirtha is glossing here the fol-
lowing verse of Madhva’s Anuvyakhyana (SMG1, 73; verse 2,2.35)—satta pradhanapurusasaktinam
ca pratitayah | pravrttayas ca tah sarva nityam nityatmana yatah /. See also Sarma (2003: 52-53) for
some discussion of the concepts of dependence and independence in Madhva’s thought.

14 In his Tattvasankhyanatika (TS/TV: 237), Jayatirtha explains the activity of niyama as “instigating
[the individual souls] to action” (vyaparesu preranam). He says that the words “concealment” (avrtti)
and “illumination” (jyoti) refer to “external darkness and illumination” (bahyatamaprakasau). See
also TST: 30-33 for a translation and discussion of the relevant part of Jayatirtha’s commentary.
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all of these [are effected] by Visnu; [this list of causal activities must be] expanded or contracted
to fit [to the various different things in the world]."®

So besides creating, maintaining, and destroying the world, Madhva takes it that
god is further responsible for the various other aspects of the world he lists here. As
Madhva seems to have realised, the different activities he lists here cannot all apply
to each and every thing in the world. Eternal substances like time cannot be created
or destroyed, and the insentient substances produced from material nature cannot
be subject to bondage and liberation, for instance. He therefore seems to indicate
in this passage that the activities that define Visnu in Brahmasiitra 1,1.2 do not all
apply to every type of being that depends upon god. As Jayatirtha explains Madhva’s
words here, only “governance” and “preservation” apply to all things; whether or
not the remaining individual activities apply to some part of reality needs to be
decided on a case-hy-case basis.

The fact that the world depends on god in these various ways does not imply
for the Madhvas that it is somehow nonexistent, or that it lacks the same sort of
“existence” that god enjoys. Nevertheless, this relationship of dependency clearly
implies a profound inequality between god and the world. Although the Madhvas
accepted that the world is not reducible to brahman in the way that the Advaitins
hold, they were not straightforward dualists as their most widely used title (“Dvaita-
Vedantins”) might be taken to suggest. Both god and the rest of reality exist, but this
does not mean that they exist on an equal footing. God is an independent, flawless
being of infinite perfections; the world is a profoundly inferior domain that exists
only in a permanent state of existential dependence on god. In fact, Madhva him-
self sometimes speaks of the world using terms like asat, asattva and so on, which
should usually be translated using terms like “nonexistent” or “unreal” in Madhva
philosophical works. However, it is clear that in these contexts the terms are meant
to communicate the inferiority of the world in relation to god, and not to suggest
that it literally does not exist.'6

15 srstih sthitih samhytis ca niyamo ’jiianabodhane | bandho moksah sukham duhkham avrttir jyotir
eva ca [/ visnundasya samastasya samasavyasayogatah [ (Tattvasankhyana, TS/TV: 236.)

16 Madhva himself sometimes refers to the world as asat in his works, and occasionally identifies
the terms “independent” (svatantra) and “dependent” (paratantra) with sattvam and asattvam, re-
spectively. For instance, an untraced verse Madhva attributes to the Mahabharata in his notes on
the Bhagavata Purana says: sattvam svatantryam uddistam tac ca krsne na capare | asvatantryat
tadanyesam asattvam viddhi bharata /| (SMG3: 742.) “ ‘Existence’ is said to be independence, and that
belongs to Krsna and not to others. Know that beings other than [god] are ‘nonexistent’ because they
are not independent, O descendant of Bharata”. It is clear that the words sattva and asattva should
not be translated as “existence” and “nonexistence” in passages like these. Rather, they imply the
inferiority or total dependency of the world on god. Mesquita (2016: 230-231) observes: “However, it
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In the Nyayamyta, Vyasatirtha himself argues that the world can be spoken of as
asat simply because it is a dependent realm of being. He observes that the Puranic
literature sometimes refers to the world as “nonexistent”, but gives alternative ex-
planations for what words such as asat could mean in those contexts:

When the Puranasl, epics, and so on] refer to the world as being “nonexistent”, they say it
because the world is a wicked place (asadhutvat)|, using the word asat] like in the expres-
sion “[One] should not rely on a no-good (asat) person”. For, the [Bhagavad]gita says—“The
word sat is used both in the sense of ‘existence’ and ‘being-virtuous’” (BhG: verse 17,26); and—
“Whatever is offered, given, whatever austerities are undertaken, and whatever is done by
one who lacks faith is termed ‘no-good’ (asat); it is [useless] in this world and the next” (BhG:
verse 17,28). And it is said in the Visnupurana that the word sat means “good” (sadhu).

Alternatively, [the Puranas and so on refer to the world as being asat] because [it is] not in-
dependent. For, the [Mahalbharata says—* ‘Existence’ is said to be independence, and that be-
longs to Krsna and no other. Know that beings other than [god] are “nonexistent” because they
are not independent, O descendant of Bharata.” If [the word asat were not interpreted in these
ways in passages such as these, and instead were taken to mean literally “nonexistent”,] then
it would follow that [the world] must be completely nonexistent[, like the hare’s horn, as is
claimed by the nihilistic Buddhists]!"’

According to Vyasatirtha, when the Puranas and similar texts refer to the world as
asat, we should take them to mean that the world is ethically corrupt, or that it is
inferior to god by virtue of being dependent on him. Such passages clearly cannot
be taken to imply that the world is literally “nonexistent” as the nihilistic Buddhists
claim! So the Madhvas accept that the world of our senses truly exists, even if it is
by its very nature profoundly inferior to god.

Another feature widely associated with realism about a domain is that the do-
main in question must exist “independently of consciousness”. On the one hand, the
Madhvas do accept that the very existence of the world depends on Visnu-Narayana,
who is a conscious intelligent being. The world I have just outlined only exists be-
cause Visnu wills it to do so, and it would cease to exist if he ceased to will as such.

is at end a derived, finite, or unreal being (caficala / anrta | avastu), which in its core is dependent
on Visnu, that is to say, Visnu preserves all finite beings in their existence since He is their abode
(adhisthana). Without this abode finite beings would be nothing (na santi yadupeksaya)”.

17 puranadisu kva cij jagato ’sattvoktir asadhutvat, nasatpurusam asrayed ity adi vat. sadbhave sad-
hubhave ca sad ity etat prayujyata iti, asraddhaya hutam dattam tapas taptam krtam ca yat | asad
ity ucyate partha na ca tat pretya no iha /| iti ca gitokteh. sacchabdah sadhuvacaka iti visnupuranok-
tes ca. asvatantryad va—sattvam svatantryam uddistam tac' ca krsne na capare | asvatantryat
tadanyesam asattvam viddhi bharata || iti bharatokteh. anyathatyantasattvapatat. (NAB, 2:252.)
Emendations: (1) The edition reads na here. I have emended this to read with the text of the verse
Vyasatirtha is quoting here as it is found in the edition of Madhva’s Bhagavatatatparyanirnaya. See
below, fn. 16, for the reference to this verse.
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Nevertheless, they clearly do not accept that the world is a “product of conscious-
ness” in the same way that certain anti-realist/idealist philosophers in India such
as the Yogacara Buddhists or certain strands of Advaita thought do. The Madhvas
clearly accept the existence of both physical and mental substances. Both are fun-
damental to reality, and there is no question that physical substances are somehow
reducible to the mental states of any conscious being. The world of conscious beings
and unconscious matter depends for its existence on god’s consciousness, but it is
not therefore reducible to consciousness or conscious states.

3.3 The structure of the world in Madhva philosophy

Madhva philosophers developed a detailed picture of what the world contains. In
several of his works, Madhva gave an inventory of the different types of conscious
and unconscious beings that exist in a state of dependence on god. The ontological
theory scattered throughout Madhva’s works was elaborated and systematised by
Jayatirtha, and then later by Vyasatirtha in his commentaries on Jayatirtha’s works.
Madhva’s ideas were clearly influenced by the pluralistic ontology of the Vaisesika
and Sankhya schools, as well as by the Paficaratra literature.

Later Madhva philosophers sometimes presented Madhva’s metaphysical the-
ories along the lines of classical VaiSesika ontology. An eighteenth century intro-
duction to Madhva philosophy, the Padarthasarigraha (“Compendium of the Cate-
gories”), for instance, presents Madhva metaphysics by identifying the elementary
“categories” (padarthas) that Madhva seems to have accepted in his works, before
defining them and the various sub-categories of being that belong to them. In his
Tattvasanikhyana and Tattvaviveka, Madhva himself presented his ontology in a hi-
erarchical fashion more reminiscent of the approach of the Sankhya school than
the classical Vai$esikas.!® He begins by discussing god, before outlining the various
classes of sentient beings who depend on god. He concludes by analysing the var-
ious insentient substances in the world and the different sorts of properties that
belong to these substances.

The most inclusive ontological term that Madhva used is tattva (“reality”). “Re-
ality” in this sense includes god himself, as well as the various conscious and uncon-
scious beings that depend upon him. It also includes negative entities/“absences”
(abhava). Such “absences” should not be confused with impossible/fictional entities
like the “son of a barren woman”, which Madhva philosophers usually designate as

18 See Sarma (2003: 61-63) for an overview of the different Sankhya categories that Madhva uses
in these works.
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“nonexistent” (asat). An “absence” is always the absence of something from some
part of reality; for instance, one might speak of the “absence of an elephant” from
the table I am writing on. For Madhva philosophers, such absences constitute parts
of the real world just as positive entities do. However, “reality” clearly does not in-
clude outright nonexistent things like “hares’ horns” or “the sons of barren women”
according to the Madhvas. Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers also accept the category of
absence and the Madhva theory of absence was clearly influenced by their theories.

The remainder of dependent reality consists of “positive” beings. These posi-
tive beings can be divided into two types: conscious beings and unconscious be-
ings. Madhva and his followers believe that the individual souls are eternal, sen-
tient, and permanently distinct from one another. Each dependent conscious being
has a definite place in a rigid hierarchy, beginning with Visnu’s spouse, the goddess
Laksmi/Rama, and ending with the wretched souls of demonic beings. This hier-
archy is eternal and immutable. Of the souls who form part of dependent reality,
only Laksmi is said to be permanently free from suffering. The remainder of con-
scious beings experience suffering at some point and to some degree in their jour-
ney through transmigratory existence (samsara).

A distinctive Madhva doctrine, which some have argued was influenced by
Jaina or Ajivika philosophy,! is that the inherent nature (svabhava) of an individual
soul determines its ultimate fate in reality. At several points in his works, Madhva
says that there are three types of selves: gods, men, and demons. All gods are eligi-
ble for liberation and demons are condemned to hellish realms, but the situation
with human beings is more complex. The most virtuous human souls are eligible
for liberation, while those of middling character can look forward to an eternity of
wandering in transmigratory existence. The most degenerate of the human souls
will inevitably reach a kind of hell (what Madhva refers to as “the darkness”).2’ The

19 See Zydenbos (1991) for the argument that this aspect of Madhva doctrine was influenced by
Jaina thought. On the other hand, Basham (1981: 281-282) suggests that it is probable that the
Ajivikas influenced this aspect of Madhva doctrine. According to Basham, Ajivikas were still present
in South India until the fourteenth century, and there is reason to believe that Ajivika doctrines may
have influenced not just the Madhvas, but also the Paficaratrins.

20 For example, Madhva states in the Tattvasankyana—duhkhasprstam tadaspystam iti dved-
haiva cetanam [ nityaduhkha ramanye tu sprstaduhkhah samastasah /| sprstaduhkha vimuktas ca
duhkhasamstha iti dvidha | duhkhasamstha muktiyogya ayogya iti ca dvidha /| devarsipitrpanara iti
muktas tu paficadha | evam vimuktiyogyas ca tamogah srtisamsthitah // iti dvidhamuktiyogya dait-
yaraksahpisacakah | martya iti caturdhaiva tamoyogyah prakirtitah /| te ca praptandhatamasah
srtisamstha iti dvidha | (Tattvasankhyana, SMG5, 60-61.) “Conscious beings are of two sorts—those
who are touched by suffering and those who are not. Rama [(Laksmi)] is permanently free from suf-
fering, but every other [conscious being] is touched [to some degree] by it. Those who are touched
by suffering are of two sorts—those already liberated and those who remain in suffering. Those
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idea that one’s ultimate destiny is determined by factors that cannot be changed
through individual action has led many to compare this aspect of Madhva’s theol-
ogy with John Calvin’s doctrine of predestination, although modern Madhva philoso-
phers have rejected these comparisons.?!

Consistently with their view that the world is dependent upon god, the Madhvas
deny any true agency to the individual souls. David Buchta (2014) has already made
a study of Madhva’s conception of agency. Madhva and his followers stress that the
individual souls possess only “dependent agency” (paradhinakartrtva). According
to Madhva, this entails that god always causes the individual souls to undertake
their various actions. God does not do this arbitrarily, however; he always takes
into account the souls’ volitions, past deeds, and individual ethical natures. All of
these factors are, however, themselves dependent on god.22

3.4 Insentient beings

Besides the individual souls, Madhva and his followers also had a rich ontology of
insentient beings. All souls are eternal according to the Madhvas, but many insen-
tient beings are not. In the Tattvasarikhyana, Madhva divides up insentient beings

who remain in suffering are [further] of two sorts—those who are elligible for liberation and those
who are not. Now liberated [sentient beings] are of five sorts—gods, sages, ancestors, monarchs,
and men; those elligible for liberation are also [of those five different sorts of beings]. Those who
are not elligible for liberation are of two sorts—those destined for the dark regions, and those who
are trapped [permanently] in transmigratory existence. Those who are destined for the dark re-
gions are said to be of four different sorts—Daityas, Raksasas, Pisacas, and men. And [those who
are destined for the dark regions] are [further] of two sorts—those who have [already] reached the
great darkness and those who remain in transmigratory existence.”

21 See Sharma (1986: 289-299) for a discussion of this Madhva doctrine in relation to Calvinism.
See also Buchta (2014) and Williams (2021) for discussions of this issue in the context of the Madhva
theory of agency and theodicy.

22 For instance, in his Brahmasttrabhasya (verse 2,3.42), Madhva attributes the following verses to
the Bhavisyatparvan: pirvakarma prayatnam ca samskaram capy apeksya tu | isvarah karayet sar-
vam tac cesvarakrtam svayam [/ anaditvad adosas ca purnasaktitvato hareh [ (Brahmasttrabhasya,
SMG1: 104.) “God would cause [an individual soul] to act only having taken into account (1) [that
soul’s] prior actions, and (2) [its] volition, and (3) [its] inherent nature (samskara); and all of those
things are caused by god himself. [However] since there is no beginning to [the chain of actions be-
longing to the individual souls in samsaral, god is not at fault by virtue of being all-powerful.” See
Buchta (2014: 262-263) for a discussion of Madhva’s comments on this part of the Brahmasiitra. I fol-
low Buchta (2014: 263) in taking it that the term samskara is understood by Madhva in this passage to
mean svabhava, that is, the inherent-nature or essence of the individual soul. The Bhavisyatparvan
is a work not known outside of the Madhva tradition.
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primarily according to their temporal careers. He says that insentient entities can
be divided into those that are (1) eternal, (2) non-eternal, and (3) those that are both
eternal and noneternal. In the Tattvasarnkhyana, Madhva says that the eternal enti-
ties comprise the Vedas; Jayatirtha adds that this category encompasses the syllables
(varnas) of the Sanskrit language and also space.”

In the Tattvasankhyanatika, Jayatirtha explains that the category of beings that
are “both-eternal-and-noneternal” includes “that which is not completely unchang-
ing, but which is neither simply noneternal”. According to Madhva and Jayatirtha,
time and material nature (prakrti) are both examples of entities that are both-
eternal-and-noneternal. Jayatirtha explains that time qualifies for this category
because, while time itself is eternal insofar as it has no origin and persists forever,
its states (avastha) such as seconds, milliseconds, etc., are clearly impermanent.
Unlike the Veda, the personal scriptures accepted by Madhva (the Puranas, the
epics, and dharmasastra literature) are also both-eternal-and-noneternal. In the
Tattvasankhyanatika, Jayatirtha explains that this is so because these texts are
composed afresh in each world era, but their purport remains the same in each
case.*

According to Madhva, material nature is the stuff from which the material
universe is created by god. It is, in other words, the “material cause” from which
all material effects are formed. Madhva says that material nature exists perpet-
ually but the modifications/effects that are produced from it are noneternal. In
the Tattvasarikhyana, Madhva outlines a theistic Sankhya-like cosmogony wherein
Visnu impels material nature to manifest itself and evolve into the material world.
In the same text, he includes a list of twenty-four evolutes of prakrti, including
the mahat, ahankara, the buddhi, the manas, and so on, as well as the “primordial
egg” (hiranyagarbha) from which the material universe unfolds.”® These are all
noneternal entities according to Madhva.2

23 Unlike the Naiyayikas, the Madhvas accept that space (desa) is actually a type of akasa, a term
that is usually translated as “ether”. The Madhvas differentiate between two types of akasa. The
one that is known as “space” (desa) is the “unmanifested ether” (avyakrtakasa), which is eternal
and non-produced. The second, the “manifest-ether” (vyakrta-/bhiita-akasa), is an effect resulting
from a transformation of matter that is created in every cosmic era. See Siauve (1968: 142) for a
discussion of the Madhva theory of space.

24 See above, fn. 8, for a translation of a relevant passage of Jayatirtha’s Pramanapaddhati.

25 See Sarma (2003: 60-63) for an overview of Madhva’s account of the emanation of material na-
ture. See also Sharma (1986: 234-236) and Siauve (1968: 124-125) for a discussion of Madhva’s theo-
ries about cosmogony.

26 Madhva summarises the various divisions of dependent insentient entities as follows: nitya
vedah puranadyah kalah prakrtir eva ca /[ nityanityam tridha proktam anityam dvividham matam
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Besides the conscious and unconscious substances mentioned above, the Ma-
dhvas also accept that reality includes the various kinds of properties (dharmas)
that are present in these substances. Like Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers, they accept
that these properties include “qualities”/“tropes” (gunas)®’ such as contact, magni-
tude, numbers, and so on, as well as specifically mental tropes like cognition, plea-
sure, pain, and the like. Like Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers, the medieval manuals
of Madhva ontology also accept that motions (karman, kriyd) are a kind of property
present in certain kinds of substance.

Madhva and his followers do accept that reality contains “natural kinds” (jatis)
in some sense of the term. However, their understanding of this type of property
is very different from that of Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers. As I will discuss in

[ asamsrstam ca samsrstam asamsystam mahan aham |/ buddhir manah khani dasa matra bhatani
parfica ca | samsrstam andam tadgam ca samastam samprakirtitam [/ (Tattvasarikhyana, SMG5, 60—
61.) “The Vedas are eternal. That which is both-eternal-and-noneternal is said to be threefold,[ con-
sisting of] the Puranas and [the other scriptures created by persons], along with time, as well as
material nature. What is noneternal is thought to be of two sorts—that which is not completely
generated (asamsrsta) and that which is completely generated (samsrsta). That which is not com-
pletely generated consists in the great principle (mahat), the ego (aharikara), the intellect (bud-
dhi), the mind (manas), the ten faculties, and the five subtle/gross elements. That which is com-
pletely generated is the primordial egg and everything contained in it.” Jayatirtha comments: yan
na sarvatha kiitastham, napy anityam eva, tad ucyate nityanityam. tasya tisro vidhah sambhavanti—
utpattimattve sati vinasabhavah; ekadesa utpattivinasau, ekadesinas tadabhavah; svartpenotpat-
tyadyabhave ’py avasthagamapayavattvam ceti. (Tattvasankhyanatika, TS/TV: 211.) “That which is
not completely unchanging, but which is neither simply noneternal, is called ‘both-eternal-and-
noneternal’. There can be three sorts of [both-eternal-and-noneternal things]—that which lacks
an end while having a beginning; that which comes into being and comes to an end in one place,
but which [neither comes into being nor comes to an end] in another place; and [that which], even
though it by essence neither comes into being [nor comes to an end], has states (avastha) that ‘come-
and-go’.” See also Sarma (2003: 60) for a discussion of this aspect of Madhva’s philosophy.

27 The Sanskrit term guna is often translated as “quality”. However, as Karl Potter (1954 and 1957:
13) has pointed out, this is potentially misleading, since the term “quality” is often used to refer to
repeatable properties in Western philosophical literature, whereas gunas are decidedly not repeat-
able for the Naiyayikas. Following Potter, I have translated the name of the second category, guna,
as “trope” throughout this book. This translation reflects the use of the term in modern metaphysics
to refer to “non-repeatable property particulars” (a particular shape, colour, weight, texture, etc.).
For a recent discussion of the use of this term in “trope-theory” in Western philosophy, see Maurin
(2023). There are of course issues with this translation. For instance, trope-theorists in Western phi-
losophy tend to assume that tropes are classified together in thought and language because of their
resemblance to one another. For the Naiyayikas, by contrast, tropes such as “green” or “blue” are
classified together because they share a universal (green-ness, blue-ness) which is singular yet in-
stantiated in all of the those individuals. Nevertheless, for the reasons just outlined, the term “qual-
ity” is potentially more misleading, and I have deliberately used the more technical term “trope” to
help clarify what gunas are for the reader.



62 —— 3 Anoutline of Madhva philosophy

Chapter 5, for Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers, natural kinds are very much like
Aristotelian universals: they are eternal properties that are somehow multiply in-
stantiated in different individuals. Madhva philosophers, by contrast, deny that
jatis are repeatable/multiply instantiated (anugata) properties. They are rather
non-repeatable properties that are unique to the individual they occur in. We tend
to group real things together into classes because of the innate similarity (sadrsya)
these things possess to one another, and not because they somehow possess an
identical property in each case.

A central problem for all Vedanta philosophers was how to explain the rela-
tionship between properties and their substances. This problem was especially sig-
nificant to Madhva philosophers because of its theological implications. The Ma-
dhvas accept that god is a being of infinite positive qualities and they must therefore
explain the relationship between god and his qualities. Nyaya-VaiSesika philoso-
phers accepted that the properties of a substance are entirely different from the
substances in which they inhere. The Bhatta Mimamsakas by contrast held that they
are both different and non-different from their substrates, and Visistadvaitin theolo-
gians argued that god’s qualities are both different and non-different (bhedabheda)
from him. Madhva adopted a different position about the relationship between
properties and their substances from all of these traditions. He held that, depend-
ing on the type of property in question, properties are either identical with their
substance, or both-different-and-non-different from it.

According to Jayatirtha’s interpretation of Madhva’s words in the Tattvaviveka,
Madhva divides properties into those that are coeval with their substance (yavad-
dravya-bhavins) and those that cease to exist before their substance does (a-yavad-
dravya-bhavins). Properties in dependent reality are sometimes coeval with their
substances and sometimes not. God’s attributes, on the other hand, are always eter-
nal and coeval with him. Madhva seems to accept that non-coeval properties are
both-different-and-non-different from their substances. He claims that coeval prop-
erties, on the other hand, are simply identical with their substances. In the Tattva-
viveka, Madhva explains this distinction as follows:

Properties (dharmas)—tropes, motions, natural kinds, and so on—are all identical with [their
own] substances; they are of two sorts—those that are coeval with [their own] substance, and
those that are destroyed [before their substance is]. The “destroyed” [kind of property] is both
different from and identical with [its own substance]; coeval properties are not different [from
their own substance].?

28 gunakriyajatipurva dharmah sarve °pi vastunah | riipam eva dvidham tac ca yavadvastu ca
khanditam || khandite bheda aikyam ca yavadvastu na bhedavat | (Tattvaviveka, SMG5: 64.) I have
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In his commentary on the Tattvasankhyana, Jayatirtha expands on the Madhva the-
ory of properties as follows:

Tropes (gunas) are colour and so on; motions are throwing upwards and so on; natural kinds
are existence (satta) and so on. The word “etc.” (piirva) [in this verse of the Tattvasankhyanal
refers to [the other categories we, the Madhvas, accept:] potentiality (Sakti), similarity (sa-
drsya), the qualified thing (visista), and so on. [The words] “of substance (vastunah)” [in the
verse] mean “of substance (dravyasya)”. ...

Unlike positive beings and so on, which are completely different [from one another], tropes
and [other properties] are not [completely different from their substances]. Rather, they are
essentially identical with the substances that act as their own substrate. Hence [Madhva] does
not mention [properties] separately [in the root text]. But when [tropes and other properties]
are distinguished [from their substances] in thought, then a distinction can also be made [be-
tween the two]. ...

Certain tropes and [other properties] are coeval with [their own] substances, i.e. they exist
for as long as [their] substance does. Other [tropes/properties] are “destroyed”, i.e. they them-
selves cease to exist even though [their own] substance continues to exist. Thus are [properties]
of two kinds.?

A problem with this position is that we seem to speak about such coeval properties
as being distinct from their substances. For instance, we refer to the “equanimity
(samatva) of god” or “god’s equanimity”, even though god and his property of be-
ing equnimous are, according to Madhva’s analysis, identical with one another. We
might also speak of substances and their properties by using “grammatical appo-
sition” (samanadhikaranya); for instance, we might say that “god is equanimous”
(tsvarah samah). However, if “god” and “equanimity” are, as Madhva claims, not
different things, then would this not simply express a tautology like the statement,
“A pot (ghatah) is a pot (kalasah)”? The point is that we think and speak about even
coeval properties in a way that suggests we are differentiating them to some degree
from their substances. If, in reality, such coeval properties are completely identi-
cal with their substance, how are we to explain that fact? Madhva and his follow-
ers argued that we need to accept a further category of beings called “distinguish-

translated this passage largely following the commentary of Jayatirtha. See Mesquita (2016: 90-91)
for a different interpretation of this passage.

29 guna rupadyah, kriyotksepanadyah, jatih sattadyah. purvapadena Saktisadrsyavisistadigra-
hanam. vastuno dravyasya. ... yatha bhavadayo ’tyantabhinnah, na tatha gunadayah; api tu
svasrayadravyasvarupabhiita eva. ato na te prthak kathyante. yada tu buddhya vivicyante, tada
viveko ’pi kartavya iti. ... kim cid gunadikam yavadvastu—yavatkalam dravyam bhavati—tavat
tisthati. kim cit khanditam—saty api dravye svayam nasyatity evam dvidham. (Tattvasankhyanatika,
TS/TV: 302-304.)
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ers”/“differentiators” (visesas) to account for the way in which we speak and think
about such properties.

The category of visesas is clearly based to some extent on the category of the
same name that was accepted by the classical VaiSesikas, although it is philosophi-
cally distinct and serves quite a different purpose in Madhva’s ontology. In Vaisesika
thought, visesas are a separate category of being which explain how otherwise iden-
tical atomic substances can be ontologically distinct from one another. According to
Madhva and his followers, the visesas are a category of self-differentiating “distin-
guishers” which have the power to create the appearance of difference when there
is none in reality. These visesas explain how we are able to distinguish god from his
eternal attributes, even though in reality god and his attributes comprise a unity.
The Madhvas’ visesas are self-differentiating. They are taken to be present in sub-
stances yet, unlike the Vaisesikas’ visesas, they do not require a further relation such
as inherence to relate them to those substances.

In his Mandaramafijart commentary on Jayatirtha’s Upadhikhandanatika,
Vyasatirtha (UKh: 137) defines the visesa as “that which causes [us] to speak of
the difference [between things] when there is absolutely no difference [between
them]” (atyantabhede bhedavyavaharanirvahakatvam). He also gives the following
definition of the visesa—*“being the cause of the fact that multiple words which
denote things that are not different from one another are non-synonymous” (a-
bhinnarthabhidhayyanekasabdaparyayatanirvahaktvam). The visesas thus explain
why we employ grammatical apposition even in the case of coeval properties and
their substances. Even though such properties are identical with those substances,
the visesas make it possible for us to speak and think about them as being non-
identical. In reality, the words “god” and “equanimity” refer to identical things;
however, statements like “God is equanimous” do not appear as tautologies be-
cause the operation of the visesas allows us to distinguish in thought and speech
between substances and their coeval qualities.*°

3.5 Knowledge and the world in Madhva Vedanta

Madhva articulated his own theory of knowledge in texts like the Pramanalaksana
(“Definition of Knowledge/the Means of Knowledge”). AsIdiscuss in Chapter 7, in the
opening chapters of the Nyayamrta Vyasatirtha often draws on Navya-Nyaya the-
ories to help refute Anandabodha’s inferences. In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga,

30 For a recent discussion of the concept of visesas in the Madhva system in relation to the
VaiSesikas, Advaitins, and Visistadvaitins, see Okita (2016: 94-100).
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for instance, he uses specific arguments from Gangesa’s work on the theory of infer-
ence to evaluate the Advaitins’ claims. Nevertheless, Vyasatirtha frequently refers
to distinctively Madhva theories about knowledge throughout the Nyayamrta. Some
background in these theories is therefore needed to fully understand Vyasatirtha’s
defence of realism. For the remainder of this chapter, I will give an overview of the
epistemological theory developed by Madhva and Jayatirtha, focusing particularly
on their theory of perception and how we can be certain that our judgments about
the world are true.

Madhva and his followers hold that the conscious souls inhabiting the world
can obtain knowledge (prama) of the way the world really is through the valid
instruments of knowledge (pramanas). According to Jayatirtha’s interpretation of
Madhva’s epistemological works,*! Madhva himself realised that there is an am-
biguity in the term pramana, which can be taken to refer both to the means that
produce knowledge and to knowledge itself.*? Jayatirtha takes Madhva to have at-
tempted to overcome this ambiguity by holding that there are two types of pramana.
The first is kevala-pramana, which refers to a veridical cognitive episode gener-
ated by one of the means of knowledge, and the second is anu-pramana, which
refers specifically to the means that produce such episodes of knowledge. In the
Pamanalaksana, Madhva seems to give a general definition applicable to both of
these sub-types of pramana as “what accords to its object” (yathartham pramanam).
In his Pamanalaksanatika, Jayatirtha says that this means that a pramana is some-
thing that “takes for its object the thing as it stands” (yathavasthitarthavisayikarin).

Indian philosophers generally tended to think of cognitions, rather than lin-
guistic statements, as being “valid”/“invalid” or “true”/“false”; it is cognitions that
are usually regarded as the bearers of validity/veridicality (pramanya). Like the
Nyaya-Vaidesikas, Madhva philosophers tend to think of “knowledge” as a sort
of quality/trope (guna) which occurs under certain conditions in the individual
selves. Like the Naiyayikas, the Madhvas define “validity” in terms of object-
correspondence (“veridicality”). Our mental judgments are valid/veridical in case
they correspond/accord to their object. Different Madhva philosophers explained

31 Zydenbos (1991) and Mesquita (2016: 30-31) have argued that the terms kevala-pramana and anu-
pramana have a different sense in Madhva'’s philosophy. My interpretation of Madhva’s theory here
largely follows Jayatirtha’s analysis.

32 According to the analysis of Nagaraja Rao (1976: 14), the word pramana is taken to be formed
from the word prama (“knowledge”, “accurate conception”) with the addition of the lyut suffix (-
ana). The suffix can be used without modifying the sense of the term, in which case prama (“knowl-
edge”) and pramana are synonymous. On the other hand, the suffix can yield the sense of an “in-
strument”, in which case the word means “an instrument of knowledge”, i.e. an instrument that
produces knowledge.
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the notion of correspondence differently. In the Pramanapaddhati, Jayatirtha
claims that “object-correspondence” (yatha-arthatva) simply means that the cogni-
tion in question does not “go beyond” (an-ati-kram) its object. Jayatirtha’s definition
here partly reflects his theory of error, which states that a cognition is erroneous if
it mistakenly identifies its object with some other individual.®

In his commentary on Jayatirtha’s Upadhikhandanatika, Vyasatirtha gives a
slightly different analysis of this definition of knowledge. He argues that in the
definition of knowledge as yathartham jfianam, the word yatha should be inter-
preted in the sense of “similarity” or “likeness” (sadrsya). A true judgment, in other
words, is one that is “similar to”/“like” its object. The obvious objection to this is that
knowledge and its object are not necessarily anything like one another. Knowledge
is, according to the Madhvas, a trope/quality that is present in conscious subjects.
My knowledge that there is a table in front of me therefore seems to be nothing
like its object, the physical substance that is the table. Vyasatirtha anticipates this
objection, but argues that knowledge and its object have the commonality of being
“existent” (satta). He argues that this excludes error from the definition, since in
the case of error there is no such similarity between a cognition and its object. This
is because, as I will discuss shortly, Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha both believe that the
object of erroneous judgments (the “silver” we mistake mother-of-pearl for) can be
entirely nonexistent.

The other sub-type of pramana, the anu-pramanas, are the instruments that
lead reliably to veridical cognitions. (In practice, Madhva’s followers, like other In-
dian philosophers, usually refer to these simply as the pramanas.) All episodes of
knowledge are produced by one of these means of knowledge. Jayatirtha says that
an anu-pramana is something that grasps its object indirectly (paramparayad). In
the Pramanapaddhati (PP: 5) he says that it is the “cause of object-corresponding
cognition” (yatharthajianasadhanam). All Madhva philosophers accept that there

33 yathartham pramanam. ... atra yathasabdo ’natikrame vartate. arthasabdas caryata iti vyut-
pattya jfieyavact. jiieyam anatikramya vartamanam yathavasthitam eva jiieyam yad visayikaroti,
nanyatha, tat pramanam ity arthah. jiieyavisaytikaritvam ca saksad va saksajjiieyavisayikarisad-
hanatvena va vivaksitam iti nanupramanesv avyaptih. (PP: 1-2) “Pramana (‘episode of knowl-
edge’/‘means of knowledge’) is what accords to [its own] object. The word ‘accords to’ (yatha) is used
in the sense of ‘not going beyond’. The word ‘object’ (artha) refers to what can be known (jieya) by
the derivation, ‘It is known’ (aryata iti). That which, not going beyond the object of knowledge, takes
for its object something that can be known exactly as that thing is, and not otherwise, is a pramana
(‘episode of knowledge’/‘means of knowledge’). And by ‘the property of taking something that can
be known for its object’ is meant ‘either directly or by virtue of being the cause of something that
directly takes [some] knowable thing for its object’; hence [the definition] does not fail to apply to
the means of knowledge [which do not directly take knowable things for their object].”
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are three, and only three, means of knowledge: perception (pratyaksa), inference
(anumana), and verbal testimony (agama).

The other schools of Indian philosophy often accepted more or fewer means of
knowledge. The Naiyayikas accepted the existence of a fourth pramana, “compari-
son” (upamana), which accounts for how, in certain circumstances, we are able to
spontaneously apply words to kinds of individuals we have never encountered be-
fore. The classical Vaidesikas, on the other hand, argued that verbal testimony is ac-
tually a form of inference, and that only perception and inference should therefore
be regarded as true pramanas. The post-Sankara Advaitins accepted, like the Bhatta
Mimamsakas, that there are six pramanas: perception, inference, verbal testimony,
comparison, circumstantial implication (arthapatti), and non-perception (abhava).
In the Pramanalaksana(tika) and the Pramanapaddhati, Madhva and Jayatirtha ar-
gued at length that all of these so-called pramanas can be subsumed under either
perception, inference, or testimony.

3.6 Perception

The nature of perception and what it tells us about the world lie at the heart of
the debate between the Madhvas and the Advaitins. Perception seems to reveal a
world of discrete, mutually-differentiated objects and conscious subjects. As I will
discuss in Chapter 5, Advaitin philosophers argued that this difference is illusory.
They developed arguments to show that perception cannot really reveal difference
to us, or that the difference it seems to reveal is merely “practical” or “transactional”
and not ultimately real. An epistemological defence of perception is therefore vital
to the Madhva defence of realism, and Madhva philosophers accord a special place
to perception in their epistemology. Madhva and his followers defended a sort of
empiricist theory of knowledge. For Madhva philosophers, “seeing is believing”; in
the Nyayamyta, Vyasatirtha emphasises that perception is the primary means of
knowledge, and that it is innately stronger than the other means of knowledge in
case they seem to come into conflict with one another.

Madhva himself gave a very similar definition of perception to that found, for
instance, in the Nyayasitra. According to Nyayasiitra 1,1.4, perception must be a
cognition that arises from the connection (sannikarsa) of one of the sense-faculties
with some object. In the Pramanalaksana, Madhva defined the means that produce
perceptual knowledge as: “The connection of a flawless object with a flawless sense-
faculty” (nirdosarthendriyasannikarsa). Perceptual knowledge arises when one of
the external sense-faculties is somehow connected with an object, provided that
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both the faculty and the object it is connected to are not afflicted by some kind of
fault.34

For Madhva philosophers, perception is always “conceptual”; unlike the Advai-
tins and the Naiyayikas, the Madhvas refuse to accept the existence of “non-
conceptual perception” (nirvikalpakapratyaksa). According to the Naiyayikas, non-
conceptual perception is simply non-predicative cognition. As Jayatirtha interprets
the Nyaya theory in the Pramanalaksanatika, perception happens in two stages. In
the first stage we apprehend the mere essence of some thing (a substance, quality,
or so on); an example would be the cognition “This is something-or-other”. In con-
ceptual cognition, on the other hand, we apprehend something as qualified by a
name, a trope, a motion, a universal, or so on. An example of conceptual perception
would be the judgment “the pale-skinned brahmin is walking”, where we perceive
that a particular substance has both a trope (the “light” colour trope) and a motion
(walking). The first perception in this process is itself not perceptible according to
the Naiyayikas—we can only infer that it takes place. We reason, that is, that our
conceptual perception of a substance as qualified by a trope, motion, etc., could
not have occurred unless we had already had a perception of those properties
beforehand.®

34 My interpretation of Madhva’s definition here is based on Jayatirtha’s explanation in the Pra-
manalaksanatika. There, Jayatirtha indicates that the term “flawless” (nirdosa) in Madhva’s defini-
tion of perception is to be taken both with the term “object” (artha) and “sense-faculty” (indriya):
nirdosatvam arthendriyayor visesanam. arthagrahanenakasadinam caksuradisannikarsavyudasah.
atra tattadindriyavisayo °‘rtha ucyate. tannirdosatvagrahanenatisamipyadidosayuktarthanam in-
driyasannikarsanirasah. indriyagrahanenarthanam evanyonyasannikarsanirasah. tannirdosatva-
grahanam mano ’nadhisthitatvadidosavadindriyanam arthasannikarsavyavrttyartham. (Pramana-
laksanatika, PL: 70.) “Flawlessness’ is a qualifier of both ‘object’ and ‘sense-faculty’ [in Madhva’s
definition of perception]. The term ‘object’ serves to preclude the contact of the visual-faculty with
the ether and so on. In [this definition of perception] ‘object’ (artha) refers to the object (visaya)
of one or the other of the sense-faculties. By stating that [the object must be] flawless, [Madhva]
excludes [from the scope of the definition] cases where an object that has a flaw (e.g. being overly-
proximate) comes into contact with a sense-faculty. The term ‘sense-faculty’ serves to exclude the
contact of objects themselves with one another. [Madhva] specifies that [the sense-faculties too]
must be ‘flawless’ in order to exclude cases where sense-faculties that have flaws such as ‘not being
present to the mind’, for instance, come into contact with an object.” So according to Jayatirtha’s
gloss, the sense-faculties themselves can suffer from faults, as can the objects they come into contact
with.

35 See Amit Chaturvedi (2020) for a recent treatment of Vyasatirtha’s refutation of Gangesa’s theory
of nirvikalapaka-pratyaksa in the Tarkatandava.
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Unlike the Advaitins and the Naiyayikas, the Madhvas regard all perception
as determinate.® In his commentary on the Pramanalaksana, Jayatirtha argues
against the Nyaya theory on ontological grounds. As we saw above, according to
Jayatirtha’s interpretation of Madhva’s ontological theory, properties like tropes,
motions, etc., are not completely different from their substances as the Naiyayikas
assumed. While coeval properties are taken by the Madhvas to be identical with
their substances, they can be distinguished from those substances with the help
of the “distinguishers” (visesas). So from the Madhva point of view it is impossible
to perceive the properties of a substance separately, as the Nyaya theory seems to
require.

Like the Naiyayikas, the Madhvas accept that there are six material (prakrta)
sense-faculties which produce different sorts of perceptual knowledge. These are:
the faculties of sight, sound, smell, touch, taste, and the internal faculty/mind”
(manas).¥” Under normal circumstances, these faculties operate to produce veridi-
cal judgments about the external world. The sense-faculties are, in other words,
innately disposed to produce knowledge rather than error. Perceptual errors do
occur of course, but they are the exceptions that prove the rule that our perceptual
faculties present us with an accurate picture of the world.

36 nirvikalpakasavikalpakabhedad dvividham pratyaksam ity eke. yad dravyagunadisvarupamatra-
vagahi, na tu tadvisesanavisesyabhavavisayam, tan nirvikalpakam. yatha yat kim cid etad iti jia-
nasadhanam. prathamikam. safijiagunakarmajativisistarthavisayam savikalpakam; yatha suklo
brahmano gacchatiti. dvittyam iti. nirvikalpakam eva pratyaksam ity apare. tad etad ayuk-
tam. gunader dravyenatyantabhedasya nirvisesabhedasya cabhavena visistabodhasyaiva saksisid-
dhatvat. (Pramanalaksanatika, PL: 144.) “Some [i.e. the Naiyayikas] claim that perception is of two
kinds, because of the difference between conceptual and non-conceptual [perception. They say that
perception] that apprehends only the essence of a substance, quality, or so on, and does not have
for its object the relationship of qualifier and qualificandum, is ‘non-conceptual’ [perception]; for
instance, the cause of the judgment, ‘This is something or other’. [Non-conceptual cognition] is pri-
mary. Conceptual [perception] has for its object something that is qualified by a name, a trope, a
motion, or a natural kind; for instance, the cognition, ‘The pale-skinned brahmin is walking’. [Con-
ceptual perception] is secondary. Others [i.e. the Yogacara Buddhists] opine that there is only non-
conceptual perception. This is all wrong. For, [in our view as Madhvas] tropes [and the other sorts of
properties] are not completely different from [their own] substances, yet nor are they non-different
[from their substances] without distinction (visesa). Hence only the knowledge of the qualified thing
(visista) is established by the witness [and there can be no perception of the bare particular sub-
stance].”

37 See PP: 159.



70 — 3 Anoutline of Madhva philosophy

3.7 Perceptual error

According to the Advaitins perceptual illusions throw realism into question. Under
analysis, claim the Advaitins, illusions are simply indeterminable; they frustrate our
best attempts to explain them, and in doing so force us to abandon our deeply-held
beliefs about “existence” and “nonexistence”, ultimately throwing into question the
ontological status of the empirical world itself. I will discuss the Advaitins’ stand-
point of “indeterminacy” (anirvacaniyata) extensively in Chapter 4. By contrast to
the Advaitins, the Madhvas argue that perceptual errors are mundane and perfectly
explicable events which only occur under exceptional circumstances. According to
Jayatirtha, error is simply the converse of knowledge. In the Pramanapaddhati, he
defines error as: “the certainty [about some object] that it is contrary [to the way
it really is]” (viparitaniscayah). A cognition is said to be erroneous, in other words,
when it grasps its object as being different to the way it is in reality.

For Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha, error involves the active misidentification
of one individual with another, for example, when one believes that a piece of
mother-of-pearl is silver, or that what is really a post further down the road is an
approaching man. In the Pramanapaddati, Jayatirtha recognises that, like veridi-
cal cognitions, erroneous cognitions might be produced by a variety of different
means. He says that erroneous cognitions always arise from a “pseudo” means of
knowledge (pramana-abhasa). Just as veridical cognitions are produced by either
perception, inference, or testimony, erroneous cognitions are produced by either
pseudo-perception (pratyaksa-abhasa), pseudo-inference, or pseudo-testimony.3

When I discuss error in this volume, I am usually concerned with what Jayatir-
tha would call “pseudo-perception”, that is, the causal antecedents that produce a
perception-like erroneous cognition. These episodes have always been problematic
for realist theories of knowledge. The central problem is that they show that cog-
nitions that appear to be veridical perceptions can arise even when the conditions
that produce veridical perceptions are (apparently) absent. This raises the prospect
that all our cognitions can arise in the absence of an external object, and thus opens
the door to nonrealist positions.

38 viparitaniscayo viparyayah. vipariteti samyanniscayavyudasah. niscaya iti samsayajiianasya. sa
ca pratyaksanumandagamabhasebhyo jayate. yatha suktikayam idam rajatam ity adi. (PP: 79.) “Error
is the certainty that [something] is contrary [to the way it really is. The word] ‘contrary’ (viparita)
[is inserted into this definition of error] to exclude accurate certainty; [the word] ‘certainty’ has
the purpose [of excluding] doubtful cognition [from the scope of the definition]. And [error] is pro-
duced by pseudo-perception, pseudo-inference, and pseudo-testimony. An example [of error] is the
judgment ‘This is silver’ [made] in respect of a piece of mother-of-pearl.”
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The realist schools of philosophy in India argued against Buddhist philosophers
that perceptual illusions do not have the radical metaphysical implications that they
were often taken to have. A proper analysis shows that the factors that produce il-
lusions are not so different from those that produce veridical perceptions after all.
The Naiyayikas argued that error involves the active misidentification of one indi-
vidual in reality with another, or the misattribution of a natural kind to an individ-
ual that really lacks it. In the Nyayasudha, Jayatirtha attempted to show that Ma-
dhva’s theory is a sort of revised version of the Nyaya explanation of illusion. There
is one key difference between the two positions. In order to protect their realism,
the Naiyayikas attempted to show that the different components of the confusion
that happens in error can be traced back to parts of the real world. Jayatirtha and
Vyasatirtha, by contrast, actually accept that the object of our illusions does not exist
anywhere in reality. The “snake” we mistake a length of rope for in the darkness is
completely nonexistent, although our cognition must occur somehow under the in-
fluence of earlier perceptions of snakes. This is one of the most distinctive Madhva
philosophical positions.

3.8 Knowing veridicality: the witness

According to Madhva philosophers, validity/veridicality (pramanya)—the fact of
cognitions according to/being like their object—is a property that occurs in cog-
nitions, which in turn belong to the individual souls. Indian philosophers had
extensive debates about how we come to know that our cognitions are veridical
or nonveridical. Madhva philosophers helieve that we perceive the veridicality of
true cognitions, and that the faculty responsible for such perceptions is the very
same faculty that perceives the bare cognitions themselves. This view situates
them in broadly the same camp as the Advaitins and Parva-Mimamsakas, who
are taken to defend the theory that validity/veridicality is apprehended “intrinsi-
cally” (svatahpramanyavada), although the Madhva position is very different from
these traditions’ in crucial ways. Madhva philosophers also believe that our sense-
faculties are innately disposed to produce veridical cognitions. Our senses do not
require the assistance of external “epistemic virtues” such as those theorised by the
Sankhyas and Naiyayikas in order to produce veridical judgments.

In the Pramanapaddhati, Jayatirtha gives the following succinct account of the
Madhva position:

According to [our] teacher[, Madhva], a cognition qualified by veridicality is produced by
merely the sense-faculties [in the case of perception, knowledge of the reason in the case of
inference, and speech in the case of testimony. Contrary to the Sankhyas] epistemic virtues
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(gunas) [belonging to the means of knowledge] have nothing to do with [the production of
veridical cognitions]. Nonveridicality is produced [in cognitions] by the sense-faculties[, knowl-
edge of the reason, and speech] insofar as they are afflicted by [some kind of] flaw.

Likewise, both cognition and its veridicality are cognised by the witness alone. The witness ap-
prehends only the essence of nonveridical cognition; the nonveridicality [of such cognitions],
on the other hand, must be inferred.*

In the Nyayasudha, Jayatirtha says that veridicality is grasped “intrinsically” be-
cause it is “grasped only by the thing that grasps the cognition [itself]” (jianagraha-
kamatragrahyam).® As he indicates in the passage of the Pramanapaddhati trans-
lated above, the faculty that perceives both cognitions and their veridicality is the
“witness” (saksin).*! The witness is, according to Jayatirtha, simply the essence of
the knowing subject. Under normal circumstances, it perceives the veridicality of a
cognition; it only fails to do so if it becomes aware of some factor that rules out that
cognition’s being veridical. Error, on the other hand, is only apprehended “extrinsi-
cally” (paratah), that is, by a means of knowledge other than the witness. For Jayatir-
tha and Vyasatirtha, we come to know that a cognition is erroneous only through a
process of rational reflection in which we evaluate the consistency of the erroneous
judgment with our other beliefs.

In accepting that veridicality is apprehended “intrinsically”, the Madhvas there-
fore disagree sharply with the Naiyayikas. According to the later Naiyayikas, veridi-
cality is apprehended extrinsically; that is, by something other than that which cog-
nises the cognition possessing the veridicality itself. For the Naiyayikas, we only
come to know that a cognition is veridical through an inference that tests its consis-
tency with our other experiences. In everyday life, the bias is towards belief; how-
ever, in important yet uncertain matters (e.g. the existence of god, the self, and so
on), veridicality is not apprehended automatically. We need to engage in reasoning
to come to believe that our judgments are veridical in these cases.

For Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha, to say that the veridicality of our cognitions is
apprehended “intrinsically” is to say that it is apprehended by the witness, which
also apprehends the bare cognition itself. In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha gave
several analytical accounts of what this entails. At the very beginning of the text,

39 indriyadimatrenaiva pramanyavisistam jiianam utpadyate. gunas tv akificitkarah. apramanyam
dosasahakrtendriyadibhir utpadyate. tatha jiianam tatpramanyam ca saksinaiva jfiayate. apramana-
JjAanasvaripamatram saksivedyam; tadapramanyam tv anumeyam ity acaryah. (PP: 546.)

40 NS, 7:218.

41 Madhva authors adopt an approach similar to that of Citsukha, who regarded the saksin as being
the essence of the individual self which apprehends internal states. See V. A. Sharma (1974: 38-39)

for a discussion of Citsukha’s treatment of the concept of the saksin in the Tattvapradipika.
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he argues that for the purposes of debate the witness fulfills the same role as the
Naiyayika’s faculty of apperception (anuvyavasaya). The witness is responsible for
introspective awareness; it is the cogniser of cognitions. Vyasatirtha says that when
the witness apprehends some cognition, it invariably apprehends the veridicality of
the same cognition provided that none of the factors which would rule out the cog-
nition’s veridicality are present. A factor that could rule out the cognition’s veridi-
cality could be, for instance, a fault in the perceptual faculties or the presence in the
internal faculty of some doubt about the truth of the cognition.*?

Besides explaining how we can know that our judgments are veridical, the wit-
ness also has a number of other functions in Madhva philosophy. In the Pramana-
laksanatika, Jayatirtha explains that the witness is actually a sort of sense-faculty
(indriya), but one that, unlike the other six, is identical with the knowing subject
itself: it is the “essential faculty” (svartupendriya). Why should the witness, the very
essence of the self, be considered a faculty like the visual faculty and so on? In
the Pramanapaddhati, Jayatirtha says that the witness, like the six material sense-
faculties, qualifies as an anupramana (an instrument of valid knowledge) because
it manifests (abhivyanakti) “essential knowledge”, that is, knowledge of the self’s
own nature. Like the material sense-faculties, the witness is a factor in the produc-
tion of knowledge because of its capacity to illuminate/manifest a certain type of
knowledge.

According to Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha, the witness perceives internal states
(knowledge, pleasure, pain, and so on). It can also perceive the sense-faculties
themselves, which explains how it can perceive any faults that would rule out the
veridicality of a cognition produced by them. Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha further
accept that the witness can directly perceive at least certain external substances.
They accept that it perceives bare time and space, as well as the invisible, sound-
conducting substance known as “the ether”. This puts the Madhvas at odds with

42 In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha explains “veridicality” as follows: yatharthyartupasya tattaj-
JjAanapramanyasya grahyapramanyavirodhyupasthapakasamagryasamavahitagrahyapramanyas-
rayatattajjiianavisayakasaksijianavisayatvanaiyatyam svatastvam. tarkikabhimatanuvyavasaya
evasmakam sakst. (TT, 1:4-6.) “The ‘intrinsicality’ of the veridicality of some cognition—[which
veridicality] is nothing more than [that cognition’s] corresponding to [its] object (yatharthya)—
consists in [that veridicality’s] being invariantly the object of the cognition of the witness, which
has [also] the cognition that is the locus of the veridicality that is to be apprehended for its object,
provided that the cognition of the witness is not associated with factors [a fault of some kind in the
(putative) means of knowledge—doubt, etc.—]that indicate something that rules out the veridical-
ity that is to be grasped [in that cognition].”



74 — 3 Anoutline of Madhva philosophy

Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers who argued that we can only infer space, time, and
the ether, but never perceive them directly.*?

According to Madhva philosophers, the witness is inerrant and incorrigible. The
witness’s perception is permanently free from faults, because it leads only to cer-
tainty and never to doubt. The perceptions of the witness, they argue, are always
attended by a sense of certainty and are never sublated at a later point in time. In
this respect, the witness differs from the six external sense-faculties, which on oc-
casion err in respect of their object. Only manasapratyaksa, consisting in a modifi-
cation of the inner-faculty (antahkaranaparinama), can be false or doubtful. When
commenting on relevant passages of Madhva’s Anuvyakhyana, Jayatirtha explains
this position as follows:

Itis clear that there can be faults in the case of the perception of the inner-faculty; [yet] why is
it that there can be no [faults] in the case of the perception of the witness? With this in mind,
[in the following verse of the Anuvyakhyana, Madhva] says—Very firm’ (sudrdha).

What is ‘very firm’ is what is never subject to sublation. Resolution is a mental judgment that
is characterised by certainty. The particle ‘where’ (yatra) [in Madhva’s verse] is used in the
sense of ‘that which ...’ (yah).

This is what [Madhva] has said [in this verse] —We postulate that a cognition has faults either
because [we] observe that it waivers, or because it is undermined by a stronger, sublating
[awareness]. As it is said—*... and it is only through a stronger means of knowledge that faults
are to be known, and not otherwise”. And the perception of the witness consists only in cer-
tainty, and is [never] sublated; this has been explained in the “prthagupadesat” adhikarana**

43 In the Pramanapaddhati, Jayatirtha argues as follows: indriyasabdena jiianendriyam grhy-
ate. tad dvividham—pramatrsvarapam prakrtam ceti. tatra svartipendriyam saksity ucyate. tasya
visayah—atmasvarapam, taddharmah, avidya, manah, tadvrttayah, bahyendriyajfianasukhadyah,
kalah, avyakrtakasas cety adyah. sa ca svarupajfianam abhivyanakti. (PP: 156.) “By the word ‘fac-
ulty’ (indriya) is understood the cognitive-faculty [and not the faculty of action (karmendriya). The
cognitive-faculty] is of two sorts—that which is the very essence of the knower (pramatr) and that
which is derived from material nature (prakrta). Of those [two], the faculty that constitutes the very
essence [of the knower] is called the ‘witness’. Its objects are the essence of the self; the properties
[of the self]; nescience; the internal faculty (manas); the modifications [of the internal faculty]; the
external faculties; [the self’s internal states,] cognition, pleasure, and so on; time; the unmanifested
ether; and others. And [the witness] makes manifest (abhi-vyafij) essential knowledge[; hence it
qualifies as a ‘means of knowledge’].”

44 Jayatirtha is here referring to an earlier section of the Brahmasiitra beginning with the siitra
“prthag upadesat” (“because of being mentioned separately”). This stitra is number 2,3.27 according
to Madhva’s sequence of the siitras. The commentators on the Nyayasudha indicate that Jayatirtha
has in mind here some specific verses from Madhva’s Anuvyakhyana. See SMG1, 99-100 for the
relevant portion of the Anuvyakhyana.
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[of the Brahmasiitra]. Therefore, since there is no reason to believe [it is subject to faults, the
perception of the witness] cannot be subject to faults.*

In the same passage of the Nydyasudha, Jayatirtha attempts to ground this stance
about the witness in the apparent infallibility of our perceptions of our own internal
states. While our external perceptions might sometimes deceive us, Madhva philoso-
phers assumed we can never be in error when we are perceiving our own internal
conscious states such as pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, and so on. We can never be-
lieve erroneously that we are in pain or that we are currently feeling pleasure, for
instance. These judgments, in other words, are infallible; we never find out later
that we were in error about them, and they are never doubtful in character. The
witness itself must therefore be responsible for perceiving such internal states:

[Madhva] has said that there is never any doubt concerning something that is established by
the witness. In order to bring this fact to experience, [he] first of all states the objects that are es-
tablished by the witness [in the verse of the Anuvyakhyana beginning with the word] “desire”:
“Desire, cognition, pleasure, pain, fear, the absence of fear, compassion, and so on are all es-
tablished by the witness; for, nobody is in any doubt about them in any case”. (Anuvyakhyana,
SMGL: 184; verse 3,4.143.)

By the words “and so on” (adi) [in this verse] are understood effort and aversion, as well as
their absences. “So what?” doubts [Madhva] and responds—“[For;] no [one] (na) ...”. There is
never the doubt, “Do I feel pleasure, or not?”; nor is there the doubt, “Is the pleasure [I am
experiencing] real, or not?”; this is the meaning of the word “for” (hi) [in this verse].*

Still, why should we accept that the witness is inerrant in all cases? Even if we con-
cede that we can never be in doubt about our internal states, surely perceptual error
itself shows us that the witness can be wrong in certain cases? In the same passage
of the Nyayasudha, Jayatirtha argues that we must conclude that all error consists in
the perception of the inner-faculty (manasapratyaksa) rather than the perception

45 manase darsane dosah sambhavantiti sphutam; saksidarsane na sambhavantity etat kuta ity
ata aha sudrdha iti—sudrdho nirnayo yatra jiieyam tat saksidarsanam // sudrdhah kadapi badha-
rahitah. nirnayo vadharanatmakah pratyayah. yatreti nipato ya ity arthe. idam uktam bhavati—
dosas tavaj jianasya dolayamanatadarsanena balavadbadhakopanipatena va kalpyah. yathoktam—
balavatpramanatas caiva jiieya dosah, na canyatha. ... saksidarsanam ca nirnayatmakam eva bha-
vati, na ca badhyata ity upapaditam prthagadhikarane. atah pramanabhavan na tatra dosah sam-
bhavati. (NS, 11:208.)

46 saksisiddhe rthe samsayo nastity uktam; tadanubhavarudham kartum saksisiddham artham ta-
vad aha—iccheti. iccha jianam sukham duhkham bhayabhayakyrpadayah / saksisiddha na ka$ cid
dhi tatra samsayavan kva cit // adipadena prayatnadvesav etadabhavas ca grhyante. tatah kim ity
ata aha—neti. na jatu mama sukham asti, na veti samsayah; napi prattyamanam idam sukham sat,
asad veti samsaya iti hiSabdenarthah. (NS, 11:209.)
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of the witness. This may sound ad hoc, but he argues that we need to accept this
in order to explain how practical activity (vyavahara) is possible at all. In order to
engage in practical activity, Jayatirtha reasons, we need to be certain about objects
in the world around us, and, in order to have this certainty, we must be certain that
our judgments about those objects are veridical:

Objection: It is not possible that the perception of the witness is never sublated, because [we]
observe that cognitions like the mother-of-pearl/silver [confusion] are sublated. For, no other
cognition can occur at the same time that the [erroneous] cognition is taking place. With this
objection in mind [Madhva] says—“That which (yad) ...”. “For, perception that deviates in some
cases [from its object] is perception of the inner-faculty”. (Anuvyakhyana, SMG1: 184; verse
3,4.143))

That perception which sometimes deviates in respect of [its] object—in the case of the mother-
of-pearl/silver [illusion], for instance—and which can be sublated must consist in a modifica-
tion of the inner-faculty (manas), and it has the visual-faculty and so on for its cause. Why is
this so? Because if [we] accept that the perception of the inner-faculty is sublatable, then noth-
ing problematic follows. But if [we] accept that the [perception of] the witness is [sublatable],
then, as has been said [earlier in this text], it would follow that all practical activity would be
annulled.”’

The witness is the faculty responsible for telling us whether our judgments are
veridical or not. Therefore, if we were aware of just one instance where the witness
was in error, we could have no confidence in it and thus in our ability to distinguish
truth from error. Yet we can and do distinguish between veridical and non-veridical
judgments in our everyday life, and we act successfully and with confidence on the
basis of this. To explain this fact, we need to assume that erroneous awareness al-
ways belongs to the inner-faculty and postulate the inerrancy of the witness. If we
dismiss the witness’s inerrancy, then we dismiss with it the whole edifice of practical
activity and religion, which is based on its ability to distinguish truth from falsity.*®

47 saksidarsanam abadhitam eveti na yujyate, Suktirajatadau badhadarsanat. na hi pratiti-
samayamatravartini tatranyajiianam sambhavatity ata aha—yad iti. yat kva cid vyabhicari syad
dar$anam manasam hi tat / yad darsanam kva cic chuktirajatadau visaye vyabhicari badhitam syat,
caksuradikaranakam manahparinatiripam eva, na saksidarsanam. kuta etat? manasadarsanasya
badhyatvangikare ‘nistabhavat; saksinas tu tathatve sarvavyavaharavilopaprasangasyoktatvat. (NS,
11:209-210.)

48 In the Nyayasudha, Jayatirtha expands on his argument that the witness must be inerrant in
order to explain the fact of practical activity as follows: yadi sakst kva cid vyabhicaret, tada tenavis-
vasaniyena karanadosadiniscayo na syat. tadabhave ca pratyayanam bhramatvadi na nisciyeta;
tatha ca vastunirnayo na syat; karanabhave karyayogad ity uktam. tatra ma bhud etat sarvam
iti cet, na; tatha sati hanopadanadisarvavyavaharavilopaprasangat. katham? sarvavyavaharanam
tatkaryatvat (NS, 8:603.) “If the witness erred in just one case, then it would not be trustworthy,
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3.9 Conclusion

The fundamental question of the Nyayamyrta is the relationship of brahman to re-
ality. In his benedictory verses to the text, Vyasatirtha claims that the world is an
existent effect of god. The world may depend on god in various different ways, but
this dependency does not imply that the world does not truly exist. As a dependent
realm, the world is profoundly inferior to god, and scriptural texts often emphasise
this inferiority to divine being. Yet the world enjoys exactly the same kind of “ex-
istence” that god does. The deep truth that scripture seeks to reveal to the sentient
beings trapped in samsara is not the unreality of this world, but the fact that it ex-
ists in a permanent state of existential dependence on god. A deep understanding
of the nature of god has the power to move him to liberate conscious beings from
bondage in transmigratory existence, but only if their immutable ethical natures
warrant such a blessing.

As Iwill show in Chapter 5, Vyasatirtha uses the Madhva theories of perception
and knowledge outlined in this chapter to defend Madhva theology against the infer-
ences made by Advaitin philosophers to show that the world is a kind of illusion. The
world that perception reveals to us—a pluralistic world of discrete conscious and
unconscious entities—is ultimately real. Our perceptual faculties show us that this
world is not some illusion which can be dispelled through an insight into a deeper
level of reality. The witness—itself a kind of perceptual faculty—gives us certainty
that the contents of our veridical perceptions will never be falsified, and thus rules
out any possibility that the knowledge of our senses will be undermined by some
future realisation of an underlying reality. Perceptual error does not open the door
to anti-realist positions. On the contrary, perceptual illusions are easily explained,
and only go to prove the rule that perception is a reliable source of knowledge of
the world.

For Advaitin philosophers, by contrast, our perception of this pluralistic world
of conscious and unconscious beings is simply a profound error which can be an-
nulled by a deeper awareness of the reality of brahman. The world of mutually dif-
ferentiated entities revealed to us by our senses, as well as the psycho-physical in-

and we could no longer ascertain by means of it that there is a fault in [one of the] sense-faculties,
for instance. And without such [certainty, we] could not be sure that our judgments are erroneous
[or veridical], and so there could be no certainty about the object [of such judgments]; it is said
that there cannot be the effect in the absence of the cause. Objection: Very well, do away with all
of this [certainty, knowledge that our judgments are true/false, and the like]! Reply: This is unten-
able, because if that were so it would follow that all practical activity—to shun [things] or obtain
[them]—would be [similarly] done away with. How? Because all practical activity is rooted in [cer-
tainty].”
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dividuation of conscious beings itself, is merely an illusion caused by a mysterious
force the Advaitins call, among other things, “nescience” (avidya). For the Advaitins,
the world is not a complete nonentity as certain Buddhists were taken to claim, yet
the “reality” that perception reveals to us is very much provisional. The Upanisads
have the power to dispel this world-illusion by showing that our imagined differen-
tiation into distinct individuals is merely the result of a distortion of brahman by
nescience. In the next chapter, I analyse Vyasatirtha’s own exposition of the philos-
ophy of the classical Advaitins that he devotes most of the Nyayamprta to refuting.



4 Vyasatirtha’s Analysis of Advaita Philosophy

4.1 Brahman and the world in Advaita philosophy

According to the Advaitins, Madhva philosophers’ identification of brahman with
Visnu-Narayana is utterly wrong. The brahman of the Upanisads is not a personal
being of infinite qualities, and the theistic tendencies observable in many Upanisads
do not convey brahman as it truly is. In his Brahmasitrabhasya, Sankara attempted
to harmonise the diverse expressions of the Upanisads to show that brahman is iden-
tical with the innermost self (atman) of sentient beings. The “self” in this context
should not be confused with the “personal self”, in the sense of the individuated
knowing subject who interacts as an agent with the everyday world and undergoes
rebirth and death. Brahman/atman is, for the Advaitins pure, unchanging conscious-
ness. From the ultimate point of view, brahman is completely free from qualities
(nirguna), good or bad. We can thus not refer to it directly through the use of words.

Brahman is self-manifesting (svayam-prakasa), but it is concealed by a force
that was known variously as “nescience” (avidya), “illusion” (maya), “ignorance”
(gjfiana), and a number of other terms. According to Advaitin philosophers, it is this
force that obstructs the self-luminosity of brahman and leads to the emergence of
the appearance of a world of mutually-differentiated conscious subjects and objects.
This world may enjoy a provisional reality from the point of view of those trapped
in the illusion of transmigratory existence, but it certainly cannot be said to “exist”,
as the Madhvas claim. The differences that make up the empirical world of think-
ing subjects and inanimate objects are, in the ultimate analysis, an illusion which
is superimposed on pure consciousness due to the effect of beginningless nescience.
As a “virtual-effect” of nescience, the world is thus mere appearance, and, like all
illusory appearances, it is liable to sublation (badha) through true awareness. The
final goal of Advaita philosophy is to bring about a radical realisation in which the
apparent dualities of the world vanish and the self-luminous brahman manifests
itself without the obstructing veil of nescience.

After Sankara, Advaitin philosophers came to focus on the nature of nescience
and its relationship to brahman, rather than on the nature of the ineffable brah-
man itself. The task of explaining the relationship between brahman and nescience
presented numerous problems. If brahman alone exists, then how can we explain
the appearance of the individual souls and the world-illusion? The Brahmasitra it-
self seems to speak of brahman as the source of the world, but what exactly could
this mean if the world is unreal? Should brahman or nescience be spoken of as the
“cause” of the world-appearance, and, if so, what sort of a cause are they? Does ne-
science constitute a further entity besides brahman, or is it simply nonexistent like

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [(c) XA | This work is licensed under the Cre-
ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110728521-004



80 —— 4 vyasatirtha’s Analysis of Advaita Philosophy

the proverbial “son of a barren woman”? Does brahman act as the locus of nescience,
and, if not, where does nescience reside? Does nescience have an “object”, and, if so,
what is it? Moreover, if the world does not really exist, how are philosophical debate
and liberation itself possible? The programme of liberation proposed by the Advai-
tins and the practice of philosophical debate itself seem to depend on the assump-
tion that the empirical world has some kind of existence, yet Advaitin philosophers
deny that it truly exists.

By the time Vyasatirtha was writing, Advaitin philosophers had articulated a
wide range of different stances on these questions. Many Advaitin philosophers
concluded that it is nescience itself, and not brahman, that acts as the stuff out of
which the world is formed. Sanikara’s commentator Suresvara concluded that illu-
sion (maya) alone is the material cause of the world-appearance. He said that brah-
man is both the support and the object of nescience.! In his Istasiddhi, Vimuktatman
claimed that the world is “made up” of illusion (mayanirmita).> He compared the
relationship between brahman and the world to the relationship between a canvas
and the painting painted onto it. Vimuktatman used this rich metaphor to show how
brahman can act as the support for the world-appearance without acting as its ma-
terial cause or undergoing any true change. The canvas (brahman) acts as a support
for the painting (the world-illusion) which is superimposed onto it. The canvas is not
the material cause of the painting, nor is the painting a modification of the canvas
in the way a pot is a modification of the clay from which it is formed. The canvas ex-
isted before the painting came into being, and it would continue to exist even if the
painting were wiped from it. Like brahman, the canvas existed before the painting
and can continue to exist even if the painting is destroyed; the canvas can appear
without the painting, yet the painting can only be perceived if it is superimposed on
the canvas.®

1 See Dasgupta (1932: 101-102) for a discussion of Sure$vara’s view on the relationship between
brahman and nescience.

2 See Dasgupta (1932: 202—-203) for a discussion of the significance of this statement.

3 yatha citrasya bhittih saksan nopadanam, napi sahajam citram tasyah, napy avasthantaram mrda
iva ghatadih, napi gunantaragama amrasyeva raktatadih, na casyas citrajanmadau janmadih, citrat
prag urdhvam ca bhavat, yady api bhittim vina citram na bhati, tathapi na sa citram vina na bhatity
evam ady anubhutibhittijagaccitrayor yojyam. (IS: 37.) “The canvas is clearly not the material cause
of the painting, nor does the painting belong innately to [the canvas]. The [painting] is not [the
canvas] in a different state, as a pot is clay [in a different state]; nor is [the painting] the appearance
of anew trope [in the canvas], like the colour red [appearing] in a mango [as it is exposed to the sun].
Nor does [the canvas] come into being [or cease to exist] when the painting comes into being [or
ceases to exist], since the [the canvas] exists both before and after the painting. Even though in the
absence of the canvas the painting cannot appear, it is not the case that [the canvas] cannot appear
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By contrast to Vimuktatman and Sure$vara, in his Bhamati commentary on
Sankara’s Bhasya, Vacaspati Misra said that brahman “associated with avidya” con-
stitutes the material cause of the world.* Like Mandana, Vacaspati claimed that ne-
science is located in the individual soul (jiva) and not in brahman itself. Padmapada
was not absolutely clear on the nature of the causal relationship between brahman
and the world, but he does seem to say that brahman itself is the cause of the world
through the operation of nescience.’

Padmapada’s commentator, Prakasatman, whose thought looms large in the
Nyayampta, claimed that brahman is the changeless material (avikaryupadana) that
acts as the basis of the world-illusion. In his Vivarana, Prakasatman famously said
that brahman is the cause of the world insofar as it is “combined with” (visista) in-
determinate illusion (anirvacantyamaya). He clarified that this claim could be inter-
preted to mean that brahman combined with illusion is the cause of the world in the
manner in which two threads twisted together combine to make up a length of rope.
Alternatively, he says it could mean that brahman is the cause of the world insofar
as it possesses illusion (mdaya) as a “potency” (Sakti). Finally, Prakasatman says that
this claim could also be interpreted to mean that brahman is ultimately the cause
of the world because it acts as the locus of illusion, illusion itself being the material
cause of the world.

in the absence of the painting: these facts, and others [about the relationship between the canvas
and the painting] apply equally to the awareness-canvas [(i.e. brahman)] and the world-painting.”
4 See Suryanarayana Sastri (1933: 136) for the text and a translation of this passage. See Dasgupta
(1932: 109-110) for a discussion of Vacaspati’s view.

5 Dasgupta (1932: 104-105).

6 tasmad anirvacaniyamayavisistam karanam brahmeti praptam. ... traividhyam atra
sambhavati—rajjvah samyuktasitradvayavan mayavisistam brahma karanam iti va; devat-
masaktim svagunair nigiidham iti sruter mayasaktimad brahma karanam iti va; jagadupada-
namayasrayataya brahma karanam iti veti. (Paficapadikavivarana, PP/PPV: 652.) “Therefore, it
follows that brahman, insofar as it is combined with indeterminate illusion, is the cause [of the
world-appearance]. ... There are three ways [in which brahman, combined with indeterminate
illusion, could be the cause of the world]: (1) brahman combined with illusion is the cause [of
the world], just as two threads bound together [are the cause] of a rope; or (2) brahman insofar
as it is possessed of the potency (sakti) of illusion is the cause [of the world], on the basis of the
following passage of sruti: [Those who follow the discipline of meditation have seen] god, the
self, and the power, all hidden by their own qualities ... (Svetasvatara Upanisad 1,1.3); or (3)
brahman is the cause [of the world] insofar as [brahman is] the locus of illusion, which [illusion
itself] is the material cause of the world.” The full verse from the Svetasvatara Upanisad reads:
te dhyanayoganugata apasyan devatmasaktim svagunair nigidham | yah karanani nikhilani tani
kalatmayuktany adhitisthaty ekah |/ (Olivelle, 1998: 414.) Olivelle translates: “Those who follow the
discipline of meditation have seen God, the self, and the power, all hidden by their own qualities.
One alone is he who governs all those causes, from ‘time’ to ‘self’.”
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Prakasatman also gave a clear articulation of the vivarta-vada, the doctrine
that the world-appearance is merely an apparent transformation of brahman.
Prakasatman says that vivarta refers to “the appearance in one thing of multi-
ple unreal forms contrary to the prior state [of that thing] which, in reality, remains
unchanged”. He contrasts vivarta with the process of “(true) transformation” (pari-
nama), which occurs when “a single thing, through the loss of its prior form/essence
(svariipa), takes on a real new form”.” According to this doctrine, the world is a
“virtual effect” of brahman, which, in reality, remains unchanged despite the ap-
pearance of the illusion. From the ultimate point of view, all Advaitin philosophers
deny the existence of the world. Nevertheless, the earliest philosophers identified
with the Advaita tradition—Gaudapada, Sankara, and Mandana—all accepted that
it can be spoken of as having some degree of reality, and their followers explored
this heirarchy of being in detail.

Advaitin philosophers distinguish between that which is “ultimately real”
(paramarthika-sat), that which has “practical/transactional reality” (vyavaharika-
sat), and that which is “completely illusory” (paribhasika-sat). Brahman alone is
ultimately real, and the objects of everyday perceptual illusions (the “snake” seen
where there is only rope) belong to the lowest, “illusory” level of reality. The empiri-
cal world, however, has some existence, at least from the point of view of those who
have not yet been liberated from it. Until the world is sublated by the awareness of
brahman, it has a provisional, “transactional” reality, just as dream-objects appear
to exist to the dreamer until she wakes up. Advaitin philosophers took it that this as-
pect of their philosophy distinguishes them from “nihilistic” Buddhist philosopher
(Sanyavadin) who, according to Brahmanical philosophers, claimed that the world
is completely nonexistent like the “sky-flower”.

4.2 Three definitions of “illusoriness” (mithyatva)

The different positions of the classical Advaitins on the above issues have been
discussed by Dasgupta (1932), Deutsch (1969), Granoff (1978), Phillips (1995), Gupta
(1998), Schmiicker (2001), Ram-Prasad (2002), and Minkowski (2011), among others.
In this chapter, I will focus on Vyasatirtha’s reconstruction of Advaita philosophy
in the piairvapaksa he gives at the beginning of the Nyayamyta. As this part of the
text shows, Vyasatirtha was acutely sensitive to the subtle differences between the
positions of the classical Advaitins. Nevertheless, at the beginning of the text he

7 ekasya tattvad apracyutasya purvaviparitasatyanekaripavabhaso vivartah. ekasya purvaripa-
parityagena satyarupantarapattih parinamah. (Paficapadikavivarana, PP/PPV: 653.)
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wishes to draw a single binary disagreement between the Madhvas and the Advai-

tins about the empirical world. Vyasatirtha takes it that the commonality binding

the diverse strands of Advaita philosophy together is the claim that the “world is

‘illusory”” (visvam mithya).® He devotes the remainder of the piirvapaksa to clarify-

ing what exactly this statement could mean, and how the Advaitins can support this

claim. He focuses particularly on the formal inferences that Advaitin philosophers
adduced to support their position.

The Advaitin wants to prove that the world has the quality of “illusoriness”
(mithyatva), but what does this mean? At the beginning of the Advaita pirvapaksa,
Vyasatirtha presents the following list of definitions of “illusoriness”:

. “complete nonexistence” (atyantasattvam);

. “indeterminacy” (anirvacyatvam);

. “being different from what exists” (sadviviktatvam);

. “not being a locus of existence” (sattvanadhikaranatvam);

. “not being an object of knowledge” (pramityavisayatvam);

. “being an object of error” (bhrantivisayatvam);

. “sublatability” (badhyatvam);

. “being the object of a sublating cognition” (badhakajfianavisayatvam);

. “being the object [of a sublating cognition] by virtue of being the counterpositive
of an absence that is made known by the cognition, ‘It is not, it was not, [and]
nor shall it be”” (nasti, nasit, na bhavisyatiti bodhyamanabhavapratiyogitvena
tadvisayatvam);

10. “being liable to cancellation by knowledge” (jiananivartyatvam);

11. [something’s] “being the counterpositive of a constant absence that shares a com-
mon locus with [that thing itself]” (svasamanadhikaranatyantabhavapratiyogi-
tvam);

12. [something’s] “being the counterpositive of a constant absence that is not the
locus of the property of not occurring completely [in its locus] (avyapyavrttitva),
and which constant absence shares a common locus with [that thing itself]”
(avyapyavrttitvanasrayasvasamanadhikaranatyantabhavapratiyogitvam);

13. “being either nescience or an effect of [nescience]” (avidyatatkaryayor anyatara-
tvam).®

O© 0 31 O U1 = W N =

This list of definitions is similar to the list of definitions that Citsukha gave in the
Tattvapradipika.'® Given his deep familiarity with Citsukha’s work, it seems likely

8 NAB, 1:8.

9 See NAB, 1:36-38 for the relevant passage.

10 kim punar idam mithyatvam? (1) pramanagamyatvam va? (2) apramanajiianagamyatvam va?
(3) ayatharthajfianagamyatvam va? (4) sadvilaksanatvam va? (5) sadasadvilaksanatvam va? (6)
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that Vyasatirtha drew on the Tattvapradipika in this regard. Vyasatirtha argues that

all of these definitions suffer from obvious flaws, and finds them unworthy of fur-

ther discussion. However, he goes on to consider five further definitions that seem

to warrant deeper analysis. These five definitions, along with the Advaita philosoph-

ical works Vyasatirtha ascribes them to, are:

- DL “Indeterminacy” (anirvacaniyata), that is, “not being the locus of existence or
nonexistence” (Padmapada, Paficapadika),

— D% [Something’s] being the counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence in the
very thing that was taken to be [its] substrate (Prakasatman, Paficapadikavi-
varana and Suresvara, Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyavarttika),'*

avidyatatkaryayor anyataratvam va? (7) jiiananivartyatvam va? (8) pratipannopadhau nisedhaprati-
yogitvam va? (9) badhyatvam va? (10) svatyantabhavasamanadhikaranataya prattyamanatvam va?
(TP: 32-33.) “And what is this ‘illusoriness’? Is it: (1) ‘Not being knowable through the means of
knowledge’? Or, (2) ‘Being knowable through a cognition that is not produced by a valid means of
knowledge’? Or, (3) ‘Being knowable through a cognition that does not correspond to its object’? Or,
(4) ‘Being different from what exists’? Or, (5) ‘Being different from both what exists and what does
not exist’? Or, (6) ‘Being either nescience or an effect [of nescience]’? Or, (7) ‘Being liable to cancella-
tion by knowledge’? Or, (8) [Something’s] ‘being the counterpositive of an absence in the very locus
where [it itself was] perceived’? Or, (9) ‘Sublatability’? Or, (10) ‘[Something’s] ‘being experienced as
sharing a common locus with its own constant absence’?”

11 Vyasatirtha says the following: tathapi mithyasabdo ’nirvacyavacana iti paficapadikaritya
sadasattvanadhikaranatvariupanirvacyatvam mithyatvam; tatprasiddhis ca khyativade vaksyate.
(Nyayamrta, NAB, 1:37.) “Nevertheless, in the fashion of [Padmapada’s] Paficapadika, which says,
‘The word “illusory” denotes what is indeterminate’, illusoriness is indeterminacy in the form of
‘being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence’. And [we, the Advaitins,] will demonstrate
in [our] discussion of perceptual error that [indeterminacy] is well-established [in everyday per-
ceptual illusions].” Vyasatirtha seems to have in mind here a passage of the Paficapadika found in
PP/PPV: 23.

12 Vyasatirtha is clear in the Nyayamyta that he considers both this definition and D? to be sub-
definitions of “sublatability” (badhyatva), which can itself be considered an analysis of “indeter-
minacy”. He attributes D? primarily to Prakasatman’s Vivarana, although he indicates that it could
be implicit in Sure$vara’s Varttika also: yad va badhyatvam anirvacyatvam. tac ca suktirapyadir eva
paramarthikatvakarena traikalikanisedhapratiyogiti mate pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapra-
tiyogitvam. uktam hi vivarane—pratipannopadhav abhavapratiyogitvalaksanasya mithyatvasyeti.
uktam ca varttike—tat tvam asy adivakyarthasamyagdhijanmamatratah | avidya saha karyena
nasid asti bhavisyati /| iti. (Nyayamrta, NAB, 1:37.) “Or ‘indeterminacy’ consists in ‘being liable to
sublation’. And [the quality of being liable to sublation] consists in [something’s] being the counter-
positive of an omnitemporal absence in the very thing that was taken to be [its] substrate, that is,
according to the view that it is the ‘silver’ superimposed on mother-of-pearl that is the counterposi-
tive of an omnitemporal absence from the ultimate point of view. For, [Prakasatman] says in [his Vi-
varana]: ‘Of illusoriness, which consists in [something’s] being the counterpositive of an absence in
the very thing that was taken to be [its] substrate ... . And Sure$vara says in his [Brhadaranyakopani-
sadbhasya]varttika: “Only upon the arising of the understanding of the Upanisadic passages like,
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- D3: Being liable to be cancelled by cognition by virtue of the fact that [the can-
celling cognition] is a cognition (Prakasatman, Paficapadikavivarana),’®

— D*: [Something’s] being the counterpositive of a constant absence that shares a
common locus with that thing itself (Citsukha, Tattvapradipika),*

— D3 The absence of the quality of being existent by essence (Anandabodha,
Nyayadipavalr).®®

In the opening chapters of the Nyayamyrta, Vyasatirtha cycles through these defini-
tions in turn, giving reasons to show that each cannot be the quality that the Advai-
tin wants to prove of the world. In this volume, I will mainly discuss three of these
definitions—those of Padmapada (D'), Prakasatman (D?), and Citsukha (D?). These
are the definitions that Vyasatirtha devotes the most attention to in the opening
chapters of the Nyayamrta.

Advaitin philosophers argue that the illusoriness which they ascribe to the
world is already established in the case of the mundane perceptual illusions we
sometimes encounter in our everyday lives. The illusion where we mistake a piece
of mother-of-pearl for silver serves as the “empirical instance”/example (drstanta)
in the formal inferences that Advaitin philosophers adduced to support their po-
sition. The episode could be narrated as follows. A person comes across a piece
of mother-of-pearl sparkling on the ground in the sunlight. However, rather than
forming the veridical judgment, “This is mother-of-pearl” (idam suktih), for one

‘That is how you are[, Svetaketu] ..’ (tat tvam asi), does it become clear that nescience, together
with [its] effect were never, are not, and never shall be.” See Paficapadikavivarana, PP/PPV: 174—
175, for the passage that Vyasatirtha draws this definition from, and Gupta (2011: 234-235) for a
translation of that passage. Sure$vara’s verse (number 183) is found in BAUBh: 58. In the edition
the verse in question reads as follows: tat tvam asy adivakyotthasamyagdhijanmamatratah [ avidya
saha karyena nasid asti bhavisyati //.

13 Vyasatirtha (NAB, 1:38) says that this definition is derived from a passage of Prakasatman’s Pafi-
capadikavivarana: matantare tu badhyatvam jiianatvena jfiananivartyatvam. uktam hi vivarane—
ajiianasya svakaryena vartamanena pravilinena va saha jiianena nivrttir badha iti. (Nyayamyta,
NAB, 1:38.) “On another view [of Advaitin philosophers], sublatability consists in the quality of
‘being liable to be cancelled by cognition by virtue [of the cancelling thing’s] being a cognition’.
For, [Prakasatman] says in [his] Vivarana—Sublation (badha) is the destruction (nivrtti), through
knowledge, of ignorance (gjfiana) together with its effects, which either exist or have [already] been
annulled’.” The passage in question is found in Paficapadikavivarana, PP/PPV: 178. It has been trans-
lated by Gupta (2011: 246). See also Pellegrini (2015: 305-306) for further discussion of this passage
in Prakasatman’s work.

14 athava citsukharitya svasamanadhikaranatyantabhavapratiyogitvam mithyatvam. (Nyayamrta,
NAB, 1:38.) The passage is found in Citsukha’s Tattvapradipika; see TP: 67.

15 yad vanandabodharitya sadviviktatvam mithyatvam. (Nyayamrta, NAB, 1:38.) See Nyayadipavali,
NM: 1, for this definition of Anandabodha.
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reason or another they become persuaded that what lies before them is, in fact,
silver. They greedily reach for the precious metal, only to find that, on closer in-
spection, it is just a worthless piece of shell. This final discovery is referred to as
the “sublating-cognition” (badhakajfiana). A sublating cognition is one that cancels
an earlier, erroneous cognition. Indian philosophers often considered the process
where one entity becomes confused with another as entailing the “superimposition”
(adhyasa) of the false thing on the real one. Hence the fake silver was often termed
the “superimposed thing” (aropya, aropyamana), and the mother-of-pearl as the
locus/object of the superimposition (aropavisaya).

The Advaitins ascribe the property of “illusoriness” (mithya-tva) to the “sil-
ver” that appears in this illusion. Mithya is a difficult term to translate; there is no
single English term that can fully capture its implications. According to the Monier-
Williams Sanskrit dictionary, the term mithya is primarily an adverb, which can
be rendered as “distortedly”, “contrarily”, and “falsely”, among other translations.
It has often been rendered with the word “false” by modern translators. A prob-
lem with translating the term mithya as “false” is that it is strange to refer to
things as “false”. In English, the term is usually used in connection with state-
ments/propositions. I thus translate the terms mithya and mithyatva as “illusory”
and “illusoriness” throughout this volume.

Translating the term mithya is further complicated by the fact that the Madhvas
and the Advaitins disagree fundamentally about what it means. Although they differ
among themselves about how the two terms should be defined, all Advaitin philoso-
phers agree that there is a fundamental semantic distinction to be drawn between
the words “illusory” (mithya) and “nonexistent” (asat). So far as the Advaitins are
concerned, their claim that the world is “illusory” is significantly different from the
claim that the world “does not exist”. This claim is crucial for the Advaitins because
it should distinguish their stance on the world from the position of the nihilistic
Buddhist philosopher (siinyavadin), who was taken to claim that the world simply
does not exist like the hare’s horn.

Madhva philosophers argue that this is a distinction without a difference. For
Madhva’s followers, to say that something is mithya essentially means the same
thing as saying that it is “nonexistent”. The two terms ultimately mean one and the
same thing, and the “silver” that we seem to experience in the silver/mother-of-pearl
illusion is “nonexistent” in just the same way that the “square circle” is. Madhva
himself argued at length that the Advaitins’ claim about the world is no different
from the nihilist’s, and that other aspects of the Advaitins’ philosophy draw paral-
lels with the stances of Buddhist philosophers. The Madhvas were certainly not the
first tradition to accuse the Advaitins of being “Buddhists in disguise” (pracchanna-
bauddhas). Bhaskara and Ramanuja both made this claim before Madhva. The Ma-
dhvas are unique, however, in the quantity and the depth of the arguments they
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make to justify this claim. Vyasatirtha himself pressed the case that the Advaitins
are just crypto-Buddhists in the Nyayamrta.'® In turn, medieval and modern Advai-
tin scholars have argued that certain aspects of Madhva philosophy sit uncomfort-
ably close to Buddhist thought.!”

All of the five definitions of illusoriness given above should thus draw a clear
distinction between the Advaitins’ position about the world and that of outright ni-
hilism. The first definition of “illusoriness” of the five that Vyasatirtha takes seri-
ously in the Nyayamrta is “indeterminacy” (anirvacaniyatd, anirvacyata). A large
part of the present volume will be concerned with showing how the Madhvas re-
spond to this doctrine of the Advaitins. “Indeterminacy” (a more literal, but cum-
bersome, translation would be “indeterminability”) has often been taken to be a
mystical statement to the effect that something is simply ineffable or beyond lan-

16 Vyasatirtha draws comparisons between the Advaita and Yogacara Buddhist philosophies in his
refutation of the concept of “perceptibility” (drsyatva) in the Nyayamyta, for instance. He says that
the Advaitins’ inference that the world is illusory because it is perceptible is simply a “regurgitation”
of the Yogacara-Buddhist position which is further inconsistent with Advaita epistemology: drsya-
tvahetuktir api—stambhadipratyayo mithya, pratyayatvat tatha hi yah | pratyayah sa mrsa drstah
svapnadipratyayo yatha || iti bauddhoktayukticchardimatram. iyams tu visesah—bauddhamate hy
apramanyasya svatastvat tad yuktam. tvanmate tu pramanyasya svatastvat, tad ayuktam iti. (NAB,
1:126.) “Further, the statement of ‘perceptibility’ as a reason [in Anandabodha’s inferences] is just
a regurgitation of the [following] inference made by the Buddhists—‘The cognition of the post and
so on is illusory, because [it is] a cognition; whatever is a cognition, is [also] illusory, just like the
observed case of a dream-cognition’. But there is this difference [between the Advaitins’ and the
Buddhists’ use of this inference]—In the view of the Buddhists, non-validity is intrinsic [to cogni-
tion], so [this inference] is legitimate[, at least from their point of view]. In your view, by contrast,
validity is intrinsic [to cognition], and so [this inference] is untenable [on your own terms, because
it is already ruled out by the witness’s initial perception that the cognition of the post is valid].”

17 Madhva, for instance, devotes a large part of his topical treatise the Tattvoddyota to proving this
claim (Vadah [=Tattvoddyotal, SMG5, 47-48). Madhva points to the apparent similarities between
the Advaita and Buddhist theories that there are multiple levels of truth/existence. He also argues
that the Advaitins’ concept of the “qualification-free” brahman is ultimately indistinguishable from
the nihilistic Buddhist’s position. The modern Advaitin scholar Anantakrishna Sastri attempted to
turn the tables on the Madhvas, arguing that key Madhva doctrines are quite close to certain Bud-
dhist philosophical positions. Sastri (NAK: 44), apparently following Gauda Brahmananda, argues
that the Madhva theory of perceptual illusion, according to which the object of illusions is simply
nonexistent, is little different to the asatkhyati theory of the stinyavadins: “On the other hand, it is
the Madhvas who adopt the Asat-khyati view in the case of error, since in the illusion, shell-silver,
they acknowledge the nonexistent silver to manifest itself as existent. So it is the view of the Ma-
dhvas and not that of the Advaitins that is at least partially coloured by the view of the Buddhists”.
Sastri (NAK: 43—44) also argues, contra Madhva, that the Advaita position that there are multiple lev-
els of truth (paramarthika- vs. vyavaharika-sat) is logically incompatible with the Buddhist theory of
samvrta- vs. paramarthika-sat. See Whaling (1979) for an overview of the different arguments pro-
posed by medieval and modern scholars to prove that the Advaitins are really “crypto-Buddhists”.
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guage. The Advaitin philosophers referred to in this volume used the term in a more
specific sense, however.® When Advaitin philosophers say that the object of percep-
tual error (the “silver”) is “indeterminate”, they usually mean that we cannot assign
it a definite ontological status as existent (sat) or nonexistent (asat).

In the first chapters of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha usually defines indeter-
minacy as “not being the locus of existence or nonexistence” (sadasattvanad-
hikaranatva). This is the analysis of indeterminacy given by Citsukha in the Tat-
tvapradipika, which was also used by Jayatirtha in the Vadavali.'® According to
Advaitin philosophers, the facts about the silver/mother-of-pearl confusion make
it impossible for us to assign the silver a definite ontological status. On the one
hand, the “silver” appears vividly to consciousness. In fact, the victim of the illusion
comes to believe that they are perceiving a real piece of silver in front of their eyes,
and the experience is so convincing that they reach down to pick it up. On the other
hand, this erroneous belief is eventually sublated when the victim of the illusion
comes to realise that what was really in front of them was mother-of-pearl, not
silver.

The Advaitins argue that these facts about perceptual error cannot be rec-
onciled with the hypothesis that the “silver” either exists or does not exist. The
“silver” we see where there is really mother-of-pearl cannot truly exist, otherwise
we would not have the cognition that sublates it (“This is not silver, it’s mother-of-
pearl!”). Then again, it cannot be entirely nonexistent either, because we have a
vivid, perception-like cognition of it. The “silver” has appearance without reality,
and these facts force us to abandon our attempts to account for the illusion by at-
tributing a determinate ontological status to the silver. Like the silver, the empirical
world in its entirety is indeterminate according to the Advaitins; it cannot be said
to truly exist, but it is not completely nonexistent like a sky-flower, either.

In the Nyayamprta, Vyasatirtha attributes this definition of indeterminacy to the
works of Padmapada (/1. 740), who is taken to have been one of Sankara’s direct stu-
dents. The concept goes back further in Advaita philosophy, however. An early use
of the term anirvacaniya in this way is found in the Brahmasiddhi of Mandana Misra

18 As Schmiicker (2001: 85-86) points out, Vimuktatman uses the term avacya to mean “ineffable”
or “indescribable”. By contrast, he always uses the terms anirvacaniya and anirvacya in the techni-
cal sense described here. Schmtucker writes: “Die Bezeichnung ‘unbestimmbar’ (anirvacantya) un-
terscheidet Vimuktatman von der Bezeichnung ‘nicht benennbar’ (avacya). Mit keiner weltlichen
Bezeichnung benennbar ist nur der Atman/das Brahman. In diesem Zusammenhang ist mit anir-
vacaniya gemeint, daf die Welt und ihre materielle Ursache die Maya/Avidya—ein vom absoluten
Sein des Brahman und vom absoluten Nitchsein unterschiedenes Kennzeichen (sadasadvilaksana)
haben”.

19 See VA: 4, for instance.
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(f1. 690). Mandana uses the term when giving an explanation of the relationship be-
tween nescience (avidya) and brahman:

Nescience is not the essence (svabhava) of brahman, nor is it something other [than brahman];
it is not completely nonexistent, nor is it existent [like brahman]. For this very reason is it
called “nescience”, “illusion”, [and] “illusory appearance”. If it were the essence of something,
then, whether it were different or non-different [from that thing], it would be ultimately real,
and hence it would not be nescience. If[, on the other hand,] it were completely nonexistent
(atyantasat), it could not enter into practical discourse/activity (vyavahara), like the sky-flower,
for instance; hence, [nescience] is indeterminable.?’

The concept of indeterminacy was developed considerably in the tenth century by
Vimuktatman, whose work featured prominently in Madhva’s critique of Advaita.?!
In a signal passage early on in his Istasiddhi, he outlines his position about the world
in response to the argument of a hypothetical opponent who claims that liberation
is simply impossible according to the nondualistic stance that only brahman exists.
Vimuktatman sets up this opponent’s argument as follows:

Objection: In that case [i.e., if nothing other than brahman is truly real], what is the status of
this world of duality, which is the object of [the instruments of knowledge]—perception and
so on—[and] the basis of the parts of the Veda that enjoin/forbid actions and teach knowledge?

If, on the one hand, this world simply does not exist, then perception and [the other things
taken to be instruments of knowledge] would have no object, and so they would not be valid
instruments of knowledge. Likewise, the parts of the Veda that deal with action and knowledge
[respectively would] have no basis, and[, being part of the world,] they would be by essence
nonexistent; hence they too would not be valid instruments of knowledge. Moreover, since
perception and so on are very much part of the world, if [the world] did not exist, then they
[themselves] would not exist. [It might be objected that since sruti and smyti have brahman
for their object, they can be valid means of knowledge. However] sruti, smrti, and reasoning
(nyaya) are not self-established [and hence they have no essence]. For all of these reasons,
[if this world of duality simply does not exist then] the existence of brahman as [you have]
described it could not be established on the strength of [any of the means of knowledge].?

20 navidya brahmanah svabhavah, narthantaram, natyantam asati, napi sati; evam eveyam avidya
maya mithyavabhasa ity ucyate. svabhavas cet kasya cit, anyo ‘nanyo va paramartha eveti navidya,
atyantasattve khapuspasadrst na vyavaharangam. tasmad anirvacaniya. (BS: 9.) This passage has
also been translated by Thrasher (1993: 1).

21 Vimutkatman’s arguments on indeterminacy have been studied extensively by Marcus
Schmiicker (2001).

22 nanu yady evam, ka tarhi gatir dvaitapraparicasya pratyaksadivisayasya karmajfianakandasra-
yasya? athayam prapafico nasty eva, tada pratyaksader nirvisayatvad apramanyat; karmajiiana-
kandayor asrayasiddheh, svariipasiddhes capramanyat; pratyaksades ca prapaficantahpatitvat tad-
abhave ’bhavat; srutismytinyayanam ca svato ’siddheh, na tadbalad yathoktabrahmavastusiddhih.
(1S:32)
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Vimuktatman’s hypothetical opponent goes on to anticipate some possible lines of
response Advaitin philosophers could give to these criticisms, but finds them want-
ing, and concludes that the Advaitin’s position is hopeless:

If, seeking to avert these flaws, [you, the Advaitin,] accept that there is a world, then [you] must
accept that [this world] is either different, non-different, or both-different-and-non-different
from brahman. [The world cannot be] otherwise, for it is not possible for something to be in
anything other than one of these three states. [If you accept] that [the world] simply is not a
real thing (avastutva), then the faults [I] have [just] described pertain. For, the practical dis-
course that [I] have described cannot come about on the basis of [something that is entirely
nonexistent,] like the horn of a man, or a sky-flower, etc. Even if [you accept that the world]
is substantially real, then brahman as [you] have described it [i.e., as “one without a second”]
would not be established as being in any of the three states [just outlined, i.e. being different,
not different, or both-different-and-not-different from brahman].

Thus, whether the world exists or does not exist, brahman as you have described it cannot
be established through the statements of the Vedanta. It is thus not tenable to claim that the
perception [of brahman] leads to the ultimate obtainment of what is desired and avoidance of
what is undesirable on the part of a man. Thus, [one] must have recourse to some other mode
of liberation [than the one proposed by you,] or there is no liberation at all!*

Vimuktatman believes that liberation follows from the direct experience of brah-
man generated by a deep understanding of the Upanisads. However, as an Advaitin,
Vimuktatman also holds that brahman is “one, without a second”. Only brahman can
really be said to exist; the world does not truly exist, and only a direct experience of
the non-dual brahman has the power to dispel the world-illusion. In this case, what
is the status of the empirical world? Does it “exist” in any sense of the term? Or is it
a “mere nothing”, like the “son of a barren woman”?

Vimuktatman is apparently caught in a dilemma. He clearly cannot accept that
the world truly exists in the same way that brahman does, because that would
contradict his monistic stance about brahman. However, he cannot accept that the
world is a complete nonentity either. It seems that Advaitin philosophers need to ac-
cept that we can know things through the valid instruments of knowledge, because
they accept that it is these instruments which can ultimately lead us to the direct
realisation of brahman which serves to liberate us. For this reason it seems that the
Advaitin needs to assume that there is, in some sense, a world in order to explain

23 athaitaddosaparijihirsaya prapafico ’bhyupeyate, tada sa brahmano bhinno *bhinno bhinabhinno
vabhyupeyah, nanyatha; na hi vastunah prakaratrayam muktvanyathasiddhih samasti. avastutve
cokto dosah prasajyeta. na hi nrsrngakhapuspadinavastuna yathokto vyavaharah sidhyet. vastutve
’pi prakaratraye ’pi yathoktam brahma na sidhyet. atah prapaficasya bhave ’bhave ’pi vedantavakye-
bhyo yathoktabrahmasiddheh, taddarsanad istanistapraptipariharav atyantikau pumsah sidhyata
ity ayuktam. ato moksasyanyah prakara asrayantyah, na va moksa iti. (IS: 32.)
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how the instruments of knowledge can function to lead us to this liberating insight.
How can the Veda tell us things about the world, if there is no world to speak of?
We cannot perceive, talk about, or act in regard to things that have no existence
whatsoever. Moreover, the instruments of knowledge themselves, including the
Veda, must surely be part of the world. If the world does not exist, then, as a part of
that world, the pramanas themselves must be nonexistent, and how can perception
or verbal testimony lead us to knowledge if they themselves do not exist?

So, if Vimuktatman accepts that the world exists, then he is abandoning his
monistic claim that only brahman is real. On the other hand, if he accepts that the
world is completely nonexistent, then the means of knowledge, which are part of
that world, cannot function to lead us to the liberating realisation of brahman. In
neither case can there be liberation in the way that Vimuktatman, as an Advaitin,
accepts. Liberation should come about through knowledge of the nondual brahman.
Yet, if the objector in this passage is correct, either brahman is not “one without
a second”, or the means of knowledge cannot lead us to the putatively liberating
knowledge of brahman.

Vimuktatman responds to this objection by outlining an explanation of his
stance that “illusion”—the basis of the empirical world—is indeterminate:

[In response] to this [I, Vimuktatman,] say—There is not so much as a single fault with my view,
because [I] accept that the universe is formed from illusion (maya). Since illusion, together
with [its] effects, cannot be determined to be truly existent or truly nonexistent, the stated
faults, which pertain to the views that the world is real or unreal, do not get so much as a
side-glance into my position!

To explain—Since[, in our view,] the world is not truly real, our non-dualism is not compro-
mised. And, since [the world] is not completely unreal, none of the faults stated [above]—
perception and so on not being valid instruments of knowledge, etc.—follow, and there is not
the failure to establish the existence of brahman as [we] have stated brahman to bel, i.e., as
“one, without a second”]. And since the direct experience of [brahman] leads to the cessation
of illusion and its effects, [we] have not failed to establish liberation.?*

Vimuktatman’s response to the dilemma laid out in this passage is to argue that
his opponent’s charge rests on a false dichotomy. The world is an effect of illusion
(maya), and maya and its effects are “indeterminable” from the ontological point of

24 atrocyate—naiko ’pi doso ‘smatpakse, prapaficasya mayanirmitatvabhyupagamat. mayayah
sakaryaya api vastutvavastutvabhyam anirvacaniyatvad vastvavastupaksadvayasraya dosa
nasmatpaksam kataksenapi viksante. tatha hi—prapaficasya vastutvabhavan nadvaitahanih;
avastutvabhavac ca pratyaksadyapramanyadyuktadosabhavan na yathoktabrahmasiddhih. tad-
darsandac ca mayatatkaryanivrtter na moksasiddhih. (IS: 32-33.) Schmticker (2001: 84-87) gives a
translation and discussion of this passage.
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view. As an effect of maya, the world is not a real thing (vastu), but it is not some-
thing completely unreal (avastu) either. As such, the world does not constitute a
second real entity besides brahman, so the Advaitin’s nondualistic position is not
undermined. Yet, since the world is not a complete nonentity, as the nihilistic Bud-
dhist is taken to claim, perception and the other instruments of knowledge cannot
be said to lack a basis/object, and we can achieve knowledge of brahman through
them. For Vimuktatman, indeterminacy has the power to reconcile the possibility
of liberation with the doctrine of nondualism.

This response might sound ad hoc, but Vimuktatman believes this position
about the world can be grounded in an analysis of everyday perceptual illusions
like the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion. In another passage of the Istasiddhi, for
instance, he presents a case for the indeterminacy of the “silver” as follows:

If the “silver” [superimposed on] mother-of-pearl were existent, then the cognition of it could
not be erroneous, just like the cognition of real silver; and, just like [the cognition of real silver,
this cognition of silver] could not be sublated. If, on the other hand, [the “silver” superimposed
on mother-of-pearl] were nonexistent, then [one] could not cognise it any more than [one can
cognise] a “man’s horn”, and there could thus be neither the erroneous cognition [of the “sil-
ver”], nor the sublation [of that erroneous cognition]. Nor [can it be argued] that [in the case
of the “silver”] there is neither error nor sublation, because it is well-established to all beings
[that the cognition of the “silver” is erroneous and that it is sublated by later experience]; and
because [these facts] are accepted by all philosophers.?s

In this passage, Vimuktatman presents an argument for indeterminacy which
would feature frequently in the works of Madhva and his followers. The indetermi-
nacy of the world is prefigured in the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion. The “silver”
cannot really exist because then the “erroneous” cognition would be a veridical one,
and it could not later be falsified. Then again, it cannot lack existence altogether
as the nihilist claims, since then it would be impossible for us to perceive it at all.
The illusory “silver” that appears in this episode of perceptual error thus presents
us with a case of something that resists determination as being either existent or
nonexistent.

25 sattve suktirtipyasya taddhir na bhrantih syat, satyarupyadhir iva. tad vad eva ca nasya badhah.
asattve tu nysrngavat tasya na khyatih; ato na bhrantibadhau syatam. na ca tau na sta eva, sarvajan-
tuprasiddhatvat; sarvavadibhis cestatvat. (IS: 47.) This passage is discussed by Mesquita in his anal-
ysis of Madhva’s refutation of indeterminacy in the Visnutattvanirnaya. See Mesquita (2000a: 119).
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4.3 Prakasatman’s and Citsukha’s definitions of illusoriness

Vyasatirtha’s critique of indeterminacy in the Nydayamytais the central topic of Chap-
ter 6 of this volume. The two other definitions of illusoriness that Vyasatirtha de-
votes the most attention to in the opening chapters of the Nyayamyta are the second
and fourth definitions on the list of five discussed above. These definitions take a
very similar approach to defining illusoriness to one another. Vyasatirtha himself
indicates that he drew D? from Prakasatman’s Paficapadikavivarana. To say that
something is “illusory” according to this definition is to say that that thing is “the
counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence in the very thing that was taken to be
[its] substrate” (pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam).2® The “counter-
positive” of the absence is the “absentee”, that is, the illusory thing itself. So some-
thing is “illusory” according to D if it is permanently absent from the very substrate
in which it was (mistakenly) taken to exist. This definition applies to the case where
we mistake mother-of-pearl for silver, for instance, because the “silver” is perma-
nently absent from the location that we (mistakenly) took to be its substrate—the
piece of mother-of-pearl lying in front of our eyes. Similarly, the empirical world
is really permanently absent from brahman, the very locus from which it seems to
emerge as an effect.

26 Pellegrini (2011: 444) translates this definition as: “To be the counterpositive of the constant ab-
sence of an entity in the [same] locus in which it is perceived”. He discusses the somewhat unusual
use of the term upadhi in this definition. It is clear that the participants in the Nyayamrta debate
understand the word in this context as having the sense of “substrate” or “location” (adhisthana,
adhikarana, etc.). Srinivasatirtha explains the compound pratipanna-upadhau (“In what was taken
for [its] locus”) in the definition as follows: yasya yad adhisthanatvena pratipannam, tatrety arthah.
tucche ’tivyaptivaranayedam visesanam, tatra pratipannopadher evabhavad iti bhavah. (Nyayamp-
taprakasa, NAB, 1:23). “The meaning [of the compound ‘in the very thing that was taken to be [that
thing’s] own substrate’ (pratipannopadhau)] is, ‘in that which was taken to be the substrate of that
thing’. The idea is that this qualifier [i.e. ‘taken to be’ (pratipanna-)] has the purpose of prevent-
ing [the definition] from applying inappropriately to what is completely nonexistent (tuccha). For,
there can be nothing that is ‘taken to be the substrate’ of [something that is completely nonexistent,
because such things cannot be cognised at all, according to the Advatins].” The Advaitin scholar Yo-
gendranath Bagchi (Balabodhint, ASv, 1:53.) also analyses the term upadhi as meaning “substrate”.
He says that this definition of mithyatva means: “being the counterpositive of an omnitemporal ab-
sence that is present in the substrate (upadhi)-i.e. the substrate (adhikarana)—which is ‘cognised’
(pratipanna)—i.e. which is the qualificandum in a mental judgment” (pratipanne pratitivisesya up-
adhav adhikarane vartamano yas traikaliko nisedhah, tatpratiyogitvam). VitthaleSopadhyaya, in his
commentary on Brahmananda’s Laghucandrika, derives the term as follows: upa samipa adhiyate
’sminn ity upadhir iti. (Vitthalesopadhyayi, ASMu: 94). I interpret the term nisedha in this definition
in the sense of “absence” rather than “negation”.
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Citsukha’s own attempt to define illusoriness (D%) is very similar to Prakasat-
man’s. As Vyasatirtha formulates Citsukha’s definition, something is “illusory” if it
“is the counterpositive of a constant absence, which constant absence shares a com-
mon locus with that thing itself” (svasamanadhikaranatyantabhavapratiyogitvam).
In the Tattvapradipika, Citsukha says that this definition means that something (x)
is “illusory” if x is permanently absent from the very thing that was (mistakenly)
taken to be x’s own substrate.?’ It is difficult to identify a substantial philosophical
distinction between Citsukha’s definition and Prakasatman’s. Pellegrini (2011: 453)
says that D? is “essentially the same” as D*. Vyasatirtha (NAs, 1:38) does attempt
to draw some distinction by analysing D* as meaning: “[something’s] being expe-
rienced only in the locus of its own constant absence” (svatyantabhavadikarana
eva pratlyamanatvam). Madhusiidana follows him and adopts this analysis in the
Advaitasiddhi (NAB, 1:104). Under Vyasatirtha’s analysis, the emphasis falls on the
cognitive part of the definition, not on the “counterpositiveness” itself. However, it
is not clear that this amounts to a substantial philosophical difference between D?
and D*28 In fact, Vyasatirtha’s treatment of the definition suggests that he thinks

27 Citsukha gives this definition as follows in the Tattvapradipika: atrocyate—na taval laksana-
sambhavah, yatah—sarvesam api bhavanam asrayatvena sammate | pratiyogitvam atyantabhavam
prati mrsatmata /| tatha hi—'patadinam' bhavanam svasrayatvenabhimatas tantvadayo ye, tanni-
sthatyantabhavapratiyogitaiva tesam mithyatvam. na hi tesam anyatra satta sambhavini. (TP: 39.)
“[In response to the objector who claims that there is neither a satisfactory definition of, nor a con-
clusive proof for, ‘illusoriness’, I] say—In the first place, [‘illusoriness’] does not lack a definition.
For: ‘The illusoriness (mrsatmata) of all entities consists in their being the counterpositive of a con-
stant absence in the very thing that was taken to be [their own] substrate.” To explain—Positive
entities such as a cloth and so on are ‘illusory’ precisely because they are the counterpositive of a
constant absence that is located in the very thing that is considered to be their own substrate, [in the
case of a cloth, for instance, its own] threads. For, they cannot possibly exist anywhere else.” Emen-
dations: (1) conj.; the edition reads ghatadinam here. See Pellegrini (2011: 451-452) for a further
translation and explanation of this passage of the Tattvapradipika.

28 Pellegrini (2011: 453) writes: “As a matter of fact, the definition seems essentially the same as the
second. However, to differentiate them MS alters the qualifier (visesana) and the qualified (visesya),
so the meaning is (AS3, pp. 182-183): svatyantabhavadhikarana eva prattyamanatvam, ‘[the charac-
teristic of actually] being cognised in the locus of its absolute absence.’ The second definition, by con-
trast, means the property of being the counter-positive of the absence which resides in that which is
cognised as the locus of the counter-positive”. The question of the difference between these two def-
initions was apparently already an issue when Citsukha’s commentator Pratyagriipa was writing in
the early fifteenth century. When commenting on a passage where Citsukha gives these two defini-
tions in the Tattvapradipika, Pratyagripa glosses the tenth definition in this list as follows: parvam
svadhisthananisthabhavamatrapratiyogitvam vivaksitam. tha tu svatyantabhavasya svasya caika-
tra vartamanataya pratitir iti nastamadasamasankarah sarnkaniyah. (Nayanaprasadint, TP: 33.) “In
a preceding [definition of illusoriness given by Citsukha in this passage, i.e. definition (8)] what was
meant is [that ‘illusoriness’ is something’s] ‘being the counterpositive of a mere absence [and not a
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that the two definitions are not substantially different from one another. When he
discusses Citsukha’s definition in the opening chapters of the Nyayamyrta, he simply
refers the reader back to what he has already said against Prakasatman’s definition
earlier in the text.”

As I will discuss in Chapter 6, a serious challenge for Advaitin philosophers is
to show that both of these definitions can do justice to their claim that there is a
meaningful distinction to be drawn between what is “nonexistent” and what is “il-
lusory”. This problem dominates the discussion of D? given by Vyasatirtha in the
Nyayamprta. There, Vyasatirtha argues that both Prakasatman’s and Citsukha’s defi-
nitions of illusoriness really just amount to saying that something is “nonexistent”.
Both D? and D* ultimately say that the “illusory” thing is absent from all locations,
even if it is mistakenly taken to exist somewhere. In fact, for Vyasatirtha, to say that
something is “nonexistent” is simply to say that that thing is absent from all possi-
ble locations at all times. So, if we take “illusoriness” to be Prakasatman’s definition
(D%) or Citsukha’s definition (D*), what exactly is the difference between “illusori-
ness”/“nonexistence” supposed to be? What is it that distinguishes the Advaitins’
position about the world from the nihilistic Buddhist’s?

Advaitin philosophers argued that these two definitions distinguish “illusory”
things from “nonexistent” ones because we can cognise illusory things, whereas
nonexistent things such as the hare’s horn can never become the objects of certain
types of conscious states. Vyasatirtha critiques this position in the Nyayamrta, and
I will discuss his arguments in detail in Chapter 6. For the moment I will examine
another strategy that Advaitin philosophers used to distinguish Prakasatman’s defi-
nition of illusoriness from outright nonexistence. Vyasatirtha himself discusses this
strategy in his Advaita piirvapaksa (NAB, 1:37). There he gives a modified version of
Prakasatman’s definition. Something is illusory according to this definition if it

“is the counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence from the point of view of [its] being ulti-
mately real” (paramarthikatvakarena traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam).

The definition adds the qualifier paramarthikatvakarena (“insofar as [it (= the illu-
sory thing) is] ultimately real”) to D. This interpretation of Prakasatman’s definition
reflects a particular theory about absence which can be traced back to the works of a
Prabhakara Mimamsaka known as Sondada Upadhyaya (fI. 1200). According to this

constant absence] that is located in that thing’s own substrate. Here [in definition (10)], by contrast,
there is the cognition of both the constant absence [of the thing in question] and the thing itself as
being present in one and the same substrate. Hence it cannot be doubted that there is a cross-over
between definitions (8) and (10) [in this list]”.

29 See NAB, 1:104.
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theory, it is possible for something to be the counterpositive of an absence from
the point of view of a property that that thing never has. The traditional example of
such an absence is the absence that seems to be referred to by the expression, “A pot
does not exist from the point of view of [its] being cloth” (ghatah patatvena nasti).
In this expression, the abstract noun in the instrumental case (patatvena: “from the
point of view of cloth-ness”) indicates the property that acts as the “determiner”
(avacchedaka) of the “counterpositiveness” (pratiyogita) that is present in the pot.
In other words, it indicates the mode under which the pot is absent from reality.
The point is that the pot might not be nonexistent from the point of view of its being
a pot (i.e. from the point of view of its own essential nature), but it must be absent
from all possible locations from the point of view of its being a cloth, because a pot
can never be a piece of cloth.

The Navya-Naiyayikas refer to such an absence as: “an absence the counterpos-
itiveness to which is determined by a property that does not share a common lo-
cus [with its own counterpositive]” (vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnapratiyogitaka-
bhava). Technically, it is an absence where the property that determines counter-
positiveness (the pratiyogitavacchedaka) does not have any common locus with the
thing that possesses that property of counterpositiveness (i.e. the counterpositive
itself). In the example just given, the determiner of counterpositiveness is “cloth-
ness” (patatva) and the locus of counterpositiveness is the pot. A pot can never be
a cloth, so the property of clothness never occurs in the counterpositive of the ab-
sence. According to those who defend this theory, such an absence is an example of
a universal-positive (kevaldnvayin) property, since it is present in all possible loca-
tions.

Advaitin philosophers applied this theory to defend definitions of illusoriness
like Prakasatman’s and Citsukha’s. When commenting on Vyasatirtha’s parvapaksa,
Srinivasatirtha gives a clear explanation of this argument:

If the quality that is to be established [as belonging to the world, i.e. illusoriness,] consisted
[merely] in “being the counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence in what was taken to be
[its own] substrate”, then it would follow that [the world] is completely nonexistent. Nor is this
a desirable consequence [for the Advaitins], since [they themselves] accept that [the world] is,
by essence, different from what is nonexistent, and [thus the inference] would be proving
something that hasl, in their view,] already been ruled out (badha). With this in mind, [Vyasa-
tirtha] says—“From the point of view [of its being] ultimately real” (paramarthikatva).

The idea is that there is not the fault [of badha because the Advaitin] is proving that [the world]
does not exist from the point of view of [its being] ultimately real, without ruling out [its]
having a practical (vyavaharika) essence which is different from what is nonexistent.>

30 pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitve sadhye tyantasattvapraptih. na cestapattih,
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A pot is absent from all locations insofar as it is a piece of cloth, even though it is
clearly not absent from all locations insofar as it is a pot. Similarly, the world could
be said to be the “counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence” from the point of
view of its being ultimately real, even though it is not the counterpositive of such an
absence by its very essence. The expression paramarthikatvakarena in D? thus indi-
cates the “determiner”/mode (avacchedaka) under which the world or the “silver”
superimposed on mother-of-pearl is the counterpositive of the absence in question.
The idea is that when Prakasatman’s definition is qualified in this way, “illusory”
things still retain their essence from a transactional/practical (vyavaharika) point
of view, which distinguishes them from what is completely nonexistent. Nonexis-
tent entities, by contrast, are absent from all times and all places from the point of
view of their very nature. The definition thus captures the Advaitins’ idea that, even
though the world is ultimately nonexistent, it still has such practical existence from
the point of view of the non-liberated.

Iwill return to Vyasatirtha’s critique of Prakasatman’s definition of illusoriness
in Chapter 6. It is the one of the three definitions of “illusoriness” that Vyasatirtha
devotes the most attention to in the opening chapters of the Nyayamyta, along with
“indeterminacy”, and Citsukha’s definition. All of these definitions state in different
ways that the world has appearance but not true existence; like the “silver” super-
imposed on mother-of-pearl, the world appears vividly to consciousness, but it still
stands to be sublated by a deeper awareness of brahman. The Advaitins take it that
this distinguishes their position from the nihilists’ stance that the world does not
exist. For Vimuktatman, moreover, the concept of indeterminacy explains how lib-
eration is possible for the Advaitin. If the world were a mere nonentity, then there
would be no world to be released from and no means to execute that escape; the
fact of liberation requires that the world enjoys some reality. Similarly, for Citsu-
kha’s and Prakasatman’s definitions, the world is really absent from its locus (brah-
man), yet it is mistakenly taken to exist there until it is sublated by the awareness
of brahman.

4.4 What is the Madhva-Advaita debate about?

However “illusoriness” is analysed, the claim that the “world is illusory” must be
incompatible with Madhva philosophy. As a Madhva, Vyasatirtha accepts unequiv-
ocally that the world “exists” in the same way that Visnu does. Visnu is the only truly

laksanam vyavaharikam svaripam anupamrdya paramarthikatvakarena nastiti sadhyata iti na
dosa iti bhavah. (Nyayamrta, NAB, 1:23.)
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independent substance, and the world exists in a permanent state of dependence on
him. Moreover, existence and nonexistence are, according to Vyasatirtha, exhaus-
tive states: there is nothing “indeterminate” that somehow resists being classified as
either one of them. The philosophical stances of the Madhvas and the Advaitins are
thus incompatible. Vyasatirtha begins the Nyayamyta by giving an analysis of what
this difference of opinion actually amounts to. For the remainder of this chapter, I
will outline Vyasatirtha’s own reconstruction of Advaita philosophy in the parvapa-
ksa of the Nyayamyta.

As is common in Sanskrit philosophical literature, the debate between the Ma-
dhvas and the Advaitins which unfolds in the Nyayamyta is precipitated by the con-
tents of one of the “benedictory verses” (mangalaslokas) with which Vyasatirtha
begins the text. The verse in question reads:

Iserve Hari, who removes all obstacles, the [instrumental] cause of this entire, existent world,
an ocean of compassion, the friend of Anandatirtha.!

In this verse, Vyasatirtha states clearly that the world is an existent effect of Visnu-
Narayana. Just after his benedictory verses, Vyasatirtha gives voice to a hypothetical
Advaitin opponent, who indignantly refutes this claim, declaring:

Objection (Advaitin): The world is illusory (mithya)! ...

Vyasatirtha subsequently attempts to clarify precisely what the dispute between
himself and Advaitin philosophers entails:

... For, there is the following disagreement about this matter—Is that which is different from
brahman and which is (1) not liable to sublation either by (a) something other than the knowl-
edge of brahman, or (b) a qualificative [cognition], and which is (2) different from what is
nonexistent, the counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence in the thing that was taken to
be [its] substrate, or not? Is it the counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence insofar as [it is]
ultimately real, or not?

Even though the world is liable to sublation by the non-qualificative knowledge of brahman
that is produced by the Upanisads which have an impartite sense, it is not liable to sublation by
either (a) something other than the knowledge of brahman, or (b) a qualificative (saprakara)
cognition. Hence [the world is not excluded from the subject, and the reasons in the various
inferences that will be adduced to prove the Advaitin’s position] do not lack a substrate.*

31 See above, Chapter 3, p. 46, for a complete translation of Vyasatirtha’s marngalasiokas.

32 nanu mithyaiva visvam. tatha hi tatra vipratipattih—brahmapramanyena va saprakarena
vabadhyatve saty asadvilaksanatve sati brahmanyat pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogi,
na va? paramarthikatvakarena traikalikanisedhapratiyogi, na va? akhandarthanisthavedanta-
Jjanyanisprakarakabrahmapramabadhyam api visvam, brahmapramanyena va saprakarena va na
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Vyasatirtha here gives here a set of what are technically called vipratipatti-vakyas
(“statements of disagreement”). He gives them in the same form used by Ganges$a in
the Tattvacintamani.3

The first thing that Vyasatirtha does in this passage is to delimit the subject
(paksa) of the dispute, the domain that the Madhvas and the Advaitins stand in dis-
agreement about. Madhva and Jayatirtha sometimes referred to this as the “object
of the dispute” (vimata), without giving any further clarification. Other times they
simply said that their dispute with the Advaitins is about “the world”/“the universe”
(jagat, prapafica, visvam, etc.). Vyasatirtha apparently finds these approaches want-
ing and tries to circumscribe this domain explicitly in the Nyayamyrta.

What Vyasatirtha wants to include in the subject is essentially the “empirical
world”, the everyday world that our senses reveal to us. Although they differ fun-
damentally about the ontological status of this domain, the Madhvas and Advaitins
stand in broad agreement that the “world” in this sense includes both individuated
conscious beings (the jivas), as well as the insentient objects they perceive. Vyasatir-
tha, however, attempts to circumscribe “the world” negatively by excluding several
domains that should not fall within the scope of the dispute. Vyasatirtha’s formula-
tion of the subject in this passage consists in a single “qualificandum” (visesya) plus
three qualifiers (viSesanas):

— Qualificandum: “... what is other than brahman” (brahmanyat).

— Qualifier 1°: Not being liable to sublation by something other than the knowledge
of brahman (brahmapramanyenabadhyatva).

— Qualifier 1°: Not being liable to sublation by a qualificative [cognition] (sapraka-
renabadhyatva).

— Qualifier 2: Being different from what is nonexistent (asadvilaksanatva).

badhyam iti nasrayasiddhih. (NAB, 1:8.) As Gangesa understands the term, “non-establishment of
the substrate” (asrayasiddhi) refers to a type of pseudo-reason (hetvabhasa) in an inference. It is
applicable when the subject of a (putative) inference is something nonexistent/“unestablished”. A
standard example of such a fallacious inference is: “The sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus”.
In the final vakya of this passage, Vyasatirtha explains why he inserted the two qualifiers, “not be-
ing liable to sublation by something other than knowledge of brahman” and “not being liable to
sublation by a qualificative [cognition]”. The point is that if we add either of these qualifiers, the
subject still encompasses the empirical world, and thus there is no concern that the subject is an
empty domain, in which case the flaw of asrayasiddhi would apply. Even though the world is liable
to sublation, according to the Advaitins it is only liable to sublation through the direct experience
of brahman, which is also a non-qualificative awareness.

33 See Phillips (2020a: 82-84) for a translation and discussion of Gangesa’s vipratipattis at the be-
ginning of the Pramanyavada of the Tattvacintamani.
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Vyasatirtha adds each of these components to the subject in order to exclude a par-
ticular domain from the scope of the subject that Advaitin philosophers ascribe the
property of illusoriness to. The qualificandum (“what is other than brahman”) ob-
viously excludes brahman itself from the subject. The Madhvas and the Advaitins
disagree fundamentally about the nature of brahman; however, both agree that he/it
“exists” in some sense, so the Advaitins clearly do not want to prove that brahman
is “illusory”/“unreal”. Qualifier 2 (“being different from what is nonexistent”) like-
wise explicitly rules out “completely nonexistent” (atyantdasat) things such as “the
son of a barren woman” and the “hare’s horn”. According to Advaitin philosophers,
such things are simply nonexistent, so they cannot legitimately be called “illusory”.
Vyasatirtha thus excludes them from the subject.

Vyasatirtha has so far excluded both brahman itself and nonexistent entities
from the scope of the subject. However, the specification of “the world” as it stands
still seems to include objects of perceptual illusions that are sublated by subsequent
experiences of the everyday world—the “silver”, for instance, for which a piece of
mother-of-pearl is mistaken. As described above, from the Advaitin’s point of view,
the silver is not entirely nonexistent like the hare’s horn, and it shares with the em-
pirical world the property of being illusory. Nevertheless, the mother-of-pearl/silver
illusion will act as the example (drstanta) in the Advaitins’ inferences to prove their
position. The example in an inference should be a case where the probandum and
thereason are both already established to be present. So if the “silver” in the mother-
of-pearl/silver illusion were included in the subject, the inferences the Advaitin is
about to formulate would simply be proving something that is, from their point of
view, already established (siddhasadhana).

Vyasatirtha therefore uses qualifier 12 to exclude everyday perceptual illusions
from the subject. This qualifier specifies that the subject does not encompass things
that are liable to sublation by anything apart from the knowledge of brahman. The
empirical world is, according to the Advaitins, only liable to be sublated by one kind
of “knowledge”—the ultimate awareness of brahman that is generated by the deep
study of the Upanisads. The objects of our everyday illusions, by contrast, can be
sublated by regular valid cognitions (“this is not silver, but mother-of-pearl!”, for
instance). So this qualifier excludes mundane illusions from the subject. The flaw
of siddhasadhana is thus averted, but the objects that make up the empirical world
are retained as part of the subject.

While commenting on this passage, Srinivasatirtha points out that there might
be problems with this strategy for excluding everyday perceptual illusions from the
subject. What about beliefs about brahman itself that are already known to be false?
A Buddhist who holds that everything is momentary might falsely attribute the qual-
ity of “momentariness” (ksanikatva) to brahman, for instance. From the standpoint
of Brahmanical philosophers, this false belief can be sublated by the knowledge
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that brahman is an eternal, enduring thing. This sublating judgment is clearly not
the kind of liberating awareness of brahman that the Advaitin has in mind. Never-
theless, it must surely count as a kind of “knowledge of brahman”, and hence the
“momentariness” falsely attributed to brahman by the Buddhist could be said to be
“liable to sublation by a knowledge of brahman”. In that case, it would be included in
the subject formulated in this way. The problem with this is again that the Advaitin
would be proving something that is already accepted by his Madhva opponent. The
Madhva obviously accepts that brahman/Visnu-Narayana is not momentary, and
so the Madhvas already accept that this quality is “illusory”. So the contents of false
judgments about brahman such as its being “momentary” might need to be excluded
from the subject to avoid siddhasadhana.3*

Probably for this reason, Vyasatirtha allows that we could alternatively exclude
the objects of perceptual illusions from the subject by using qualifier 1°, which spec-
ifies that the subject must not contain anything that can be sublated by a concep-
tual/qualificative cognition. Our illusory cognition of a rope as a snake can be sub-
lated by the later qualificative awareness “This is actually a length of rope!”, which
attributes a property (“being-a-rope”) to an individual in the real world. By contrast,
the world, as the Advaitin understands it, is not liable to sublation by any qualifica-
tive awareness, but only by the impartite/nonqualificative awareness of brahman.
Moreover, inserting 1° instead of 12 seems to avert the flaw of siddhasadhana just
described. The illusory belief of the Buddhists that brahman is momentary can bhe
sublated by a qualificative cognition, e.g., “brahman is not momentary, but eternal”;

34 Srinivasatirtha explains Vyasatirtha’s doubts about qualifier 12 as follows: atha brahmapraman-
yenabadhyatve satity ady uktau brahmany aropitaksanikatve brahma sthayiti pramabadhye brah-
mapramanyenety adi visesanajatasya sattvena dharmitvapraptau tatra mithyatvasadhane siddha-
sadhanata syad ity asvarasad aha—saprakarena veti. tatha ca na brahmany aropitaksanikatvasya
vipratipattidharmita. (Nyayamrtaprakasa, NAB, 1:22.) “Now, assuming that the words ‘... while not
being liable to sublation by anything other than the knowledge of brahman’ are mentioned [by Vya-
satirtha in the formulation of the vipratipatti], then, since the ‘momentariness’ that is superimposed
upon brahman [by the Buddhist philosopher] is liable to sublation by the knowledge that ‘brahman
is unchanging (sthayin)’[, which can be described as a ‘knowledge of brahman’,] then all the qual-
ifiers [that determine the subject in the vipratipatti] beginning with ‘... which is different from
knowledge of brahman .., would be present [in the momentariness that is mistakenly superim-
posed by the Buddhist upon brahman]. As such, [this momentariness] would be part of the subject,
and if it were established that [that momentariness is] illusory, [the Advaitin who attempts to prove
the illusoriness of the empirical world] would be proving something that is already established [to
his Madhva opponent, who already accepts that the momentariness mistakenly superimposed on
brahman by Buddhist philosophers is ‘illusory’]. Because of this unsavoury contingency, [Vyasa-
tirtha] says—Or by a qualificative [cognition]’ (saprakarena va). And thus is the momentariness
[falsely] superimposed on brahman [by Buddhist philosophers] not part of the qualificandum men-
tioned in the disagreement.”
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henceitis notincluded in the subject, and the Advaitin is not proving something that
the Madhvas already take to be true when they prove that the subject is “illusory”.

By specifying the subject in this way, Vyasatirtha takes it that he has precisely
defined the scope of the debate between the Madhvas and the Advaitins. In sum,
the subject includes everything apart from—(1) brahman, (2) nonexistent things like
hares’ horns, and (3) the objects of mundane perceptual illusions such as the “silver”
superimposed on mother-of-pearl. Everything that remains constitutes the subject
about which the two traditions stand in disagreement. From now on, I will follow
Vyasatirtha’s convention and simply refer to this domain as “the world”. The hypo-
thetical Advaitin opponent whom Vyasatirtha gives voice to in this passage claims
that all the things in this domain are not existent, but illusory. I have already dis-
cussed the three most important definitions of illusoriness Vyasatirtha critiques in
the Nyayamrta in the first half of this chapter. In the following, I will discuss his
general treatment of the topic in his Advaita parvapaksa.

4.5 Two further definitions of “illusoriness”

In the foregoing, I have analysed three of the five definitions of “illusoriness” that
Vyasatirtha devotes serious intellectual attention to in the Nyayamyrta. I will now
discuss the remaining two definitions of these five, which are:

— D3: Being liable to be cancelled by cognition by virtue [of the cancelling thing’s]
being a cognition (Prakasatman, Paficapadikavivarana),

and

— D°: The absence of the quality of being existent by essence (Anandabodha,
Nyayadipavalr).

Vyasatirtha says that D® is intended to be a sub-definition of “sublatability” (badhya-
tva) itself. To say that something is “sublatable” according to this analysis is to say
that that thing is “liable to cancellation by cognition, by virtue of the fact that [the
cognition that cancels it] is a cognition”. Something is sublatable, in other words, if
(1) it can be cancelled by (another) cognition, and (2) the cognition that cancels it
does so because it is a cognition. Vyasatirtha explains that the purpose of the qual-
ifier “by virtue of the fact that [the cognition that cancels it] is a cognition” (jAa-
natvena) is to stop the definition from applying to things that it should not apply
to (i.e. the flaw of ativyapti). If the definition were simply “being liable to cancel-
lation by cognition” (jfiananivartyatvam), he argues (NAs, 1:38), then the definition
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would apply inappropriately to mental tropes in general, all of which are liable to
“cancellation” by a subsequent cognition.

This problem stems from the ambiguity of the word nivartya (“thing cancelled”,
“thing annulled”) in the definition (jianatvena jiiananivartyatvam). The Naiyayikas
and the traditions that followed them thought of mental events as tropes which oc-
cur one-at-a-time in the individual self. A standard example they use in this regard
is the case of a potter fabricating a pot. The potter might have a cognition of the clay
from which she will fashion the pot, followed by a desire to make (cikirsa) the pot,
which is, in turn, succeeded by a mental exertion (krti) to fabricate the pot from
the clay. The Naiyayikas regard each of these mental tropes as a cause of the ces-
sation of the trope that precedes it, and so, in a sense, each trope “cancels” (ni-vrt)
its predecessor. However, we would not say that a prior cognition is “sublated” by
the subsequent cognition in that case. For example, if I have the cognition, (1) “The
pot is blue” and then happen for some reason to think immediately after this that
(2) “The table is orange”, then we would not say that “(2) sublates (1)”, even though
(2) is partly responsible for bringing an end to (1) by taking its place in the stream
of thought.

How can we distinguish between the operation of a cognition that “cancels” a
preceding cognition by taking its place in the self, and the case of a cognition that
“cancels” a preceding cognition by sublating/falsifying it? Both can be said to “can-
cel”/“annul” the preceding mental trope, but they do so in different ways. When dis-
cussing D? in his Advaita parvapaksa, Vyasatirtha attempts to distinguish these two
relationships by differentiating the mode under which the second cognition cancels
the preceding cognition in each case. Take, for instance, two series of cognitions,
A and B. Series A consists in the following series of cognitions, which occur as a
sequence in one and the same self:

(A!) “The pot is blue”,
(A?) “The table is orange”.

Series B, on the other hand, is the series of cognitions that occurs in the standard
example of perceptual illusion, i.e. the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion. Series B is
thus the sequence of cognitions:

(BY) “This thing is a piece of silver”,
(B?) “This thing is actually mother-of-pearl!”.

In both of these series, an earlier cognition could be said to be “cancelled” (nivrtta)
by a cognition that comes after it. However, the mode under which A? cancels Al
and B? cancels B! is different. A? cancels A! simply by virtue of being a distinguish-
ing property of the self (aGtmavisesagunatvena). It pushes the prior cognition out of
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existence by taking its place in the stream of mental tropes, in the same way that
other mental events such as desires and mental efforts annul the cognitions that
precede them. By contrast, we could say that B2 “cancels” B! by virtue of being a
cognition. This is because only a cognition can “sublate” a previous cognition by fal-
sifying its contents. In Navya-Nyaya technical language, the term used to show the
mode under which a subsequent mental event cancels a prior one is avacchedaka
(“determiner”, “limiter”).

A? and B? “cancel” A and B, so in these two sequences, A> and B? are the can-
cellers (nivartaka) and A! and B! are the things cancelled (nivartya). The Navya-
Naiyayikas and the traditions that follow them express this relation by referring
to two abstract properties which appear in the two things that enter into this rela-
tionship (“relational abstracts”). A% and B are cognitions which have the relational
property of nivartakata (“being a canceller”) and A! and B! are cognitions which
have the relational property of nivartyata (“being cancelled”).

In the language of Navya-Nyaya, we say that the property of nivartyata in A
and B! is “described by” (niriipita—correlates with) the property of nivartakata
present in A% and B2. The key difference is that the property of nivartakata in A
is determined (avacchinna) by the quality of “being a distinctive property of the self
that occurs [subsequently to A']” (uttaratmavisesagunatva), whereas the nivartaka-
ta present in B? is determined by the property of “being a cognition” (jfianatva). In
other words, A> “cancels” A! by virtue of its being a distinguishing trope of the self,
whereas B? “cancels” B! by virtue of its being a cognition.

Thus in the case of series A, where a trope “cancels” a previous trope simply by
replacing it in the self, we refer to:

uttara-atma-visesa-gunatva-avacchinna-nivartakata-nirupita-jiana-nistha-nivartyatvam (“The
state of being-the-thing-that-is-cancelled that is located in cognition, and which is described by
the state of being-the-canceller that is determined by the property of being-a-distinguishing-
trope-of-the-self-that-occurs-subsequently [to the cognition it cancels]”).

On the other hand, in series B, where the second trope can be said to “sublate” the
prior trope, we refer to:

jAianatva-avacchinna-nivartakata-niripita-jfiana-nistha-nivartyatvam (“The state of being-the-
thing-that-is-cancelled that is located in cognition, and which is described by the state of being-
the-canceller that is determined by cognitionhood”).

As Srinivasatirtha points out, in the case of series A, where one cognition “cancels”
a prior cognition simply by occurring subsequently to that cognition in the self, the
relational abstract nivartakata cannot be said to be “determined by cognitionhood”.
The cognition does not cancel the prior cognition by virtue of being a cognition, be-
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cause the subsequent cognition could equally be cancelled in this way by a desire
or a mental effort. By contrast, a sublating cognition can only be said to “cancel” the
cognition that it sublates by virtue of being a cognition. No distinguishing property
of the self other than cognition can “sublate” another cognition in this way. The rela-
tion of sublator/sublated is thus distinguished by specifying the mode under which
the relational abstract nivartakata is present in the sublating cognition. In this way,
the definition identifies specifically the sublator/sublated relationship that the term
mithyatva is being taken to express in D (“being liable to be cancelled by cognition
by virtue [the cancelling thing’s] being a cognition”). From the point of view of Vya-
satirtha’s pirrvapaksin, D3 thus captures specifically the notion of “sublation”, which
occurs when one mental judgment falsifies an earlier;, erroneous one.

The final definition of the five that Vyasatirtha finds worthy of serious anal-
ysis in the Nyayamrta comes from Anandabodha’s Nyayadipavalt.3> According to
this definition, to be “illusory” is simply to be “different from what is existent” (sad-
vivikta). In the purvapaksa, Vyasatirtha anticipates a problem with this definition.
The problem is that the definition might be read to prove something that the Ma-
dhvas already accept (siddhasadhana). The definition might be understood to apply
to existent things in general, because, so far as the Madhvas are concerned, every
existent individual is different from all other existent individuals. The definition
should say that the “illusory” thing is different from all existent things, but it might
be interpreted to say simply that one existent thing is different from another. The
definition would thus prove something that is already established to the Madhva,
since the Madhva already accepts that, e.g., an existent pot is different from an ex-
istent table.

To solve this problem, Vyasatirtha says that the definition should be interpreted
as “lacking the property of being existent by essence” (sadriipatvabhava). The defi-
nition now effectively states that “illusory” things are illusory because they are dif-
ferentiated from existent things in general, and the definition can no longer be in-
terpreted to refer to distinctions between individual existent things. One potential
objection to this solution is that the definition of mithyatva now applies inappro-
priately to brahman itself. According to the Advaitins, brahman lacks any qualities
whatsoever. This means that brahman must lack the quality of existence itself.

To solve this problem, Vyasatirtha allows the Advaitin to argue that even though
brahman might lack the property of existence, it can still be existent by essence. He
finds precedent for this in the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of universals. According to
Nyaya-Vaisesika ontology, universals can only be present in individuals that belong

35 See Nyayadipavali, NM: 1, and Pellegrini (2015) for a further discussion of this definition in Anan-
dabodha’s work.
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to the first of their three categories (substances, tropes, and motions). The remaining
four categories (universals, ultimate differentiators, inherence, and absence) never
possess universals. “Existence”, according to Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers, is itself
a universal, and, as such, it can never be present in other universals. Nevertheless,
universals are by their very nature existent, and we speak of them as such. Likewise,
one could say that brahman is by its very nature existent, even though it lacks the
universal “existence”. So this definition of mithyatva need not apply inappropriately
to brahman itself.%

This completes the list of the five definitions of illusoriness that Vyasatirtha sub-
jects to serious intellectual analysis in the Advaita pirvapaksa of his Nyayamrta. He
then devotes the following five chapters to proving that none of these definitions is
compatible with the Advaitins’ arguments. When critiquing these definitions, Vya-
satirtha always considers them as analyses of the probandum (the quality to be
proved) in the formal inferences that Advaitin philosophers used to establish their
position about the world. He argues that however illusoriness is defined, these in-
ferences are intellectually indefensible and riddled with formal fallacies.

4.6 Inferring that the world is illusory

According to the above definitions of illusoriness, the world of our senses is ulti-
mately an illusion which stands to be sublated by a deeper awareness of brahman.
In the Advaita puarvapaksa, Vyasatirtha also analyses various ways that Advaitin
philosophers tried to prove this position about the world. For example, the philoso-
pher Anandabodha Yati made several inferences to establish that the world is illu-
sory. Vyasatirtha ascribes three such inferences to Anandabodha, writing:

And inference is a proof [that the world is illusory]. For, Anandabodha says as follows—“The
object of [our] dispute is illusory, because [it is] perceptible, because [it is] insentient, [or]
because [it is] finite; just like the ‘silver’ mistakenly superimposed on mother-of-pearl”.%’

36 yad vanandabodhoktaritya sadviviktatvam mithyatvam. tac ca sadrupatvabhavah. brahma ca
sattarahitam api samanyam iva sadrapam. (Nyayamrta, NAB, 1:38.) “Or, ‘illusoriness’, following the
approach of Anandabodha, is ‘being different from what is existent’. And [‘being different from
what is existent’] consists in ‘not being existent by essence’. [It might be objected that this definition
of ‘illusoriness’ applies inappropriately to brahman itself, which, being ‘free from qualities’, must
lack even the property of existence. However] like the universal (samanya)[, which, according to
Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers, can be spoken of as ‘existent’ even though it lacks the quality of
existence], brahman is existent by essence, even though it lacks the quality of existence.”

37 pramanam catranumanam—vimatam mithya, drsyatvat, jadatvat, paricchinnatvat; suktiriipya-
vad ity anandabodhokteh. (Nyayamrta, NAB, 1:24.) Jayatirtha presents Anandabodha’s inferences
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Vyasatirtha actually presents three different inferences in this passage. They can be

written separately as follows:

1. “The world is illusory, because [it is] perceptible; just like the silver [superim-
posed] on mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, drsyatvat; suktirtipyavat).

2. “The world is illusory, because [it is] finite; just like the silver [superimposed] on
mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, paricchinnatvat; suktirtipyavat).

3. “The world isillusory, because [itis] insentient; just like the silver [superimposed]
on mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, jadatvat; suktiriipyavat).

Anandabodha himself is taken to have written three works on Advaita philosophy:
the Nyayamakaranda, the Pramanamala, and the Nyayadipavali. Vyasatirtha refers
to all three of these works by name in the Nyayamrta.®® In the Nyayamakaranda,
Anandabodha stated explicitly at least two of the inferences that Vyasatirtha cred-
its him with.*® Anandabodha devoted his brief tract the Nyayadipavali to giving a

in a similar fashion at the beginning of the Vadavalt: nanu katham satyata jagato ‘rngikaradhika-
rini? vimatam mithyd, drsyatvat, jadatvat, paricchinnatvat; suktirapyavad ity anumanavirodhad
iti. (VA: 1) In the same passage of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha ascribes the following inferences
to Citsukha: ayam pata etattantunisthatyantabhavapratiyogt, patatvad, amsitvat; patantaravad iti
tattvapradipokteh. (Nyayamyta, NAB, 1:24.) “[Because] there is the following argument of [Citsukha
in] the Tattvapradipa—This garment here is the counterpositive of a constant absence that is lo-
cated in these very threads, because [it is] a garment, [or] because it is something that consists of
parts (amsin); just like this other garment’.”

38 In the Nyayamyta (NAB, 1:47), Vyasatirtha refers to both Anandabodha’s Pramanamala and
Nyayadipavali when critiquing “perceptibility” (drsyatva) as a reason in Anandabodha’s inferences.
He refers to the Pramanamala also when discussing the reason of “finitude” (paricchinnatva) in the
inferences (1:198). He refers to Anandabodha’s Nyayamakaranda by name when critiquing Prakasat-
man’s definition of illusoriness (1:68).

39 While defending the Advaita doctrine of indeterminacy in his magnum opus, the Nyaya-
makaranda, Anandabodha writes: tasman na sat, nasat, napi sadasat; api tv andadyanirva-
cyavidyakridanam altkanirbhasam vibhramalambanam iti siddham. sati caivam praparfico °pi syad
avidyavijrmbhitah | jadyadrsyatvahetubhyam rajatasvapnadrsyavat || (Nyayamakaranda, NM: 127-
128.) “Therefore, it is established that the objective basis (alambana) of error is neither existent, nor
nonexistent, nor both existent and nonexistent; rather it is a play of beginningless, indeterminate
nescience, the appearance of which is illusory. And, this being [established], the world too must
have grown from nescience, by reason of [its] being insentient and perceptible, just like the ‘silver’
[superimposed on mother-of-pearl] or an object seen in a dream.” Anandabodha’s sloka in this pas-
sage gives a concise formulation of two of the inferences that Vyasatirtha ascribes to him in the
Nyayamyta. The reasons in these inferences are “insentience” (jadya) and “perceptibility”. In the
Nyayadipavali, Anandabodha presents the first of the inferences using the full five-part syllogism
used by the Naiyayikas: vivadapadam mithya, drsyatvat; yad ittham tat tathd, yathobhayavadya-
vivadapadam rajatam; tathaitat, tatas tatha. (Nyayadipavali, NM: 1.) “The object of the dispute [=
the world] is illusory, because [it is] perceptible; that which is so [= perceptible] is [also] illusory,
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rigorous defence of the first of the inferences given above, attempting to certify it
by demonstrating that it does not suffer from any of the formal fallacies accepted
by the Naiyayikas.

Anandabodha was always a central opponent for medieval Madhva philoso-
phers. Madhva himself adopted Anandabodha’s style of argumentation in his works.
He devoted a brief topical treatise specifically to refuting Anandabodha’s inference
to prove the illusoriness of the world on the basis that it is perceptible (the first
of the three inferences given above), a text usually known as the (Prapafica)mi-
thyatvanumanakhandana (“Refutation of the Inference to Prove the Illusoriness [of
the World]”). Madhva also critiqued Anandabodha’s inferences in a topical treatise
usually known as the Tattvoddyota (“Illumination of the Truth”) and in the Anu-
vyakhyana, his verse commentary on the Brahmasiitra.®® In these texts, Madhva
used Nyaya theories about inference to refute Anandabodha’s inferences, perhaps
drawing on the inferential theory of the tenth century Naiyayika Bhasarvajfia.%!
However, in his Pramanalaksana Madhva also used his own distinctive theories
about inference and knowledge to refute Anandabodha.

Jayatirtha and Visnudasa both wrote detailed critiques of Anandabodha’s in-
ferences. Jayatirtha in particular responded in his Vadavali to Citsukha’s defence of
Anandabodha’s arguments. In the opening chapters of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha

just like the ‘silver’ [superimposed on mother-of-pearl], which is not subject to dispute by the two
debaters; [and the world] is so [= perceptible]; therefore it is illusory.”

40 Madhva refutes the drsyatva inference, for instance, in Anuvyakhyana 2,2.217-222 (Anu-
vyakhyana, SMG1, 1:33-84).

41 Jeffrey Lunstead (1977) argued that Madhva himself followed a modified version of the infer-
ential terminology of Bhasarvajfia (fl. 950) in his arguments against the Advaitins in the (Prapafi-
camithyatvanumanakhandana). Lunstead concludes that Madhva used Bhasarvajfia’s system in
part because his Advaitin opponents would be prepared to accept Bhasarvajiia’s theory of inference.
See Lunstead (1977: 29) for a discussion of Vyasatirtha’s own reference to Bhasarvajfia in his com-
mentary on the Prapaficamithyatvanumanakhandana. Madhva clearly uses a different system of
inferential flaws in the Prapaficamithyatvanumanakhandana than he does in his Pramanalaksana.
Lunstead points out that Madhva’s list of “faulty-reasons” (hetvabhasas) corresponds closely to that
of Bhasarvajfia, and that both Madhva and Bhasarvajiia refer to “faults of the example” (drstanta-
bhasas) as an independent category. Lunstead (1977: 33) reasons as follows: “There are two possible
explanations for this seeming contradiction. The first is that the system derived from Bhasarvajfia
which was used in the Khandana had a purely dialectical function, that Madhva used it, not be-
cause he believed in it himself, but because his opponents did. [...] The second possibility is that
this was a system developed by Madhva at an early stage in his career, borrowing either directly or
indirectly from Bhasarvajfia. The system was then superseded by the system [...] which he [= Ma-
dhva] developed later”. Lunstead also points out that Anandabodha and Sarvajiiatman, two of the
Advaitins with whose works Madhva was acquainted, were clearly aware of Bhasarvajfia’s theory
of inference.
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is largely concerned with refuting these inferences. He generally follows the line
of argument sketched out by Madhva and Jayatirtha, but his case is much more de-
tailed. As I discuss below in Chapter 7, Vyasatirtha draws frequently on the new
epistemological ideas found in Gangesa’s chapter of the Tattvacintamani that is de-
voted to inference.

Besides Anandabodha’s inferences, Vyasatirtha says that the Advaitins could
prove their position by adducing passages of scripture which seem to establish their
nondualistic stance about the world. Vyasatirtha’s parvapaksin adduces several pas-
sages from the Upanisads which are taken to support the Advaitins’ interpretation
of the Veda, before going on to defend this interpretation against the charge that it is
incompatible with what perception tells us about the world. I conclude this chapter
with a translation of this section because it introduces many of the epistemological
themes that I will discuss when I turn to Vyasatirtha’s analysis of the concept of
“existence” in the next chapter:

And the Veda proves that [the world is illusory]. For, words such as “without a second” (advi-
ttyam) in [passages of the Veda] such as, “One alone, without a second ...” (ekam evadvitiyam;
Chandogya Upanisad, 6,2.1) deny that there is any second thing [besides brahman].*?

The Advaita piirvapaksin goes on to argue that, despite appearances, there is no
deep contradiction between the non-dualistic interpretation of the Veda and our
perceptions of a pluralistic world:

Objection: Since [they] conflict with perception, inference cannot prove [the illusoriness of
the world], and the Veda must be taken to have a secondary sense [in those passages where it
seems to say that the world is illusory].

Reply (Advaitin): This does not follow. For, perception apprehends [only] the practical (vya-
vaharika) existence [of its objects], whereas inference [and scripture] deny the ultimate exis-
tence [of the objects that make up the world]. For, perception, which grasps only what exists
in the present moment, cannot grasp permanent nonsublatability (trikalabadhyatva)[, which
is what ultimate existence really is]. The thesis in the [inference] that concludes that “Fire is
not hot”, by contrast, is sublated by perception only because [it] denies the practical existence
of [fire’s] quality of “being hot”, which is established by [tactile] perception.

And [there is precedent for perception being ruled out by other instruments of knowledge]
because [we] observe that our “perceptions” that the sky is dark-blue, or that the moon is the
size of [one’s] thumb are ruled out by inference and scripture.43

42 srutis catra pramanam, ekam evadvitiyam ity adav advittyam ity adisabdair dvitlyamatranise-
dhat. (Nyayamyrta, NAB, 1:50.)

43 na ca pratyaksabadhad anumanam amanam, srutis camukhyartheti yuktam; pratyaksena vya-
vaharikasattvagrahat, anumanadibhis ca paramarthikasattvanisedhat. na hi vartamanamatra-
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Vyasatirtha’s parvapaksin here responds to the charge that their interpretation of
scripture is contradicted by our perceptions of the everyday world. Madhva philoso-
phers, like the Naiyayikas, argue that perception has a special status among the
means of knowledge. Vyasatirtha clearly accepts that inference and scripture are
valid instruments of knowledge, but he does argue that they always need to be rec-
onciled with the facts that perception reveals to us about the world. If our “infer-
ences” conflict with perception, then we must reject those inferences as invalid, and
if our interpretation of scripture is at odds with perception, then so much the worse
for that interpretation. Like Madhva and Jayatirtha, he frequently likens this to the
case where someone concludes on some basis that fire is cold, before plunging their
hand into it and discovering the truth!

In this passage, the Advaita piarvapaksin counters this argument by invoking
his distinction between “ultimate” existence and practical/transactional existence.
He contends that perception can only tell us about the practical sort of existence;
questions of ultimate existence are beyond its ken. It is true that invalid inferences
can be ruled out by perception. However, the inverse is also true: we regularly take
ourselves to have “perceived” things which are subsequently ruled out by inference.
For example, a young child gazing through their hands at the night sky might con-
clude that the moon is actually the size of the thumb, only to be corrected by the
instruction of an adult who tells them that it is not. So it is not the case that percep-
tion automatically trumps the other means of knowledge, as the Madhvas argue.

4.7 Conclusion

Anandabodha’s inferences were intended to help validate the Advaitins’ nondual-
istic interpretation of scripture by undermining the reality of the empirical world.
In the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha turns his attention to these inferences, carefully
analysing their core concepts and arguing that they each suffer from a plethora
of formal flaws. Perception and what it tells us about the world is at the heart of
Vyasatirtha’s critique. Like Madhva and Jayatirtha, Vyasatirtha argues that Anand-
bodha’s inferences to prove the “illusoriness” of the world are all “ruled out by
perception” (pratyaksabadhita), regardless of how they are interpreted. Vyasatir-
tha builds a case to prove that perception is always stronger than inference and
that any adequate interpretation of scripture must be consistent with perception.

grahi pratyaksam trikalabadhyatvagrahi. vahnir anusna ity atra tisnatvasya pratyaksasiddhavya-
vaharikasattvapratisedhad badhah. drsyate ca nabhonailyacandrapradesatvagrahipratyaksayor
anumanagamabhyam badha iti. (Nyayamrta, NAB, 1:50-51.)
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The kind of radical sublation of perception by scripture postulated by the Advaitins
is simply impossible; according to Vyasatirtha, perception discloses to us that its
objects exist, and neither inference nor scripture have the power to undermine
that insight. It is true that perception sometimes errs, but these are exceptional
episodes which admit of simple explanations. They lack the power to undermine
the trustworthiness of the everyday knowledge we garner through our senses.

AsThave shown here, Vyasatirtha’s claim against Anandabodha is grounded in
his analysis of the nature of “existence” itself. In the Nyayamyta he rejects earlier
attempts by Indian philosophers to define existence as inadequate, and proposes
his own analysis of the concept. Like the Advaitins and the Naiyayikas, Vyasatirtha
assumes that “existence” is a type of property that belongs to things we refer to as
“existent”. However, he rejects these schools’ interpretations of existence in his Nya-
yamyta and proposes his own definition of the concept. Vyasatirtha offers his anal-
ysis as a direct contradiction of the Advaitins’ anti-realist stance about the world.
He shows that existence is a property we can directly perceive in the objects of our
experience. Vyasatirtha’s analysis of existence and nonexistence, which forms the
basis of his critique of indeterminacy, is one of his most important contributions to
Madhva philosophy.



5 Perceiving existence

5.1 Vyasatirtha’s case for realism: an overview

In the opening chapters of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha responds to his Advaita pir-

vapaksin by presenting a case against Anandabodha’s arguments to prove that the

world s “illusory”. Once again, the three inferences that Vyasatirtha assigns to Anan-

dabodha in the parvapaksa are:

1. “The world is illusory, because [it is] perceptible; just like the silver [superim-
posed] on mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, drsyatvat; suktiriipyavat).

2. “The world is illusory, because [it is] finite; just like the silver [superimposed] on
mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, paricchinnatvat; suktirtipyavat).

3. “The world is illusory, because [itis] insentient; just like the silver [superimposed]
on mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, jadatvat; suktiriipyavat).

All three inferences should establish that the world has the quality of “illusoriness”
(mithyatva) by analogy to the case of perceptual error in which someone mistakes
a piece of mother-of-pearl for silver. Technically, the property of illusoriness is
the sadhya—the “probandum” or the thing that is to be established by the infer-
ence. The above inferences establish that illusoriness is present in the world on the
grounds that the word possesses three different qualities: perceptibility (drsyatva),
finitude (paricchinnatva), and insentience (jadatva). The “silver” in the mother-of-
pearl/silver confusion is the example (drstanta).

Anandabodha believes we are able to make these inferences because we have
already observed that in each inference there is a universal relationship between
the probandum and the reason. This universal relationship is what is termed “per-
vasion” (vyapti). I will discuss this concept in detail in Chapter 7. For the moment, it
is enough to say that it entails that the probandum is invariably concomitant with
the reason; that is, that the probandum is present wherever the reason is present.
Anandabodha’s inferences are based on three separate vydptis: (1) everything that
is perceptible is illusory; (2) everything that is finite is illusory; and (3) everything
that is insientient is illusory. According to Anandabodha, we have observed each
of these universal relationships in the same place: the mother-of-pearl/silver confu-
sion that serves as the example in each inference. In each inference, the reasonis a
property that characterises the world but not brahman. The objects we experience
in the everyday world are perceptible, but brahman is self-illuminating conscious-
ness; it cannot be perceived by some further knowing subject. Similarly, the things
we see in the world around us are finite in terms of space and time, but brahman

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the Cre-
ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110728521-005
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is infinite from this point of view. Likewise, the objects we perceive in the outside
world are insentient, but brahman is pure awareness.

The first chapters of the Nydyamyta are primarily concerned with systemati-
cally refuting these inferences. Vyasatirtha analyses each component of the infer-
ences in turn. He draws on the leading works of Advaita philosophy to supply formal
definitions for each of these concepts. He begins with the probandum (mithyatva)
before moving on to analyse the three reasons. Vyasatirtha tries to show that, no
matter how their component parts are analysed, the inferences are always fatally
flawed. He also attempts to prove that the inferences conflict with the other means
of knowledge, including perception, scripture, and other inferences, and that this
should lead us to abandon them.

In these first parts of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha’s critique returns again and
again to the analysis of the concepts of “existence” (sattva, satta') and “nonexis-
tence” (asattva). By the time Vyasatirtha was writing, a rich discussion of these
concepts had already been undertaken among Indian philosophers. In the Nyaya-
mrta, Vyasatirtha considers the definitions of these concepts given by the Advai-
tins, the classical Vai$esikas, and certain Buddhists, among others. All of these tradi-
tions tended to think of “existence” as a kind of property which is present in certain
things, but they had very different views about how exactly to define it. Buddhist
philosophers like Dharmakirti (f. 640) argued that “existence” can be defined in
terms of practical efficacy. The classical VaiSesikas, by contrast, understood “exis-
tence” to be a universal/natural kind (jati) which inheres in certain parts of the real
world. Advaitin philosopherslike Citsukha and Madhustidana, on the other hand, ar-
gued that existence can be defined in cognitive terms as the capacity to become the
object of certain types of mental awareness. These questions about existence and
nonexistence were closely bound up with questions about perception, in particular
whether existence is a perceptible property and whether we can perceive/cognise
nonexistent entities like the hare’s horn.

The Nyayampta is primarily a critical work aiming to undermine the arguments
of Advaitin philosophers. It is nevertheless possible to identify a set of positive posi-
tions accepted implicitly by Vyasatirtha which hang together behind this critique to
make a positive case for the reality of the world. The following is a brief outline of
the main philosophical positions implicit in Vyasatirtha’s case against the Advaitins.

1 The terms sattva and satta are both formed from the present active participle of the verbal root as
combined with an abstract suffix, and both can be translated as “existence”. However, Vyasatirtha
consistently uses the terms sattva and satta in different ways in the Nyayamyta. He usually uses the
term satta to refer to the Nyaya-Vai$esika theory of existence as a universal/natural kind present in
substances, motions, and tropes. By contrast, he usually uses the term sattva when discussing the
Madhva and Advaita theories of existence.
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This should serve to give the reader an overview of the main arguments discussed
in this chapter and the next.

1. We can directly perceive the existence of the objects of our perceptions.

Vyasatirtha argues that Anandabodha’s inferences cannot succeed because they
are “contradicted by perception” (pratyaksabadhita). This is because Vyasatirtha
believes that our perceptions reveal to us that their objects exist. This should not
be confused with the argument that we can infer the existence of the objects of
our perceptions based on the fact that we perceive them. Vyasatirtha maintains
that we can directly perceive properties that we call “existence” in the individual
things that we encounter through our sense faculties. For instance, when I perceive
this computer in front of me, I not only perceive that it is a substance with certain
qualities, I also perceive that it exists. In his Tattvoddyotatika, Jayatirtha claims that
all our perceptions tell us that their objects exist.? In the Sattvanirukti (‘Determina-
tion of Existence”) chapter of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha states that at least certain
perceptions (e.g., “This pot exists”, “The table exists”) show us that the objects we
perceive in the world around us truly exist.?

2. Tlusoriness and existence are mutually incompatible properties; we cannot con-
sistently claim that the world both exists and that it is illusory.

Even if Vyasatirtha manages to establish that the world of our experience has the
property of “existence”, his arguments against Anandabodha’s inferences only suc-
ceed if the judgment that the world “exists” is truly incompatible with the thesis that
the world is illusory. Advaitin philosophers do not necessarily deny that the world
has some sort of existence, because they assign it a provisional/transactional exis-
tence (vyavaharika-sat). So the road is open to them to argue that our everyday per-
ceptions only grasp this lesser, provisional type of existence, whereas inference and
scripture have the power to teach us that, from the ultimate point of view, the world
is a mere illusion. According to this line of argument, our perceptions that the ob-
jects of our experience exist cannot contradict Anandabodha’s inferences, because
those inferences and our perceptions are actually grasping two different levels of
existence.

Vyasatirtha actually agrees that none of the definitions of existence defended
by earlier philosophers in India truly contradict the Advaitins’ case that the world is
illusory. However, he argues that the new definitions of existence and nonexistence

2 See Tattvoddyotatika, TU: 125.
3 See NAB, 1:248.
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he presents in the Nyayamrta truly contradict the Advaitins’ claims. If we define
existence as he does, then we cannot consistently claim both that the world “exists”
and that it is “illusory”.

3. Existence and nonexistence can ultimately be defined in terms of absence
(abhava).

One of Vyasatirtha’s most important intellectual contributions to his school was
to draw together Madhva and Jayatirtha’s arguments to formulate coherent defi-
nitions of existence and nonexistence, which he offers to the Advaitin in a “spirit of
friendship”* in the Nyayamrta. The Madhvas follow the classical VaiSesika philoso-
phers in admitting into their ontology a separate category called “absence” (abhava)
to account for negative judgments such as “Anna is not at work” or “Devadatta is not
Yajfiadatta”. According to Vyasatirtha, existence and nonexistence can be defined by
the quantification of absence across space and time. Briefly, to say that something
“does not exist” is to say that it is absent from all times and places; to say that it does
exist is to say that it is present in at least one location at one point in time. So “exis-
tence” simply means the quality of being connected with space and time. Perception
reveals to us that the objects of our experience are existent simply because it shows
us that those objects exist in at least one location at at least one point in time.

4. Perception itself can tell us that the “existence” we perceive in these objects will
never be sublated.

Advaitin philosophers like Citsukha and Madhusiidana® defined “existence” as
“omni-temporal non-sublatability” (traikalika-abadhyatva). To say that something
“truly exists” is to say that it can never be sublated/falsified by future experience.
According to Advaitin philosophers, only brahman—self-illuminating awareness—
can never be sublated, and so only brahman truly exists. If existence is defined as
such, then how can perception tell us that its objects exist? Our perceptual faculties
seem only to be able to tell about things as they are in the present moment; how
could they tell us about what will or will not happen at some indeterminate point
in the future?

Responding to this kind of objection, Vyasatirtha holds—consistent with his def-
initions of existence and nonexistence—that all we need to do to grasp that some-
thing exists is to apprehend that it is present in at least one place at at least one time.
This still leaves open the possibility that our current perceptions of existence will

4 See below, p. 133, for a discussion of this passage in the Sattvanirukti.
5 Citsukha endorses this definition of sattva in the Tattvapradipika; see for instance TP: 47.
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be sublated at a future time. However, Vyasatirtha argues that we can be sure this
will never happen, because certain types of perception can apprehend future states
as well; as such, perception itself can tell us that our perceptions of the existence
of objects in the external world will not be defeated in the future. Vyasatirtha does
not argue that our external sense faculties (the visual-faculty and so on) can appre-
hend future states; he claims that only the witness (saksin)—the “internal faculty”,
which is the very essence of the individual self—can do this. Refusing to accept this
position would rule out the possibility of knowledge altogether.

5. Perception is stronger than inference; if inference and perception contradict one
another we must abandon our inferences as faulty.

Even if it is true that perception stands in contradiction to Anandabodha’s infer-
ences, why should we automatically abandon the conclusions of these inferences in
favour of our perceptions? Why not abandon perception instead? In the Nyayamrta,
Vyasatirtha argues that perception is innately stronger than inference because it
can inform us about subtle aspects of the everyday world that inference and scrip-
ture cannot. He also argues that perception is stronger than inference because in-
ference depends on perception to function. We can only infer things if we are aware
of the various components of the inference (the inferential subject, the probandum,
and so on) through perception prior to making the inference. So, if Anandabodha’s
inferences conflict with perception we must abandon them in favour of perception
and not vice versa.

6. Existence and nonexistence are “fully contradictory” properties.

The Advaitins’ opponents had long argued that their doctrine of indeterminacy is
simply a disguised contradiction. Vyasatirtha crafted his own definitions of exis-
tence and nonexistence partly to give substance to this old objection. As I will show
below, existence and nonexistence as Vyasatirtha has defined them are what could
be called “fully contradictory” properties: they are both mutually exclusive (noth-
ing can both exist and not exist) and collectively exhaustive (everything that we can
conceive of must have either one of these properties). Vyasatirtha accepts that the
absence of existence is simply identical with the absence of nonexistence and, vice
versa, that the absence of nonexistence is identical with the absence of existence.
Advaitin philosophers claim that the world is indeterminate in the sense that itlacks
both existence and nonexistence. However, Vyasatirtha argues that if existence and
nonexistence are fully contradictory properties, then proving that something is “nei-
ther existent nor nonexistent” really amounts to the claim that it is “both existent
and nonexistent”.
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7. We can have cognitions of nonexistent things.

Advaitin philosophers claim that the “silver” in the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion
cannot be nonexistent. If it were, how could we cognise it at all? Advaitin philoso-
phers are therefore implicitly committed to the position that we cannot perceive
nonexistent things. Vyasatirtha follows Jayatirtha in arguing that we can cognise
nonexistent things in a way that undermines the Advaitins’ argument. Madhva him-
selfhad a sort of “master argument” against the Advaitins’ proof for indeterminacy.
He argued that it is simply contradictory to claim that one cannot cognise some en-
tity or domain of entities. The fact that we can utter meaningful statements about
the entities in question demonstrates that we can somehow cognise them: how else
could we have the type of mental judgments that allow us to refer to them in lan-
guage? The fact that we can make meaningful statements about nonexistent things
like hares’ horns and the sons of barren women shows that we must somehow have
cognitions of them, and Vyasatirtha defends this position in the Nyayamyta.

8. Perceptual illusions are just cases where we have perception-like experiences of
things that do not exist.

As the Advaitin philosopher Citsukha realised,® point (7) still leaves open the ques-
tion of what type of cognitions we can have of nonexistent things. Specifically, can
we have the type of vivid, perception-like cognitions of hares’ horns and the like
as we do in perceptual illusions, and, if so, how? In the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha fol-
lows Jayatirtha in defending what Jayatirtha christened the “neo-misidentification’-
theory” of error (abhinava-anyathda-khyati-vada). Vyasatirtha argues that percep-
tual illusions are mundane events which are perfectly compatible with the realist
positions he is defending. In fact, illusions are simply cases of mistaken identity. Our
sense-faculties malfunction and dupe us into believing that some individual that re-
ally is part of the world around us is identical with something it is not. The “silver”
in the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion is just as nonexistent as a flower that grows
in the sky. Our cognition of the “silver” might ultimately be based on an actually
existing piece of silver we have previously experienced but, strictly speaking, the
“silver” does not correlate to any particular part of the real world.

6 See below, p. 157, for a discussion of this argument in Citsukha’s Tattvapradipika.
7 My translation of anyathakhyati here reflects Jayatirtha’s understanding of perceptual error as
entailing the misidentification of two individuals. The term might be translated differently when
discussing some versions of the Nyaya anyathakhyati theory of perceptual illusion.
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In this chapter and the next, I show how these positions hang together to under-
mine Anandabodha’s three inferences, and thereby offer a case in favour of realism
about the empirical world.

5.2 The classical VaiSesika scheme of reality

To understand Vyasatirtha’s theory of existence in the Nyayamrta, it is necessary
to take a brief excursion into classical Vaidesika metaphysics. As discussed above,
Vyasatirtha is firmly committed to the ontological theory Madhva developed in
texts like the Anuvyakhyana, Tattvasankhyana, and Tattvaviveka. Nevertheless, Ma-
dhva and the philosophers who followed him were all trained in Nyaya-Vaisesika
ontology as well. Indeed, the influence of classical VaiSesika metaphysics can be
seen throughout the Nydyamrta, with Vyasatirtha regularly referring back to
VaiSesika theories about the natural world. In the Nyayamyta, along with Bud-
dhist and Advaita theories of existence, the Nyaya-Vaisesika theories of absence
and of “existence” as a universal/natural kind forms the backdrop to Vyasatirtha’s
treatment of existence.

Like Nyaya, Vaidesika philosophy is connected with a set of siitras, which have
been dated to the first century of the common Common Era. However, these sii-
tras came to be neglected and classical Vaidesika thought largely evolved in the
form of commentaries on the sole surviving work of the sixth century philosopher
Pradastapada, the Padarthadharmasangraha. In the tenth century two commen-
taries were composed on Prasastapada’s work by Vyomasiva (f. 950) and Sridhara
(fl. 991). Another important manual of VaiSesika philosophy was Sivaditya’s (f. 1150)
Saptapadartht. By the time Vyasatirtha was writing at the turn of the sixteenth
century, the two leading works in VaiSesika thought were Udayana’s (fl. 984) com-
mentary on the Padarthadharmasangraha, the Kiranavali, and Vallabha’s (fI. 1140)
independent work, the Nyayalilavati. Vyasatirtha’s Tarkatandava clearly shows
that he had a deep awareness of the earlier Nyaya/VaiSesika texts, and that he was
familiar with both Udayana and Vallabha. He was also familiar with the works
of Gange$a’s son, Vardhamana (fl. 1345), who wrote commentaries on both the
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Nyayalilavati and the Kiranavali.® The Nyaya-Vaisesika text that Vyasatirtha draws
on most frequently in the Nyayamrta is Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani.’

In the generation just prior to Vyasatirtha, a significant amount of literature
was written on VaiSesika metaphysics by philosophers based in Mithila. Sankara
Misra (f1. 1430) wrote a manual of classical VaiSesika in the form of a commentary
on the Padarthadharmasangraha entitled the Kanadarahasya. He also wrote a com-
mentary on the Nyayalilavatl entitled the Kanthabharant, and a further commen-
tary on the Vaisesikasttras themselves known as the VaiSesikasutropaskara.l® An-
other Mithila-based philosopher named Vacaspati Misra (ID) (fI. 1440) wrote a com-
mentary on the Nyayalilavati, apparently entitled the Vardhamanendu.™'

These Mithila-based Naiyayikas still defended what I refer to here as the “clas-
sical Vaisesika” philosophy. This classical scheme largely reflects the metaphysical
scheme articulated by Prasastapada, although there were many important innova-
tions by subsequent thinkers. In Vyasatirtha’s own lifetime, this classical picture
came under attack from a radical Bengali Navya-Naiyayika named Raghunatha Siro-
mani (fl. 1510). In a brief work usually known as the Padarthatattvanirtipana (“De-
termination of the Truth about the Categories”), Raghunatha systematically demol-
ished the classical system of Vaisesika categories and proposed a heavily revised
version to take its place. As Jonardan Ganeri has demonstrated, Raghunatha’s work
stimulated a renewed interest in metaphysics among Navya-Nyaya philosophers.
In particular, the Padarthatattvaniripana inspired new texts by philosophers such
as Jayarama Nyayapaficinana (fl. 1650) and Venidatta (f. 1740).”> However, while
later Madhvas engaged in detail with Raghunatha’s ideas along with those of his
commentators,’ Vyasatirtha himself was clearly not aware of Raghunatha, and his
works largely reflect the classical VaiSesika metaphysics.

8 Vyasatirtha (TT, 4:347-348) refers to the Nyayalilavati explicitly when critiquing Vallabha’s posi-
tion that there are really four types of pseudo-reasons in inference. He also refers to the Nyayalila-
vatl when discussing the Nyaya theory of word-denotation (TT, 2:52). Vyasatirtha shows a deep
knowledge of Vardhamana’s commentary (the Prakasa) on Udayana’s Nyayakusumarjali in the Isva-
ravada of the Tarkatandava. See TT, 1:361-377.

9 For a discussion of some of the Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers Vyasatirtha was familiar with as
seen in the Tarkatandava, see Williams (2014).

10 For a summary of all Sanikara Misra’s VaiSesika works, see Bhattacharyya and Potter (1993:
423-453).

11 See Bhattacharyya and Potter (1993: 455) for an outline of Vacaspati’s works.

12 See Ganeri (2011) and Williams (2017b) for recent discussions of Raghunatha’s metaphysical argu-
ments in the Padarthatattvaniripana and that text’s impact on metaphysics in Bengal and Mithila.
13 See above, pp. 40-43, for a discussion of the familiarity of later Madhva thinkers with
Raghunatha and Gadadhara.
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I'have chosen to present this background in classical VaiSesika primarily based
on Udayana’s brief manual, the Laksanavali, which has been studied and translated
into English by Musashi Tachikawa. I have also drawn from Udayana’s Kiranavali,
his Laksanamala, and Sankara Mi§ra’s Kanadarahasya. It is not clear that Vyasatir-
tha was aware of any of these texts, since he does not reference them in his works
directly. However, they do present an accurate and authoritative overview of the
major features of the classical Vaisesika philosophy that Vyasatirtha would have
been familiar with.

Like the Madhvas, the classical VaiSesikas were realists about the world of our
senses. According to them, our everyday perceptions of the world around us must be
the touchstone of metaphysical analysis. The underlying assumption is that reality
must conform to the way we think and speak about it. The ultimate goal of VaiSesika
metaphysical analysis is to specify how reality must be in order to account for, in
the most parsimonious way possible, the factual occurrence and validity of the true
judgments that can be made by human beings.

The classical Vaisesikas held that, upon analysis, everything there is comes un-
der one of either six or seven “categories” (padarthas). The interpretive translation
of padartha as “category” is largely based on parallels with Aristotelian thought.
It could be more literally translated as “a thing for which a word stands”. A cat-
egory is an irreducible correlate of speech and thought. To say that something is
a “separate category” (padarthantara) is effectively to advance an irreducibility
thesis about it. A category cannot be reductively defined in terms of other, more
fundamental realities; the categories are the elementary correlates of thought and
speech, which mark the horizon of metaphysical analysis. The property of “cate-
goriness” (padarthatva) is therefore a “universal-positive” (kevalanvayin) property,
a property that is present in all things words can refer to. Pradastapada accepted
that there are six, and only six, categories: substance (dravya), trope (guna), mo-
tion (karman), universal (jati), ultimate differentiator (visesa), and the inherence
relator (samavaya). In the Laksanavali, Udayana accepts all of these categories as

constituting the “positive categories”

14 abhidheyah padarthah. sa dvividhah—bhavabhavabhedat. tatra nafiarthavisayatvarahitapratya-
‘yavisayo bhavah. (Tachikawa, 1981: 56.) “A category (padartha) is what can be named. [Category] is
of two sorts, because of the difference between positive and negative [categories]. Of those [two], the
positive is what is the object of a judgment whose object cannot be expressed by a negative particle”.
With the exception of Candramati’s Dasapadarthasastra, the early Vai$esika thinkers, including
Prasastapada, did not consider absence to be a separate category. However, Vaisesika philosophers
like Sridhara, Udayana, and Vallabha did regard it as such. An early work where absence is system-
atically integrated into the Vaisesika system of categories is Sivaditya’s (fl. 1150) Saptapadarthi. See
Matilal (1968: 99-103) for a discussion of the history of absence among Nyaya/Vaisesika thinkers.
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In the Laksanavali, Udayana presents several definitions of “substance”. The
principal function of a substance is to act as the substrate of gunas, a term which
is usually translated as “quality”, but is better rendered by “trope” (see above,
Chapter 3, p. 61, fn. 27). A substance could thus be defined to be something that
contains tropes. A problem with defining substancehood this way is that, according
to the Vaisesikas, substances do not contain tropes in the first moment in which
they come into being. Udayana therefore defines substancehood (dravyatva) as
“not being the locus of the permanent absence of tropes”; that is, a substance must
be the locus of a trope at some point in its existence.’>

According to the classical scheme defended by Udayana, there are nine sub-
stances: four atomic substances—earth, water, fire, and wind; a pervasive, sound-
conducting substance known as the “ether”; time, space, and the individual selves;
and the internal faculty (manas). Like the Madhvas, classical Vaidesika philosophers
accepted the existence of atoms, although Raghunatha attacked this view during
Vyasatirtha’s lifetime. The first four material substances can be both atomic and
composite according to the classical view. Atoms are eternal whereas all compos-
ite things are non-eternal.'® In themselves, atoms are not perceptible by ordinary
human beings, although they may be perceived by god and by certain advanced
practitioners of yoga.l” The “particle” (truti) is the smallest thing that is percepti-
ble to human beings. The particle is in turn composed of atomic-dyads (dvyanuka),
which are themselves composed of the eternal atoms. In the Laksanavali, Udayana
states that there are twenty-four kinds of trope. In the Laksanamadla he gives a full
list and explanation of them.'®

Beginning with Prasastapada, classical Vaisesika included an extensive discus-
sion of physics. Classical VaiSesika philosophers usually considered motion (kriya,
karman) to be a separate category. Motions can be perceived through the sense fac-
ulties. Sankara Miéra says that the existence of the universal “motionness” is es-
tablished on the basis of everyday perceptions such as “[This thing] moves”.!® Like
tropes, motions inhere in substances. The category of motion includes, according to
Udayana, “throwing upwards” (utksepana), “throwing downwards” (apaksepana),
“contraction” (akuficana), “expansion” (prasarana), and “general motion” (gamana).

15 tatra gunatyantabhavanadhikaranatvam dravyatvam. (Tachikawa, 1981: 56.) “Among those [cat-
egories] substancehood consists in ‘being the locus of the constant absence of trope™.

16 See Tachikawa (1981: 34-37) for a discussion of the atomic theory found in the Laksanavalt. See
also Tachikawa (1981: 17-21) for a discussion of atomism in earlier Nyaya-VaiSesika texts.

17 For a discussion of the ability of yogins to perceive atoms and Raghunatha’s critique of this
theory, see Potter (1957: 43-44) and Williams (2017b: 629-631).

18 See Tachikawa (1981: 72—74) for this list in the Laksanavalt

19 KR:152.
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These motions are considered to be the non-inherence causes of the tropes contact
(samyoga) and disjunction (vibhaga). Bodies are initially set in motion because they
possess other tropes like “heaviness” (gurutva) or “fluidity” (dravatva).?’

The classical VaiSesikas further accepted a category of “ultimate differentiator”
(visesas). According to Sankara Misra,?! ultimate individuators differentiate eternal
substances from one another; we need to postulate them in order to account for
how yogins, who have extraordinary abilities to perceive atoms, can distinguish one
atom from another. The classical VaiSesikas also accept a mass-relater called “inher-
ence” (samavaya). Inherence is taken to be a singular, permanent relator through
which wholes inhere in their parts, tropes and motions inhere in substances, and
universals inhere in tropes, motions, and substances. Udayana simply defines inher-
ence as “the permanent relator” (nityah sambandhah samavayah).?* The Madhvas
do not accept the classical Vaisesika inherence-relator, and Vyasatirtha devotes a
section of his Tarkatandava to refuting the Nyaya-VaiSesika doctrine.”?

5.3 Absence and existence in classical Vaisesika

Vyasatirtha studied the works of the classical Vaisesikas in depth, and the ontol-
ogy I sketched in the above features regularly in his arguments in the Nyayamrta.
Throughout the text, he frequently uses the formal arguments Vaisesika philoso-
phers used to prove the existence of the different parts of this scheme as examples
to evaluate arguments made by the Advaitins. Moreover, when giving formal defini-
tions of concepts, he often tries to show that they can be taken to apply to different
parts of the Vaisesika universe. Vyasatirtha’s arguments against Anandabodha’s in-
ferences were influenced in particular by Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers’ theories of
existence and absence. His own definitions of “existence” and “nonexistence” can
only be understood against the backdrop of the classical Vai$esika interpretation of
these concepts.

All of the categories outlined above are “positive” categories of being accord-
ing to Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers. However, like the Madhvas, the classical
Vaidesikas accept that alongside these positive entities, reality further includes neg-
ative things/absences (abhavas). They claim that we need to postulate absence as a
separate category in order to account for negative judgments (“The pot is not on the
floor”, “This table is not a piece of cloth”, etc.). Udayana simply says that “absence

20 Tachikawa (1981: 82-83).

21 See KR: 167.

22 See Tachikawa (1981: 84-85).
23 See TT, 1:471-480.
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is the object of a judgment expressed by a negative particle” (nafiarthapratyaya-
visayo ‘bhavah).** The particular scheme of absence that became standard in
Navya-Nyaya works found an early expression in the writings of Vacaspati Misra.?>
According to this scheme, there are primarily two types of absence: relational ab-
sence (samsargika-abhava), and identity absence (tadatmya-abhava). Whereas for
Madhva philosophers “difference” is a fundamental part of reality, the classical
VaiSesikas take it that difference is simply identity absence.

Udayana?® says that relational absences are divided according to their duration
across time. To say that some location has the “prior absence” (pragabhava) of some-
thing is to say that the thing in question will come to be present in that location at a
later time. To say that some location has the “posterior absence” (dhvamsa) of some-
thing, by contrast, is to say that that thing was present in the location in question
beforehand, but that it is no longer present there. (This is the objective correlate of
judgments such as “The pot has been destroyed”.) I follow Ingalls (1951) throughout
this volume in translating the term atyantabhava as “constant absence”. It refers, in
other words, to a permanent or omni-temporal absence. In Nyaya-VaiSesika works
“constant absence” is not identical with outright nonexistence, even if other thinkers
in Indian philosophy might use the term in this way. In fact, in Nyaya-VaiSesika
thought, the “counterpositive” of a constant absence (i.e. the absentee itself) must
be something that has already been established to exist in some part of the real
world (a “well-established” [prasiddha] entity).

Most Navya-Naiyayikas distinguished sharply between presence/absence (bha-
valabhava) on the one hand, and existence/nonexistence (sattva/asattva) on the
other. They generally followed the classical Vaisesikas and held that existence is
a special type of “universal” (jati, samanya). Other translations for the term jati
include “natural kind”, “universal”, and “class character”. Udayana’s definition
of jati/samanya in the Kiranavali, which was largely accepted by later authors,
is “an eternal, unitary thing that occurs in multiple [other] things” (nityam ekam
anekavrtti samanyam).?’ Universals can be present only in individuals belong-
ing to the first three Vaisesika categories (substances, tropes, and motions). They
are related to individuals belonging to these categories by the inherence-relator.
Nyaya-Vaidesika philosophers accept that we can perceive universals directly. They

24 See Tachikawa (1981: 84-85).

25 Matilal (1968: 100) points out that the ninth century Naiyayika Jayanta Bhatta had already ac-
cepted a very similar scheme of absence with slight variations.

26 Tachikawa (1981: 84-85).

27 See KA: 15. The purpose of the specification “eternal” (nityam) in this definition is to stop the
definition from applying to contact tropes. Like universals, contact tropes inhere in multiple indi-
viduals, but unlike universals they are not taken to be eternal.
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hold that we perceive them through the same sense-faculty that perceives the
substance/trope/motion to which the universal in question belongs.”

According to Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers, we are forced to postulate univer-
sals in order to explain what they termed “consecutive discourse” (anugatavyavaha-
ra). Consecutive discourse essentially consists in a series of judgments of the form
“ais F”, “bis F”, “cis F”, and so on, where a, b, and c stand for individual things and
F for a single predicate. An example could be the set of judgments: “This individual
here is a man”, “That other individual is also a man”, and “This third individual is
likewise a man”. While the individual differs across these judgments, the predicate
remains the same in each case. According to Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers, the most
economical explanation for the fact that we make such “consecutive judgments” is
that there is a single, unitary property (“manhood”, for instance), which inheres in
the different individuals referred to in those judgments.

According to classical VaiSesika philosophers, “existence” is simply a special
sort of universal. Universals can be arranged hierarchically, according to the ex-
tent of their scope, i.e. the number of distinct individuals they occur in. According
to Sankara Misra, “existence” is distinguished from all other universals by virtue of
the fact that it has the greatest scope. Safikara Mira says that universals are of two
types: the “higher” (para) and the “lower” (apara). The “higher” is the universal that
is the pervader (vyapaka); the lower is the universal that is pervaded (vyapya). Of
those, the higher is existence (satta). Existence therefore pervades all other univer-
sals.?® As a universal, existence inheres in individuals belonging to the first three
categories—substances, tropes, and motions.

In the sixteenth century, Raghunatha challenged the view that existence is a
universal. He argued, by contrast, that “existence” and “nonexistence” are simply
identical with the states of being present or being absent (bhavatva/abhavatva). Like
Raghunatha, Vyasatirtha rejects the theory that existence is a universal. In fact, he
rejects the whole category of “universals” altogether. Like Raghunatha, moreover,
Vyasatirtha argues that existence and nonexistence can ultimately be explained

28 See Chakrabarti (1975: 367-368) for a discussion of how universals are perceived according to
Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers.

29 tad idam samanyam dvividham—param aparam ca. param vyapakam, aparam vyapyam. tatra
param satta; tad dhi samanyam eva, na tu kuto viseso ’pi. tasyas ca saksadvyapyani dravyatvaguna-
tvakarmatvani, paramparavyapyani tu prthivitvariapatvotksepanatvadini. (KR: 163.) “This ‘univer-
sal’ is of two sorts—the highest and the lower. The highest is the pervader, the lower is the thing
pervaded. Of those, the highest is existence (satta); for it is something entirely generic, and not some-
thing more particular than something else. And the universals substancehood, tropeness, and mo-
tionness are directly pervaded by [existence], whereas earthness, colourness, upward-motionness,
and so on are indirectly pervaded by it.”
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in terms of presence/absence. However, he argues that further quantification is
needed to truly explain what “existence” and “nonexistence” mean.%

5.4 The Madhva critique of universals

Madhva philosophers were deeply influenced by Nyaya-Vaisesika theories about
knowledge and metaphysics, but they were independent thinkers who defended
distinctive positions. While he often adopts aspects of Navya-Nyaya philosophy in
the Nyayamyta, Vyasatirtha gives a wide-ranging critique of Nyaya-VaiSesika meta-
physics in the Tarkatandava. Like the classical Vaisesikas, Madhva and his followers
accept that reality contains “absences” as well as positive entities. They also follow
Nyaya-Vaidesika philosophers in holding that absences can be divided according
to the span of time they occupy. Madhva himself said that there is prior absence
(the absence of something before it comes into existence), posterior absence (the
absence of something after it has come into existence and then disappeared), and
constant absence (sadabhava) (the permanent absence of something from some
location).!

Despite these similarities, there are significant differences between the Madhva
and Nyaya-VaiSesika theories of absence. As described above, classical Vaidesikas
generally held that absence can be divided fundamentally into two sorts: mutual ab-
sence (anyonyabhava) and relational absence (samsargikabhava). By contrast, Ma-
dhva and his followers do not hold that mutual absence/difference (anyonyabha-
va/bheda) is a distinct part of reality. Rather, they accept that difference is identical
with the very essence (svariipa) of things themselves. It is the very nature of things
to be differentiated from one another, so we do not need to postulate a further type
of entity to explain differentiating judgments.3?

The Madhvas also disagree with Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers about what
kinds of entity can act as the “counterpositives” (pratiyogins) of certain types of
absence. The counterpositive of an absence is usually taken to be the absentee—the
thing that the absence is “of”. Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers refused to perform
logical operations on unestablished (aprasiddha) terms like “a hare’s horn”. They
argued that we cannot make inferences or formulate definitions involving such

30 See Potter (1957: 61-62) for a translation of the passages in the Padarthatattvaniriipana where
Raghunatha argues for the identification of existence and nonexistence with bhavatva and abha-
vatva, respectively.

31 For this classification, see for instance Madhva’s Tattvasarnkhyana: 63.

32 See Sharma (1986: 92-99) for a discussion of the category of difference in the philosophy of
Madhva.
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terms, and that they cannot be the counterpositives of absences.3® The Madhvas,
by contrast, argue that the counterpositive of a constant absence must be some
nonexistent thing like a hare’s horn or the son of a barren woman.

These particular disagreements notwithstanding, the Madhva and Nyaya-
Vaidesika theories of absence are very similar to one another. However, the Ma-
dhvas reject the Nyaya-Vaiesika category of universals/natural kinds as repeat-
able properties altogether. Madhva philosophers defend a sort of nominalism.
Reality, in their view, contains only particular individuals. There are no repeat-
able/consecutive (anugata) properties, as Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers claim. Thus
there are as many “existences”, for instance, as there are things that we would prop-
erly term “existent”. As Sharma (1986: 106-107) has argued, the Madhva rejection
of repeatable properties seems to be partly due to their dispute with the Advai-
tins, and the fear that accepting universals might open up the door to non-dualist
philosophy.®* As I show below, Madhusiidana Sarasvatl’s commentary on the Pra-
thamamithyatvabhanga chapter of the Nyayamyrta itself illustrates how Advaitin
philosophers could use the principle of parsimony to help justify their monism.?

In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha gives an extensive critique of the Vai$esika
theory of universals. According to the classical VaiSesikas, universals are singular
properties that are instantiated in multiple individual things. They are also eternal:
they admit of neither creation nor destruction. However, if universals are eternal
properties which inhere in individuals, what happens to them when all the individ-
uals that instantiate them are destroyed? In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha argues
that the theory that there are eternal, multiply instantiated properties is ruled out
by perception:

Moreover, perception shows that universals arise and are destroyed, because of experiences
like, “The pot has come into being”, and, “The pot has been destroyed”; just as [we know that
tropes like magnitude and colour arise and are destroyed on the basis of experiences like:]
“The large thing has come into being” and “The large thing has been destroyed”; [or] “The
dark-blue thing has come into being” and “The dark-blue thing has been destroyed”.

Nor can it be argued that this cognition[, that is, “The pot has come into being”/“The pot is
destroyed”], having for its object the arising and [destruction] of the qualified-thing], that is,
the pot qualified by potness], is possible because of the arising and [destruction] merely of the

33 See Ingalls (1951: 81).

34 Sharma writes: “His [Madhva’s] rejection of universal (samanya) is a direct corollary of the plu-
ralistic implications of his Svartipabhedavada. He believes in the distinctiveness, nay, uniqueness of
eachindividual and particular. He could ill afford, then, to recognize a single universal class-essence
running through a number of particulars, which will surreptitiously open the door to monism in
the end. He therefore, sets his face resolutely against the universal and gives it no quarter”.

35 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 248-251, for a discussion of the relevant passages.
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qualificandum], that is, merely the particular pot, and not potness too]. For, one could equally
claim the contraryl[; that is, that the judgment, “The pot has been destroyed”, having for its
object the pot qualified by potness, is based on the destruction of the qualifier, i.e. potness].

Moreover, it would follow that judgments such as “The large thing has come into being”, and
so0 on, are as such[—that is, that they have for their object the arising/destruction of the quali-
ficandum, namely, the thing that possesses the magnitude trope in question].3

“Cowness”, for instance, is, according to Nyaya-Vaidesikas philosophers, a universal
that inheres in all the individual things we refer to as “cows”. What would happen
if all the individual cows in the world suddenly disappeared from existence? Nyaya-
Vaidesika philosophers are bound to argue that the universal “cowness” must some-
how continue to exist, but where and how? In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha argues
that perceptual experiences such as “The pot arises”, o, “The pot is destroyed”, show
that universals, if they do exist at all, must come into being and be destroyed.

The obvious retort to this argument is that it is not the universals themselves
that come into being and disappear, but the individuals in which they inhere. Un-
der this view, the awareness “The pot is destroyed” has for its object the destruc-
tion of a compound entity—the individual pot combined with/qualified by the uni-
versal (potness), which inheres in it. However, it is only the individual pot—the
qualificandum—and not the qualifier itself (potness) that actually disappears from
being. One might compare this to the case of a man holding a stick, argues Vyasatir-
tha. Here the stick is the qualifier and the man is the qualificandum. The destruction
of the man does not necessarily lead to the destruction of the stick. However, Vyasa-
tirtha argues that there is a crucial dissimilarity between these two cases. In the case
of the combination man and stick, we still perceive that the stick continues to exist
as part of reality even after the man has disappeared from existence. In the case of
universals, by contrast, there is no perception of the sort, “The universal continues
to exist in this place”. In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha uses these and a number of
other arguments to refute the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of universals/natural kinds.

According to Vyasatirtha, then, the Nyaya-VaiSesika theory of existence as a uni-
versal/natural kind is untenable because that category simply does not exist. If ex-
istence is not a universal, then what is it? Madhva, Jayatirtha, and Vyasatirtha all
accept that existence is a property which is present in the innumerable entities that
make up reality. However, Madhva philosophers hold that existence is not a single,
multiply instantiated property. Rather, each individual existent thing has a unique

36 kim ca sthiilam utpannam, sthiilam nastam; nilam utpannam, nilam nastam iti vad ghata utpan-
nah, ghato nasta ity anubhavat pratyaksad eva jatyutpattinasau. na ca visistotpattyadivisayeyam
dhir visesyavyaktimatrotpattyadinapi yukteti vacyam, vaiparityasyapi suvacatvat; sthillam utpan-
nam ity adibuddher api tathatvapatac ca. (TT, 2:295.)
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property of “existence”. We group these properties together because of their natu-
ral resemblance/similarity (sadrsya) to one another. There are, in other words, as
many “existences” as there are objects that we would properly refer to as “existent”.
As Jayatirtha puts it in the Nyayasudha: “Existence is not a single, consecutive thing;

no, existences are differentiated according to the thing [they are present in]”.¥’

5.5 Vyasatirtha’s definition of existence in the Sattvanirukti

According to Vyasatirtha, the classical VaiSesika theory of existence as a universal
fails because existence is not a single, multiply instantiated property, but rather
a set of distinct properties that we group together because of their natural simi-
larity to one another. In the Nyayamyrta, he makes it clear that he also rejects the
classical VaiSesika theory of existence because it does not truly have the power to
contradict the Advaitins’ inferences to prove that the world is illusory. Vyasatirtha
lays out this argument in a section of the text referred to as the “Determination of
Existence” (Sattvanirukti) in modern editions. I have translated and analysed this
chapter elsewhere.3® Here, I will focus on how Vyasatirtha uses his definitions of
existence and nonexistence to undermine the Advaitins’ arguments for the illusori-
ness of the world.

As Vyasatirtha is aware in the Nyayamrta, some Advaitin philosophers were
happy to accept aspects of Nyaya-VaiSesika metaphysics as a provisional account
of the everyday world. The Upanisads may lead us to the realisation that reality is
simply the non-dual brahman, but the Advaitins were often prepared to accept the
classical VaiSesika account of “existence” as a universal as a plausible description

37 The full passage of the Nyayasudhareads: athasattvanadhikaranatve vadiprativadisiddhe sattva-
nadhikaranatvam apy adhikam sadhyata iti cet, na; anistanistarat. kim ca na sattvam namaikam
anugatam, kim tu prativastu sattvani bhidyante. tatra viyadader asadvailaksanye sati sattva-
nadhikaranatvam sadhyamanam kim ekasattvanadhikaranatvam, utanekasattvanadhikaranatvam,
atha sarvasattvanadhikaranatvam, kim vavisesitasattvanadhikaranatvam, atha va sarvatha sattva-
nadhikaranatvam vivaksitam? (NS, 2:95). “Objection: It being established to both the proponent in
the debate and his opponent that [the world] is not the locus of nonexistence, it is further established
that [the world has] the property of not being the locus of existence. Reply (Jayatirtha): Wrong! For
this does not do away with the unwanted consequence. This being so, is the state of not being the
locus of existence qualified by the state of being different from what does not exist, which is being
proved in the case of everything from the heavens down, (1) not being the locus of a single instance
of existence? Or, (2) not being the locus of multiple cases of existence? Or, (3) not being the locus of
every instance of existence? Or not being the locus of unqualified existence? Or (4) Not being the
locus of existence in any way at all?”

38 See Williams (2020a).
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of practical/transactional reality.>® However, Advaitin philosophers gave a very dif-
ferent account of what it means to say that something ultimately “exists” (i.e. that
it has paramarthika-sattva). According to Citsukha and Madhusidana, to say that
something “exists” from the ultimate point of view is to say that it can never be-
come the object of a sublating awareness.?’ “Existence” is, in other words, “omni-
temporal non-sublatability” (traikalika-abadhyatva). The world of our senses stands
to become the object of a stultifying judgment which tells us that it is unreal, and so
only the self-illuminating consciousness that is brahman can be said to truly “exist”.
So, the Nyaya-Vaidesika theory that existence is a universal/natural kind present in
individuals in reality does not necessarily contradict the Advaitins’ stance about the
world. If existence really means “omni-temporal non-sublatability”, then the Advai-
tins can simply admit that the objects of our everyday experience have the univer-
sal existence from the vyavaharika point of view, but deny that they have ultimate
reality as brahman does.

When defining “existence” in the Nyayamprta, Vyasatirtha considers a fur-
ther definition of existence defended by Buddhist philosophers. According to the
Buddhist philosopher Dharmakirti,*! existence is nothing but “practical efficacy”
(arthakriyakaritva). Vyasatirtha argues that this explanation of existence fails to
truly contradict the Advaitins’ theory that the world is illusory. The problem is that
it is implicit in Advaita philosophy that the world does have “practical efficacy”.
According to the Advaitins, we can interact with the objects in the empirical world
and speak about them as we might do with the objects in a dream, even if, like all
dreams, it must eventually come to an end. So neither of these definitions of exis-
tence proposed by Nyaya-VaiSesika and Buddhist philosophers really contradict the
Advaitins’ thesis that the world is an illusion.

For these reasons, in the Sattvanirukti Vyasatirtha rejects both of these Nyaya-
Vaisesika and Buddhist theories of existence. He then proposes his own theory of
existence, which he believes has the power to truly undermine the Advaitins’ argu-
ments to prove that the world is illusory. His analysis of existence draws on earlier
remarks found scattered in the works of Jayatirtha.

When discussing whether the term mithya can refer to the Advaitins’ concept
of “indeterminacy” in his commentary on Madhva’s Tattvoddyota, Jayatirtha writes
as follows:

Objection (Advaitin): If the word mithya does not refer to what is indeterminate, then [you]
must specify what it means.

39 For a discussion of Vacaspati’s views on this matter, for instance, see Phillips (1995: 34).
40 See TP: 47.
41 This is outlined by Dharmakirti in his Pramanavarttikakarikas, I11,3. See PVBh: 175.
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Reply (Madhva): True enough! We say [that it means] “nonexistent”.

Objection (Advaitin): In that case it follows that [the word mithya] is meaningless! For [one]
cannot [say]: “What is nonexistent exists” (asad asti), because [that is] contradictory. And if
[the word mithya] is meaningless, then it cannot be a word at all.

Reply (Madhva): Wrong! Because there is nonexistence in the form of “being the counterpos-
itive of a constant absence”. For, the statement “[It is] mithya” does not mean “[It is] a hare’s
horn”, or so on. For then [one] would not [say], “The hare’s horn is mithya”.

Objection (Advaitin): So what [does it mean]?

Reply (Madhva): [It means:] “It does not exist.” And so the [sublating judgment] “The silver is
in fact mithya” (mithyaiva rajatam) means “There is the constant absence of silver”.

Objection (Advaitin): How can something that itself is nonexistent have the quality of being a
counterpositive?

Reply (Madhva): Why do you ask “how”? For, unlike [the trope] colour and so on, the state of
being a counterpositive does not depend on the existence of its locus. For, “being a counterpos-
itive” is nothing more than “being an object of a cognition that is conducive to a cognition of
an absence”. And we shall demonstrate [later in this work] that there can be a cognition even
of what does not exist.*?

In this passage, Jayatirtha says several things about the term mithya and its re-
lationship to the term nonexistence (asattva) that are pertinent to Vyasatirtha’s
analysis of existence/nonexistence in the Nyayamrta. He here reflects upon the
meaning of mithya in the context of the judgment that sublates the perceptual error
where mother-of-pearl is mistaken for silver. What does the judgment “The silver
is mithya” actually tell us about the “silver” in this illusion?

Jayatirtha’s Advaita parvapaksin contends that the word indicates that the sil-
ver is “indeterminate”. In contrast, Jayatirtha says that the term mithya indicates
that the silver is simply “nonexistent” (asat). In response to Jayatirtha’s claim, the
Advaita parvapaksin asks what the term mithya could mean if lacks a referent alto-
gether. Words should have some object that they refer to, yet if the term mithya sim-
ply refers to what is “nonexistent” it must surely lack a referent, and its very status
as a “word” is thrown into question. Jayatirtha responds to this objection by arguing

42 anirvacantyasyayadina mithyasabdo vacakas tarhi tadvacyam vacyam. satyam. asad iti bramah.
evam tarhi nirarthaka iti praptam. na hy asad astiti sambhavati, vyahatatvat. nirarthakatve ca pa-
datvavyaghata iti cet, maivam. atyantabhavapratiyogitvalaksanasyasattvasya vidyamanatvat. na hi
mithyety asya sasavisanadikam ity arthah. tatha sati sasavisanam mithyeti na syat. kim nama? tan
nastiti. tatha ca mithyaiva rajatam ity asya nasti rajatam, rajatatyantabhavo ’stity arthah. svayam
asatah katham pratiyogitvam iti cet, kim itha katham? na hi pratiyogitvam rupadivad dharmisat-
tasapeksam, abhavajfianopayogijiianavisayatamatrasya pratiyogitvatvat. asato °pi pratitim upapa-
dayisyamah. (Tattvoddyotatika, TU: 32).
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that “nonexistence” refers to a specific property, namely “being the counterpositive
of a constant absence” (atyantabhavapratiyogitva). When we claim that the “silver
is mithya”, we are simply saying that it the counterpositive of a constant/absolute ab-
sence (atyantabhava). Jayatirtha here seems to use the term atyantabhava to refer
to a total/absolute absence from reality in general.

Jayatirtha goes on to consider an objection to this position which would become
important for Vyasatirtha in his debate with the Naiyayikas in the Tarkatandava
and with the Advaitins in the Nyayamrta. Jayatirtha has argued that the term
“nonexistent” refers to a specific quality, namely, “being the counterpositive of a
constant absence”. Yet how can something completely nonexistent like a “square-
circle” have properties at all? Existent things like substances and tropes may be
able to have qualities, but how can a mere nonentity be said to possess any kind of
property? In response, Jayatirtha argues in this passage of the Tattvoddyotatika that
to explain the fact that we can meaningfully assert certain things about nonexistent
entities, we need to accept that some properties (counterpositiveness and nonexis-
tence, for instance) do not require an existent locus. They stand in contrast in this
respect to other properties (colour, heaviness, and so on) that can clearly can only
be present in an existent substrate. In support of this, Jayatirtha’s commentator
Vedesatirtha points out that a pot, for instance, is said to have the property of being
the counterpositive of a prior absence even before it comes into existence.*3

In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha builds on Jayatirtha’s observations to articu-
late this as the theory of asadasrayadharmas, or “location-free properties”. I will
discuss this theory in detail below in Chapter 7. What is of interest for the moment
is the explanation of “nonexistence” Jayatirtha gives in this passage, and how Vyasa-
tirtha elaborates on this and similar remarks by Jayatirtha to define existence in the
Sattvanirukti chapter of the Nyayamprta. In the Sattvanirukti, Vyasatirtha follows Ja-
yatirtha and argues that “existence” and “nonexistence” can be defined in terms of
the category of absence (abhava).

Vyasatirtha begins the chapter by claiming that Anandabodha’s inferences are
contradicted by perception, which tells us that its objects exist. He then gives voice
to an Advaita piirvapaksin who proposes a series of definitions of “existence”, only
to find them all wanting:

43 rupadikam yatha dharmisattasapeksam, na tatha pratiyogitvam, pragabhavadidasayam asato
’pi ghatades tatpratiyogitvadarsanat. kalantare sattvasya cedanim anupayogad iti bhavah. (Tattvod-
dyotatikatippani, TU: 33.) “The property of counterpositive-ness does not depend on the existence
of [its] substrate in the same way that properties such as colour and so on do. For, [we] observe that
a pot, though it does not exist in the period of [its] prior absence, still has the property of being the
counterpositive of [its prior absence]. And the fact that the pot exists at some other point in time is
of no consequence to [its nonexistence] now [i.e. during the period of its prior absence].”
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Objection: (Madhva): And [the reasons you, the Advaitin, have given in your inferences,] per-
ceptibility[, insentience, and finiteness,] are contradicted by perceptions such as “The pot ex-
ists” and so on.

Reply: (Advaitin): Just what is this “existence”, which is [putatively] established by perception?
Is it—

(1) the highest universal;

or, (2) the state of being different from what does not exist;

or, (3) practical efficacy;

or, (4) being the object of an episode of knowledge;

or, (5) having the capacity to be [an object of an episode of knowledge];

or, (6) not being an object of an episode of error;

or, (7) [something’s] not being the counterpositive of an absence that occurs in that thing’s own
locus and at that thing’s own time;

or, (8) non-sublatability?**

Vyasatirtha’s Advaita piirvapaksin dismisses definitions (1)-(3) on this list summar-
ily, claiming that they merely prove something that he already accepts (siddhasa-
dhana), and thus do not truly contradict his claim that the world “illusory”. Defi-
nition (1) captures the view of Nyaya-Vaidesika philosophers, according to whom
existence is a universal. Definition (3) refers to Dharmakirti’s view that existence is
simply practical efficacy. As discussed above, neither definition necessarily stands
at odds with the Advaitins’ position. The Advaitin can accept that the world has “exis-
tence” defined as the “highest universal” or “practical efficacy” while still maintain-
ing thatitlacks ultimate existence in the form of “omni-temporal non-sublatability”.
So neither of these definitions really contradict the Advaitin’s claim that the world
is “illusory”.

Vyasatirtha goes on to critique the remaining definitions of “existence” given
in the list above, arguing that they all suffer from insuperable difficulties. Having
initially argued that he is not obliged to state his own definitions to the Advaitins,
he goes on to state them as follows:

But in a spirit of friendship—“Existence” is said to be: “Not being the counterpositive of an
absence belonging to all times and all places”; what is superimposed and what is completely
nonexistent are both the counterpositives of [such an absence] A

44 san ghata ity adipratyaksabadhitas ca drsyatvadayah. nanu kim idam sattvam, yat
pratyaksasiddham—(1) parajatir va? (2) asadvailaksanyam va? (3) arthakriyakaritvam va?
(4) pramavisayatvam va? (5) tadyogyatvam va? (6) bhramavisayatvam va? (7) svasamanadhikara-
nasvasamanakalinanisedhapratiyogitvam va? (8) abadhyatvam va? (NAB, 1:248.)

45 sauharde tu—trikalasarvadesiyanisedhapratiyogita | sattocyate ’dhyastatucche tam prati
pratiyogini [/ (NAB, 1:249.)
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Vyasatirtha continues to explain his definition of “existence” as follows:

“Existence” is “not being the counterpositive of an absence belonging to all times and places”.

[This definition of existence] does not fail to apply to [contact (samyoga)], since if a contact
trope is present in a region determined by something, then [the constant absence of that same
contact trope] cannot be present in the region determined by that thing[, and thus contact
cannot be said to be absent from all locations].

Since it has been stated that even the constant absences of the ether and so on also are not
universal-positive properties, [the definition of existence] does not fail to apply to the ether
and so on.

Since it has been stated that both what is nonexistent and what is superimposed are both
counterpositives of the [sort of] absence [I have just] described[, my definition of existence]
does not apply inappropriately to those cases.

If [one] is of the opinion that in judgments like “Cowness is never present in a horse” and
the like, it is only the connection [with cowness] which is denied, the word “place” may be
disregarded.*6

Here, Vyasatirtha defines existence by the universal quantification of absence
across space and time. To say that something does not exist is to say that it fails to
be present in any location at any time. To say that something “exists”, on the other
hand, is to say that it has the absence of this quality; in effect that it is present
in at least one location at some point in time. Each entity, in other words, has a
“location-range”, a set of locations in which it is present. This range is extended
temporally, as well as spatially. According to Vyasatirtha, something is existent if it
has a non-null location-range. Something is existent, in other words, if it is present
in just one location at a single point in time.

Like Jayatirtha, Vyasatirtha defines existence/nonexistence in terms of absence.
It might seem that Vyasatirtha is simply begging the question by defining existence
in terms of this category—what exactly is “absence”? However, Vyasatirtha and
the Madhvas accept absence as a separate category for the same reasons that
Nyaya-Vaidesika philosophers do. According to Nyaya-Vaidesika philosophers, ex-
planations need to end somewhere, and absence is simply the irreducible category
that we need to postulate in order to explain judgments like “Anna is not in the

46 sarvadesakalasambandhanisedhapratiyogitvam sattvam. yadavacchinne samyogah, tadavac-
chinne tadatyantabhavo neti na tatravyaptih. gaganader apy atyantabhavah kevalanvayi nety ukta-
tvan na gaganadav avyaptih. tuccham adhyastam coktapratisedhapratiyogity uktatvan nativyaptir
api. asve gotvam kada cid api nastity adau tatsamsarga eva nisidhyata iti mate desapadam anape-
ksitam. (NAB, 1:249.)
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sauna”, or “Anna is not at work”. Vyasatirtha’s definitions are thus grounded in our
everyday experiences of the world around us.

In this passage, Vyasatirtha anticipates objections that his definition of ex-
istence fails to apply to two parts of the world accepted in Madhva and Nyaya-
Vaisesika ontology. The first is contact tropes (samyogas). Contact tropes appear in
substances as they come into contact with one another. They explain judgments
such as “The pen is on the table” or “The bird is on the tree”, for instance. The
problem is that Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers accepted that contact tropes are be
“non-locus pervading”, in the sense that they are only present in part of their locus.
The standard example used to illustrate this is the contact trope that appears in a
monkey as it clings to a tree. The monkey is only in contact with a small part of the
tree as it hangs from one of its branches. While the particular contact trope that
binds the monkey to the tree in this case can be said to be present in one part of the
tree, it clearly cannot extend to the whole tree. Consequently, we can say that the
contact trope is simultaneously both present in and absent from the tree.

This potentially causes a problem for Vyasatirtha’s definition of existence.
Contact tropes are clearly accepted by both the Madhvas and Nyaya-Vaisesika
philosophers to exist. Yet if existence means “not being absent from all places at all
times”, then this definition might fail to apply to non-locus pervading properties
like contact-tropes. The monkey-contact trope might be present in the tree, but it is
also permanently absent from the same tree; as such it could be said to be absent
from all possible locations, including the ones in which it should exist.

In response, Vyasatirtha says that with further parsing even contact tropes can-
not be said to be absent from all locations. The contact trope binding the monkey
to the tree can, from one perspective, be said to be “absent from the tree”. Yet the
particular portion of the tree with which the contact trope is connected cannot pos-
sess the constant absence of that same trope; the monkey contact trope cannot be
said to be absent from the precise segment of the tree’s branch that the monkey is in
contact with, for instance. Hence even non-locus pervading contact tropes must all
be present in at least one part of reality—the specific portion of the substance with
which the contact trope itself is in contact with, however that portion is delineated.
So even contact tropes must be present in some part of the spatio-temporal world,
and the definition Vyasatirtha has proposed for existence does not fail to apply to
them ¥

47 Ramacarya explains Vyasatirtha’s argument as follows: vrksabhinne sarvatra dese vidyamana-
sya samyogavisesatyantabhavasya vrkse samyogo neti pratitya vrkse ’'pi sattvena sarvadesiyasyapi
samyogatyantabhavasya sarvavacchedena vrttyabhavad yadavacchinne samyogah, tadavacchinne
tadatyantabhavo neti na tatravyaptih. (Nyayamrtatarangini, NAB, 1:257.) “The constant absence of
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Vyasatirtha also raises the question of whether his definition of existence can
be taken to apply to eternal, pervasive substances such as the ether, space, time, and
the self. According to the Naiyayikas, these substances have no substrate: they do
not occur “in” anything. The constant absences of these substances were thus held
to be “universal-positive” properties, properties that are present in every part of
reality. This being so, it seems that “existence” as Vyasatirtha has defined it fails to
apply to them, since they are permanently absent from every part of reality. Vyasa-
tirtha’s answer to this objection is simply that he does not accept that such eternal
substances are permanently absent from all locations. Elsewhere in the Nyayamrta,
for instance, he accepts that space and time are present in both themselves and
in each other. He accepts that space and time are “self-instantiating” qualities, like
“knowability” and “nameability”. They must instantiate themselves. Hence they do
occur in some parts of reality, and his definition of existence must apply to them.*®

Vyasatirtha’s definitions of existence and nonexistence are deliberately crafted
to undermine Advaita philosophy. Unlike the definitions proposed by Nyaya-
Vaidesika philosophers and Dharmakirti, this definition of existence seems to
truly stand in contradiction to at least some of the definitions of “illusoriness”
proposed by Advaitin philosophers. When formulating these definitions of exis-

a contact trope is present everywhere (sarvadesiya), since the constant absence of the particular
contact trope [that connects a monkey to one part of a tree], being present everywhere besides the
tree, is absent from the tree also, on the strength of the judgment, ‘[This] contact is not present in
the tree’. Nevertheless, since [the absence of this contact trope] is not present to the full extent of
[its locus] (sarvavacchedena), the constant absence [of the contact trope] cannot be present in the
area determined by the thing that determines the area in which the contact trope [itself] is present;
hence there is no failure of [Vyasatirtha’s definition] of existence to apply [to contact tropes].”

48 nanv athapi gaganadinityadravyatyantabhavasya kevalanvayitvena sarvadaisikatvad gagana-
dau sarvadaisikanisedhapratiyogitvasyaiva sadbhavenavyaptir ity ata aha—gaganader apiti. uk-
tatvad iti. desakalav api sada, sarvatra desakalav ity abadhitapratitya prameyatvabhidheyatvavat
svavrtty anyonyavrtti cety uktatvena desakalayor desakalayor eva sattvena na sarvadaisikanisedha-
pratiyogitvam, ato navyaptir ity arthah. (Nyayamrtaprakasa, NAB, 1:274.) “Objection: Nevertheless,
since the constant absences of eternal substances such as the ether][, the self, time, and space,] are
universal-positive properties, they must be present in all locations; hence the ether [and the other
eternal substances] must each be the counterpositives of an absence present in all locations, and
[‘existence’ as you have defined it] cannot apply to them. With this objection in mind does [Vyasa-
tirtha] say— ‘Of the ether and so on ... (gaganader api). ‘For, it is said ...” (uktatvat). On the basis
of the uncontradicted judgment, ‘Space and time are everywhere and always’, even space and time
are both present in themselves and in each other, as is the case with [self-instantiating properties
such as] knowability’ and ‘nameability’ [which are both present in themselves and in one another].
It having been argued thus, space and time [themselves] are [both] present in both space and time,
and hence [they] cannot be the counterpositives of an absence belonging to all places, and [the
definition of existence given by me, Vyasatirtha,] does not fail to apply to them. This is what [Vya-
satirtha] means.”
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tence/nonexistence, Vyasatirtha seems to have had in mind particularly the defi-
nitions of illusoriness that he ascribes to Prakasatman and Citsukha. As we saw in
Chapter 4, according to Prakasatman, to say that something is “illusory” is to say
that it is “the counterpositive of an omni-temporal absence in what was taken to be
[its own] substrate” (pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam). In other
words, something is illusory if it is permanently absent from the very locus where
it was mistakenly taken to exist. The definition Vyasatirtha ascribes to Citsukha
explains illusoriness in a very similar way. According to Citsukha, illusoriness con-
sists in something’s “being the counterpositive of a constant absence that shares a
common locus with that thing itself” (svasamanadhikaranatyantabhavapratiyogi-
tvam).

Vyasatirtha’s definition of existence in the Sattvanirukti clearly renders exis-
tence incompatible with both of these definitions. Both definitions of illusoriness
effectively state that to be “illusory” is to be the counterpositive of an omni-temporal
absence in all possible locations. However, something cannot be the “counterposi-
tive of a permanent absence in its own substrate” if it is present in that substrate at
atleast one point in time. So Vyasatirtha’s definition of existence does seem to stand
in direct contradiction to these definitions of illusoriness. As I will show below in
Chapter 6, Vyasatirtha’s definitions here are also intended to undermine the Advai-
tins’ doctrine of indeterminacy, insofar as they are crafted to give firm ground to the
charge that indeterminacy as the Advaitins understand it is simply a contradiction
in terms.

5.6 Is existence perceptible? Some challenges from Advaitin
philosophers

For the remainder of this chapter, I will focus on Vyasatirtha’s claim that Anandabo-
dha’s inferences are ruled out by perception. Vyasatirtha claims that “existence” as
he has defined it is a property that is perceptible through our sense-faculties. In the
Sattvanirukti, he claimed that Anandabodha’s inferences are ruled out by everyday
perceptions like “The pot exists”. Yet why should we be confident in the reliability of
our perceptions, given that they might be sublated by later judgments? We regularly
“perceive” that such-and-such is the case, only to find out later that we were quite
wrong. Moreover, Advaitin philosophers do not have to accept Vyasatirtha’s defini-
tions of existence and nonexistence. Advaitins like Citsukha and Madhustdana ac-
cepted that to say that something “exists” is actually to say that it will never become
the object of a sublating judgment. How can perception tell us that its judgments
will never be sublated? And even if existence is perceptible, why should we aban-
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don inference in favour of perception? Why would our perceptions have greater
epistemic force than inference in this case?

In the Nyayamrta, just after the Sattvanirukti, Vyasatirtha gives an extensive
discussion of these issues in an effort to show that perception has the power to truly
undermine all of Anandabodha’s inferences. He begins by considering the argument
of the Advaitins that “existence”, defined as “permanent non-sublatability”, cannot
be perceived, since perception cannot tell us that its objects will never be sublated
at a future point in time. Vyasatirtha questions whether the Advaitin philosopher
who poses this objection wants to reject perception as a means of knowledge alto-
gether, or whether he is simply stressing that perception can only tell us about what
is present in the current moment:

Objection (Advaitin): Nevertheless, how does perception apprehend that [its objects] will never
be sublated? On the other hand, [we Advaitins] do accept that [the objects of our perceptions]
are not sublated temporarily, just as the “silver”, for instance[, is taken to exist for a time before
this notion is cancelled by the sublating awareness].

Reply (Madhva): [In your opinion,] is it the case that (1) perception is simply not a valid means
of knowledge? Or [do you opine that] (2) even though [perception] is a valid means of knowl-
edge, [it] cannot grasp the fact that [its objects] are not sublated in all three times, since [it]
can only grasp what exists in the present moment?*’

In case the Advaitin maintains the first alternative and rejects perception as a means
of knowledge altogether, Vyasatirtha asks him what grounds he has for doing this:

Further, in case [you accept] (1), do [you] reject the veridicality (pramanya) [of perception]—
that is, [its] representing the truth [about its objects]—, which veridicality is apprehended
intrinsically, because (1) [perception] is contradicted by inference? Or (2) because [perception]
is contradicted by scripture? Or (3) merely because there is doubt that [something] will sublate
[perception] at a future point in time?

The first two [of these reasons] are untenable, because[, in both cases,] there is mutual
dependency—if [perception and inference] are both valid, then perception is invalid because
it contradicts them; and, given that [perception is invalid, scripture and inference] are valid
because they do not contradict [another] means of knowledge [i.e. perception]!

The veridicality of perception, on the other hand, which is stronger [than inference and scrip-
ture], does not depend upon [its] not standing in contradiction to them; hence there is no
mutual-dependency[, on my part, for arguing that perception is stronger than inference and

49 nanu tathapi katham pratyaksam atyantikabadhyatvagrahi? tatkalikabadhas tu ripyader ivesta
iti cet; kim pratyaksam apramanam eva? uta pramanam api vartamanamatragrahitvat trikalaba-
dhagrahaksamam? (NAB, 1:276.)
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scripture]. For, the lion does not worry about the presence of baby bunnies when he enters
the forest!>

Vyasatirtha observes in this passage that the Advaitin might reject perception as a
means of knowledge because it conflicts with inference and scripture, which the
Advaitins take it tell us that the empirical world is illusory. However, Vyasatirtha
observes that there is an inherent circularity in this argument. If it is necessary that
something does “not conflict with other pramanas” in order to be a valid source of
knowledge, then how do we choose? What criterion can we use to determine which
means of knowledge we should abandon in case they conflict? Perception can only
be dismissed as a means of knowledge if it conflicts with scripture and inference,
but in order for inference and scripture to be valid in the first place we need to
dismiss the idea that perception is a pramana!

The obvious response to this is to ask why we should, in that case, favour per-
ception as Vyasatirtha wants to. However, Vyasatirtha argues that the validity of
perception does not depend on whether it is consistent with the other pramanas, be-
cause there is good reason to believe that perception is a stronger means of knowl-
edge than inference and even scripture. The lion does not concern himself with
lesser animals when he decides to enter the forest!

Vyasatirtha explores several lines of argument in the Nyayamrta to establish
the superior strength of perception in relation to scripture and inference. Later in
the text, he argues that perception is stronger than inference because inference is
causally dependent on it. We can only make inferences on the basis of the data that
perception supplies us with. For instance, we can only infer that there is fire on a
mountain because there is smoke on the same mountain if we have already per-
ceived the mountain, some different instances of fire, the smoke, and so on. Simi-
larly, we can only gain knowledge from scripture/testimony if we perceive language
and its various properties using our perceptual faculties. Somewhat further on from
the passage just translated, Vyasatirtha argues as follows:

... Moreover, since it is something that [inference and scripture] depend upon (upajivya), per-
ception is stronger [than inference and scripturel], just like sruti [is stronger] than smrti [be-
cause smyti derives from sruti]. And [inference and scripture depend on perception] because
the causes of inferential knowledge—the inferential subject, the probandum, the reason, the
pervasion, and so on—and the causes of verbal knowledge—the essential nature of speech,

50 adye °pi svatahpraptasya tattvavedanarupapramanyasya tyagah kim anumanavirodhat? aga-
mavirodhad va? bhavibadhakasankamatrena va? nadyau, tayoh pramanye tadvirodhenaksasyapra-
manyam, sati ca tasmin manavirodhena tayoh pramanyam ity anyonyasrayat. aksasya tu prabalasya
pramanyam anumandagamavirodhapeksam neti nanyonyasrayah. na hi simhah sasasavakabhavam
apeksya vanam gahate. (NAB, 1:276.)
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as well as the properties of [that speech], consistency[, expectation, and proximity], the con-
sistency of the introduction and the conclusion [in scripture], and so on—and the essential
natures of inferential and verbal knowledge, as well the veridicality [of inferential and verbal
knowledge], are all apprehended through perception.!

Inference depends on perception; we can only make inferences on the basis of the
data our sense-faculties supply us with. Scripture is similarly dependent on sense-
perception; we can only hear/read verbal testimony through our sense-faculties.
Vyasatirtha takes it that this causal dependency itself could establish the superior
epistemic strength of perception over scripture and inference. Nevertheless, he also
argues that the superior strength of perception does not even rely on this depen-
dency relationship, because perception is innately (jatya) stronger than inference
and scripture:

And perception is by its very nature stronger than inference [and scripture], because [it] appre-
hends particulars like [fine] lines, sub-lines, and so on which cannot be apprehended through
[inference and scripture]; and because [perception] cancels things like confusion about which
direction [one happens to be facing], which cannot be cancelled by inferential knowledge [or
knowledge derived from scripture]. For, it is observed in the case where [one] infers [incor-
rectly] that fire is cold [because it is a substance] that, even though the inference does not
depend [on tactile perception] since the subject [of the inference, i.e. fire,] and [the other com-
ponents of the inference] are established through the visual-faculty and so on too, the percep-
tion of heat is by its very nature stronger [than inference].5

Perception, Vyasatirtha argues, can tell us things about the world that inference
and scripture cannot. For instance, it can tell us about the existence of minute lines
present on the surface of objects, whereas inference and scripture can reveal to
us nothing about such details. Moreover, perception can bring an end to delusions
and doubts that apparently cannot be resolved through inference and scripture. If
we mistakenly believe that we are facing east when we are, in fact, facing west,
only perception can tell us that we are wrong; neither inference nor scripture are
able to do so. This argument might seem problematic: surely verbal testimony and
inference could convince us that we are wrong in such cases? For instance, someone
trustworthy might tell us that we are in fact facing west, or we might infer that
the direction we are looking in is the west because the sun rises there. However,

51 kim copajivyatvat prabalyam aksasya, sruteh smytita iva. tac caksenanumitikaranasya
paksasadhyahetuvyaptyadeh, sabdadhihetoh sabdasvartipasya taddharmasya yogyatadeh, upakra-
mopasamharaikarupyadeh, anumitisabdadhisvarupatatpramanyades ca grahyatvat. (NAB, 1:312.)

52 pratyaksasyanumityaditah prabalyam ca tadagrhitarekhoparekhadivisesagrahitvad anumi-
tyadyanivartitadinmohadinivartakatvac ca jatyaiva. drstam hi vahnisaityanumane dharmyades
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Srinivasatirtha argues that it is a matter of experience that these cannot ultimately
dispel our delusion. Even though we might be told we are wrong, and even though
we might make a correct inference, it is only when we witness the fact that the sun
does not rise there that we truly realise that the direction we are looking in is, for
instance, west and not east.>

To support his claim that perception is innately stronger than inference, Vyasa-
tirtha observes that there are cases where certain types of perception undermine
inference, even though the inference in question does not depend on the specific
type of perception involved. Vyasatirtha adduces the famous example of the falla-
cious inference: “Fire is cold, because [it is] a substance” (vahnih Sitah, vastutvat).
The idea is that some unfortunate person makes this “inference”, only to plunge
their hand into the fire and find out that it is very hot indeed! In this case, the in-
ference is cancelled by perception, specifically a tactile perception. This may seem
a strange example to use, because, as Vyasatirtha acknowledges, perception does
communicate the various parts of this inference to us; for instance, we might only
know about the fire in front of us through our faculty of sight. However, his point is
that the particular perceptual modality by which we become aware of the fire in the
first place (the visual-faculty) is different from the modality by which we become
aware that the fire is hot (the tactile-faculty). Even though the inference does not
depend on tactile-perception specifically, it still can be undermined by the tactile-
perception that occurs when the person who made the false inference plunges her
hand into the fire.

5.7 The witness and our perceptions of veridicality

Vyasatirtha has claimed that perception is innately stronger than inference, and
that if the two come into conflict, we need to abandon our inferences as fallacious
rather than concluding that perception is faulty. Thus, since Anandabodha’s infer-
ences contradict perception, which tells us that the objects in the world around us
exist, we should abandon those inferences on this ground alone. However, as Vya-
satirtha observes in the Nyayamrta, the Advaitin could also attempt to cast doubts

53 Srinivasatirtha explains: praticyam pracitvaropeneyam pracity adydaptavakyajanyajfiane neyam
pract suryodayasunyatvad ity adyanumanikajfiane ca saty api yavat pratyaksena sturyodayadikam
na pasyati, tavat sa bhramo na nivartata ity arthah. (Nyayamytaprakasa, NAB, 1:308) “If [someone]
mistakes west for east, then even if they are told by a reliable person, ‘This is not east!’ and, likewise,
even if they make the inference, ‘This is not east, because the sun does not rise here’, so long as they
do not see through perception the sun rising [in that place], the delusion [‘This is east, not west’] is
not dispelled. This is what [Vyasatirtha] means.”



5.7 The witness and our perceptions of veridicality = 141

on perception’s status as a means of knowledge by arguing that the things it tells
us about its objects might still be sublated at a future time. We observe that what
we took to be a piece of silver later turns out to be mother-of-pearl, or a terrifying
snake a mere length of rope, so how can we be sure that our perceptions of the exis-
tence of the world around us will not likewise be sublated? The mere doubt that our
perceptions may be falsified at some future point in time should give us pause be-
fore accepting them as veridical. Moreover, as discussed earlier, Advaitins like Cit-
sukha and Madhusiidana defined “existence” as omni-temporal non-sublatability
(traikalikabadhyatva). For them, if we are to know that something “exists” through
perception, we somehow need to perceive that it will never become the object of a
sublating judgment, even in future times.

So it seems that in order to tell us that its objects truly and ultimately “exist”,
perception must be able to apprehend future events as well as present ones. This
might appear to contradict common sense, and there was a widespread assump-
tion among Indian philosophers that perception can only apprehend what exists in
the present moment. Pirvamimamsasiitra 1,1.4, for instance, states that perception
cannot apprehend dharma (in the sense of proper conduct), “because [perception]
consists in the apprehension of what is presently existent” (vidyamanopalambha-
natvat).>* Madhva and Jayatirtha had already dealt with this argument of the Advai-
tins extensively in works such as the Pramanalaksana(tika) and the Nyayasudha.>
Vyasatirtha devotes a large part of the Nyayamrta to building on their arguments
to refute this position. In a key passage on this subject, he argues as follows:

The second [reason you, the Advaitin, have given to show that Anandabodha’s inferences are
not sublated by perception], namely that perception cannot grasp the quality of “not being
liable to sublation in all three times”, is also not tenable.*® For, [existence in the form of “omni-
temporal non-sublatability”] cannot amount to “existence in all three times”, since even in our
view that [quality] is absent from the [parts of] the world that are non-eternal. Rather, [exis-
tence defined as omni-temporal non-sublatability] is the absence of whatever nonexistence it
is that occurs in all three times.

And [the absence of the nonexistence occurring in all three times] is apprehended even when
[something or other] is apprehended to exist at just one point in time. Hence perception, insofar
as it grasps the existence [of something] in the thing that was taken to be [that thing’s own]

54 For a translation and discussion of this siitra, see Taber (2005: 44) and Bhatt (1962: 147-148).

55 See for instance PL: 212-213, for Madhva and Jayatirtha’s response to this challenge of Advaitin
philosophers.

56 Vyasatirtha resumes his discussion after a long interlude where he lays out his arguments to
prove that perception is stronger than inference because inference depends upon it. See above,
p- 140, for the beginning of this argument.
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substrate, establishes that [that thing] does not have illusoriness in the form of “being the
counterpositive of an omni-temporal absence in what was taken to be [its own] substrate”.

For, perception (saksatkara), insofar as it apprehends the existence (astita) [of something] in
that thing’s own time, rules out the absence [of that thing] in all three times; hence it does appre-
hend permanent non-sublatability. For, in the case of the Veda too, the factor that determines
the non-sublatability of [the Veda’s] object is simply the veridicality of the knowledge [that the
Veda produces]; the determining factor [in this respect] is not [the Veda’s] being speech, or its
apprehending the existence of its own object in such a way that is not restricted to the present
time, or [its] apprehending the existence of its own object as being connected to all times [and
places]. For, [if it were so that the factor that determines the non-sublatability of the knowl-
edge generated by the Veda were any of the latter factors,] then it would follow that [even] the
object of the speech of an unreliable person that has the three aforementioned qualities would
be eternally beyond sublation!

Vyasatirtha goes on to explain his theory that the veridicality of perception is appre-
hended by the witness consciousness:

And the veridicality [of some cognition]—that is, [its] representing [its object] as it truly is—is
apprehended in the case of perceptual cognitions by the very thing that apprehends the cogni-
tion itself, viz. the witness, in just the same way as [the witness apprehends the veridicality] of
cognitions produced by sruti; for, veridicality is “intrinsic”. And there is no sublation or fault
ascertained [in the case of our perceptual cognitions that the world exists], as there is in the
case of our cognitions of [the fake] silver and so on, by virtue of which [the veridicality of those
perceptions] would be cancelled.”’

In this passage, Vyasatirtha addresses the Advaitins’ argument that in order to know
that the objects of our perceptions exist, we would need to perceive the fact that
those perceptions will never be sublated at some point in the future. Vyasatirtha
asks his Advaitin opponent what “permanent non-sublatability” means. It clearly
cannot imply that the object in question exists perpetually. While the Madhvas ac-
cept the existence of eternal substances (time, the individual souls, etc.), they accept
that the world is populated by non-eternal things like pots, tables, and chairs, too.

57 napi pratyaksam kalatrayabadhyatvagrahaksamam iti dvittyah. tad dhi na kalatraye ’pi sattvam,
manmate ‘py anityapraparice tadabhavat; kim tu kalatrayavrtti yad asattvam, tadabhavah. sa ca
kada cit sattve grhite ’pi grhita eveti pratipannopadhau sattvagrahina pratyaksena tadupadhau trai-
kalikanisedhapratiyogitvarupamithyatvabhavasiddhih. svakale hy astitam grhnan saksatkaras tri-
kalagam | pratisedham nirundhano grhnaty evatyabadhyatam |/ vede ’pi hi visayasyabadhyatve jia-
napramanyam eva tantram, na tu sabdatvam va, vartamanakaladyanavacchedena svavisayasattva-
grahitvam va, sarvakaladisambandhitvena svavisayasattvagrahitvam va tantram; uktaprakaratra-
yayuktanaptavakyavisayasyatyantabadhyatvapatat. tac ca tattvavedanariipam pramanyam srauta-
JjAanasyevaksajiianasyapi jianagrahina saksina grhyate, pramanyasya svatastvat. na ca riupyadijiia-
nesv iva badho va, doso va niscitah, yena tad apodyeta. (NAB, 1:444-445.)
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Vyasatirtha argues, by contrast, that to perceive that something is never liable to
sublation we simply need to perceive that it is present in at least one place at at
least one point in time, and explains, in effect, how his definition of existence in the
Sattvanirukti shows that perception can contradict Anandabodha’s thesis that the
world is “illusory”.

According to the definitions of existence and nonexistence that Vyasatirtha
gave in the Sattvanirukti, to say that something “exists” is to say that it is not absent
from all locations at all times. To perceive that something exists, in other words, we
simply need to perceive that it is not nonexistent, that is, that it does not fail to exist
in any location at any time. Once we apprehend the presence of the object in front of
us, even for a moment, we perceive that it has the absence of nonexistence defined
as such, and so we perceive that it exists. So perception can apprehend the absence
of illusoriness, if by illusoriness we mean something’s “being the counterpositive
of an omni-temporal absence in what was taken to be [its own] substrate” (prati-
pannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam). When we perceive that something
or other exists in some location at some particular time, we automatically rule out
that it is absent from all possible locations at all possible times. So perception can
apprehend existence, and it thus contradicts Anandabodha’s inferences to establish
the illusoriness of the world.

Perhaps this does not get to the roots of the Advaitin’s objection, however. Per-
ception may be able to tell us that its object is present in a specific place and time, as
Vyasatirtha claims, yet it might not be able to show us that this judgment will never
be sublated. Vyasatirtha’s commentator Ananda Bhattaraka points out an obvious
response to the argument Vyasatirtha has just made: Non-veridical experiences also
apprehend their objects in this way. When I mistake a length of rope lying in front
of me for a snake, I perceive the “snake” existing in a particular place and time.
Given that there might be no way to distinguish between non-veridical cognitions
and veridical ones at the time they occur, why should we not conclude that our erro-
neous judgments about reality confirm that their objects exist in all three times? In
other words, how can we know that our perceptions are veridical at the time they
occur, given that so many of our judgments have been sublated in the past?

Vyasatirtha argues that the distinction lies in the fact that the witness (saksin)
apprehends the veridicality of cognitions in the case of veridical cognitions, and
not in the case of non-veridical ones. His point is that the Advaitin is committed to
this too, at least in the case of the Veda. The Advaitin does accept, after all, that the
Veda itself can tell us something that is permanently beyond sublation, because the
Advaitins believe it can tell us that brahman is identical with the inner-self of all be-
ings. Vyasatirtha, following Madhva epistemological theory, argues that the veridi-
cality of mental judgments is apprehended “intrinsically” (svatah). The witness ap-
prehends the cognition, and in doing so it automatically apprehends the cognition’s
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veridicality as well, unless it also perceives some factor (a fault in the perceptual fac-
ulties, for instance,) that blocks it from apprehending this veridicality. Unlike in the
case of illusions such as the mother-of-pearl/silver error, in veridical perception the
witness detects neither sublation nor a fault in the perceptual faculties that could
block the perception of its veridicality.

One route out of this for the Advaitin would be to argue that the Veda has some
property that perception lacks, which would allow us to be confident in the veridi-
cality of the things it teaches. For instance, the Advaitin could argue thatitis because
the Veda, unlike perception, has the quality of being speech that we know that its
object can never be sublated; or that, unlike perception, the Veda apprehends the
existence of its object as extending beyond the present time. However, Vyasatirtha
argues that with this, the Advaitin is caught in a reductio ad absurdum; if any of these
are accepted as the criterion for veridicality we would have to conclude that even
an unreliable person’s testimony is true. The veridicality of perceptual judgments
is apprehended in exactly the same way that the veridicality of the knowledge gen-
erated by the Veda is perceived: it is perceived by the witness.

So we know that our true judgments will not be sublated because the saksin,
the very thing that perceives the judgments themselves, guarantees that they will
never be. This leads to the question: how can the witness perceive the future non-
sublatability ofits objects? In a way, Vyasatirtha has still not answered the Advaitin’s
objection. Knowing that a cognition is “veridical” seems to entail knowing that it
will never be sublated by another cognition, even in future times. It still seems that
perception has to somehow “reach out” and apprehend future states if we are to be
sure that what it tells us about its objects is veridical. Vyasatirtha, following Madhva
and Jayatirtha,’® takes the position that we can, in fact, perceive future states. While
we clearly cannot do this through the external sense-faculties (sight, touch, taste,
smell, hearing), we can do so through the “essential faculty” (svariipendriya),> that
is, the witness itself:

Moreover, the witness, which apprehends future time periods, does grasp the absence of the
future sublation of its [direct] objects—the ether], time, space,] and so on—as well as that of
pots and so on, which are indirectly its object, by means of grasping the veridicality of the
flawless knowledge [of its indirect objects such as pots and so on]. For, there obviously can be
no apprehension of veridicality that does not include the nonsublation of the object!

And it is our opponent[, the Advaitin,] who must abandon his position that perception appre-
hends only what exists in the present moment. For otherwise the illusoriness [which the Advai-
tin opines to be present] in the silver and so on—that is, its “being the counterpositive of an

58 See for instance PL: 212-213.
59 For a discussion of the witness as the “essential faculty”, see above, p. 73.
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omni-temporal absence in what was taken to be [its own] substrate”—would not be percepti-
ble[, yet the Advaitin believes it is].5

The Madhvas accept that the witness can perceive certain external objects; it can
perceive bare time and space, as well as the ether. Vyasatirtha here argues that the
witness perceives the fact that its direct objects will never be sublated in future
times. The witness does not apprehend other things like pots and so on directly.
However, it does apprehend that these objects are eternally beyond sublation by
apprehending that the perceptions we have of them through our external sense-
faculties will never be sublated. When the witness apprehends the veridicality of
a perceptual judgment, it apprehends that that judgment will never be sublated in
future times too.

Vyasatirtha’s claim that the witness must be able to perceive future states as
well as present ones might sound implausible, but in this passage he tries to catch
the Advaitin in a sort of tu quoque argument. The problem as he sees it is that Advai-
tin philosophers themselves make specific claims about what perception can tell us.
In this passage, Vyasatirtha observes that Advaitin philosophers claim that we can
perceive the “illusoriness” of, for instance, the “silver” we mistake a piece of mother-
of-pearl for. If Prakasatman/Citsukha’s definition of illusoriness is accepted, then to
perceive that the silver is “illusory” is to perceive that it is absent from the mother-
of-pearl in all three times. How could we perceive this, if perception is limited to the
present moment? So the Advaitins seem to be in the same boat as the Madhvas. They
too need to accept that perception can somehow grasp things beyond the present
moment if they want to claim that we can perceive the illusoriness of the objects of
our perceptual errors. Unless they accept the proposition that the witness can some-
how perceive future states, then important Advaita philosophical positions become
untenable. The Advaitin cannot have it both ways; they must either accept that per-
ception can tell us about things outside the present moment, or abandon their claim
that we can perceive the illusoriness of our illusions.

Vyasatirtha concludes this section of the Nyayamrta by restating his claim that
Anandabodha’s inferences are “ruled out by perception” since perception shows us
that its objects truly exist, and thus cannot be “illusory” in the way Advaitin philoso-
phers define that term:

60 kim canagatakalagraht sakst svavisayasya gaganadeh saksatsvavisayasya ghatader api nir-
dosataddhipramanyagrahanadvara bhavibadhabhavam grnhaty eva; na hi visayabadham anan-
tarbhavya pramanyagrahanam nama. tyaktavyam ca parenaiva pratyaksasya vartamanamatra-
grahitvam; anyatha rupyadeh pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvariupam mithyatvam
pratyaksam na syat. (NAB, 1:445-446.)
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Therefore [the reasons in your inferences, namely,] perceptibility[, finitude, and insentience],
are contradicted [by perception,] since perception grasps [that the world has] the absence of

illusoriness in the form of “being the counterpositive of an omni-spatiotemporal absence in

the very locus where [it] was taken [to exist]”.!

5.8 Conclusion

The discussion in this chapter has focused on a single claim that Vyasatirtha makes
against Advaita philosophy. According to Vyasatirtha, Anandabodha’s inferences to
prove that the world is an illusion are all ruled out by perception, which tells us that
its objects exist. This aspect of Vyasatirtha’s case against Anandabodha hinges on his
definition of existence. Vyasatirtha draws extensively on Nyaya-Vaisesika philoso-
phy in the Nyayamrta, but he ultimately argues that the classical VaiSesika theory of
existence as a universal/natural kind is implausible. Vyasatirtha believes that it is
implausible because the category of universals/repeatable properties itself is intel-
lectually indefensible. Another drawback of the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of existence
from Vyasatirtha’s point of view is that it fails to undermine Advaita philosophy. The
Advaitins can still accept this aspect of Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophy, but argue that
“existence” in this sense simply forms part of the everyday, transactional world that
will ultimately be sublated by awareness of brahman.

In the Sattvanirukti, Vyasatirtha argues, by contrast, that existence is not a spe-
cial sort of universal, nor “practical efficacy” (as Dharmakirti defined it). Rather,
existence is properly defined as the quality of being connected with space and time.
Perception tells us that its objects “exist” by telling us that they are present in just a
single location at just one point in time. Moreover, the witness, which apprehends
the veridicality of such judgments, has the power to show us that they will not
be sublated even in future times. Unlike the case of perceptual illusions like the
rope/snake illusion, we know that these judgments are true because the witness—
the very same faculty that is responsible for the perception of these internal states
in the first place—grasps the veridicality that is present in them, given that there is
no factor to prevent it from doing so.

All of this is beside the point, of course, if perception does not have the power
to overrule inferences. Vyasatirtha argues that, in the end, seeing is believing: elab-
orate metaphysical inferences do not have the power to undermine our everyday
perceptions of reality. Perception, Vyasatirtha argues, is innately stronger than in-
ference, since it can inform us about subtle aspects of reality where inference and

61 tasmat pratyaksasya pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvariupamithyatvabhavagra-
hitvad badhita drsyatvadayah. (NAB, 1:446.)
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scripture fail to illuminate us. Given that perception truly contradicts the conclu-
sions of Anandabodha’s inferences, we must abandon those inferences and reject
the Advaitins’ interpretation of scripture as being inconsistent with perception.
The arguments in this chapter have all focused on the nature of “existence” and
how veridical perceptions show us that Anandabodha’s inferences are wrong. In the
next chapter, I will focus on Vyasatirtha’s arguments about the nature of nonexis-
tence and perceptual error in the context of his critique of indeterminacy. Advaitin
philosophers argue that the “silver” we might mistake a lustrous piece of mother-of-
pearl for is indeterminate from the point of view of its ontological status: it does not
truly exist, yet nor is it completely nonexistent. Vyasatirtha, following Jayatirtha, re-
sponds by arguing that we can in some way cognise things that do not exist; in fact,
perceptual illusions are simply cases where we mistake some aspect of reality for a
fictitious object that lacks existence in the external world. It will also become clear
how Vyasatirtha’s definitions of existence and nonexistence serve to buttress the old
argument that the Advaitins’ concept of indeterminacy is simply a contradiction.



6 Illusion and nonexistence in the Nyayamyta

6.1 Introduction

The previous chapter analysed Vyasatirtha’s case that the Advaitins’ arguments to
prove that the world is illusory are ruled out by perception. Perceptions like “The
pot is existent” show us that perception can directly grasp the existence of its ob-
jects. Since perception is stronger than inference, we must abandon Anandabodha’s
inferences in favour of perception. Regardless of how they are interpreted, Vyasatir-
tha argues that all of Anandabodha’s inferences are ruled out by perception in this
way. In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha assumes that Anandabodha’s
inferences are intended to prove specifically that the world is indeterminate in the
sense that it lacks both existence and nonexistence. In this chapter, I will discuss
two closely related charges that Vyasatirtha levels against the idea that Anandabo-
dha’s inferences can show us that the world is indeterminate. Firstly, Vyasatirtha ar-
gues that the example (drstanta) in Anandabodha’s inferences—the “silver” in the
mother-of-pearl/silver confusion—actually lacks the quality of indeterminacy. Sec-
ondly, Vyasatirtha argues that the concept of “indeterminacy” itself is inherently
contradictory.!

Advaitin philosophers take it that perceptual illusions like the mother-of-
pearl/silver confusion exemplify the property of indeterminacy. In the Pratha-
mamithyatvabhanga as well as in a subsequent chapter of the Nyayamrta, Vyasa-
tirtha argues that there is nothing indeterminate about perceptual errors such as
the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion. Such illusions are simply cases of “mistaken
identity” where we take some individual in reality to be something that it is not.
Following Jayatirtha, Vyasatirtha presents the Madhva theory of illusion as a sort
of twist on the Naiyayikas’ theory. Like the Naiyayikas, the Madhvas claim that
faults in the perceptual process lead the victim of the illusion to misidentify the
mother-of-pearl as something it is not. What is distinctive about the Madhva theory
is their claim that the objects of illusions—the “silver”, for instance,—simply do not
exist as any part of reality. The particular silver we mistake the lustrous shell for
does not exist anywhere, at any time.

This controversial claim puts the Madhvas at odds with the other schools of re-
alism in India. The Naiyayikas and the Prabhakara Mimamsakas, whose theories of
illusion feature heavily in Vyasatirtha’s work, developed their theory in the context
of debating Madhyamaka and Yogacara Buddhist philosophers. Like the Advaitins,

1 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 240247 for a translation and discussion of the relevant passages.

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the Cre-
ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110728521-006
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these Buddhist schools used perceptual illusions as a gateway to radical non-realist
theories of cognition. Buddhist philosophers argue that episodes of error prove that
cognition can somehow arise in the absence of an external object. The theories of
the Naiyayikas and the Prabhakara Mimamsakas, on the other hand, are designed to
exclude the possibility that we can have cognitions when there is no object to stimu-
late them. They explained illusion either as a failure to recognise reality completely,
or as a case where two parts of reality are mistakenly fused together in awareness.
As Matilal has discussed (1986: 201-213), the Nyaya theory of illusion was closely
connected with their analysis of empty terms like “hare’s horn”. The Naiyayikas
hold that these two things (the hare and the horn) are simply different parts of real-
ity mistakenly compounded with one another. They sought to exclude such empty
terms from their definitions and formal inferences altogether.?

By contrast, Vyasatirtha maintains that we can explain perceptual illusions as
vivid, perception-like experiences of individual things that simply do not exist as
part of reality. The different components of the illusion may be based on parts of re-
ality, but the particular “silver” that we see where there is only mother-of-pearl is a
fiction conjured up by our sense-faculties. Consistently with their theory of illusion,
Vyasatirtha and Jayatirtha accept that words such as “sky-flower” and “hare’s horn”
can generate meaningful cognitions. As I discuss in Chapter 7, they even accept that
we can make true/false claims about nonexistent things and that we can make cer-
tain valid inferences about them. The upshot of this in the context of the Nyayamrta
debate is that the Advaitins’ claim that the “silver” exemplifies indeterminacy is un-
tenable. We can account for the silver simply by assuming that it is nonexistent, and
so it cannot be indeterminate in the way the Advaitins take it to be.

2 This aspect of the Nyaya theory of unestablished terms drives a great deal of the discussion in
Gangesa’s attempts to define pervasion (vyapti) in his Tattvacintamani, for instance. The Navya-
Naiyayikas accept that there are “universal-positive” (kevalanvayin) properties, that is, properties
that are present in every possible location. These include “nameability” (abhidheyatva) and “knowa-
bility” (jfieyatva), for instance, because everything is both knowable and nameable according to the
Navya-Naiyayikas. Since these properties are present in every possible location, their absence must
be uninstantiated; the “absence of knowability” (jieyatva-abhava) is, as such, an empty term, just
like the “hare’s horn”. Hence Gangesa argues that if pervasion were defined as sadhyabhavava-
davrttitvam (“[the reason’s] not occurring in something that has the absence of the probandum”),
then the definition must be rejected because it refers, in certain applications, to an empty term.
Foy, if the (putative) definition is applied to the (valid) inference “This thing is knowable, because
it is nameable”, then the expression “the absence of the probandum” will refer to the “absence of
knowability”, which is an empty term. On this ground, Gangesa rejects this definition and several
others that refer somehow to the “absence of the probandum”. See Goekoop (1967: 60-64) for a
translation of the text of the Tattvacintamani here and a broader discussion of these issues. See
also Perrett (1999) for the significance of universal-positive properties in Nyaya-VaiSesika thought.
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The nature of nonexistence is also at the heart of debates between Vyasatir-
tha and Madhustdana about whether indeterminacy is a disguised contradiction.
Realist philosophers in India had long since argued that the claim that something
is neither existent nor nonexistent is an implicit contradiction. In the Nyayamrta,
Vyasatirtha uses his definitions of existence and nonexistence to give substance to
this charge. Vyasatirtha’s definitions should make existence/nonexistence jointly ex-
haustive states of being—anything that we can name must have either one or the
other of them. One consequence of this is that proving that something lacks both
existence and nonexistence amounts to proving that it has both properties at the
same time, which is a contradiction.

Advaitin philosophers did not want to be accused of contradiction. Citsukha re-
jected this charge in his Tattvapradipika, and Madhustdana, responding to Vyasatir-
tha in the Advaitasiddhi, gave a novel argument to prove that indeterminacy is not
really contradictory. He argues that “existence” and “nonexistence” are not jointly
exhaustive qualities. In fact, nonexistence should be defined in cognitive terms. To
say that something is “nonexistent” is to say that it can never be experienced as ex-
isting in any possible substrate. The Madhva commentators of the sixteenth century
who responded to Madhusiidana’s arguments largely focused on attacking his defi-
nition of nonexistence. Vyasatirtha’s sixteenth-century commentators Ramacarya
and Ananda Bhattaraka used his arguments to give rebuttals of Madhustidana’s
case, and I discuss these arguments in the final part of this chapter

6.2 Nonexistence in Madhva’s refutation of indeterminacy

The arguments made by Advaitin philosophers like Vimuktatman, Anandabodha,
and Citsukha in favour of the indeterminacy of the objects of perceptual illusions
were frequently presented as a form of “circumstantial implication” (arthapatti) in
Madhva works as follows:

If [the silver superimposed on mother-of-pearl] were existent, then it could not be sublated; if it
were nonexistent, then it could not be experienced (sac cet, na badhyeta; asac cet, na pratiyeta).

Vyasatirtha uses this pithy formulation of the argument repeatedly in the Nyaya-
myrta. However, Advaitin philosophers had elaborated this pattern of argumenta-
tion into a full-fledged critique of the leading explanations of perceptual illusion
proposed by Indian philosophers. Advaitin philosophers like Vimuktatman, Anan-
dabodha, and Citsukha argued that the existing theories of illusion proposed by the
Buddhists, Mimamsakas, and Naiyayikas all fall short of giving a satisfactory expla-
nation of perceptual error. They argue that we are consequently forced to accept



6.2 Nonexistence in Madhva’s refutation of indeterminacy = 151

that there is something intrinsically inexplicable/indeterminable about illusions. I
will here review some of these earlier theories before showing how Vyasatirtha him-
self explains perceptual error in the Nyayamrta.

In the Pramanapaddhati, Jayatirtha gives a whirlwind tour of the different the-
ories of perceptual error accepted by Indian philosophers:

The followers of [the Mimamsaka] Prabhakara and others argue that there is no such thing as
cognition that does not correspond to its object (ayatharthajiianam). This is wrong, because
[the existence of error] is established by experience. It is also established by reflection occur-
ring after [the error has taken place]—“This long did I take this piece of mother-of-pearl to be
silver!”

The VaiSesikas [and Naiyayikas] hold that the “silver” experienced [in the error] does exist in
another part of reality [e.g. the shop of the silversmith].

The idealist Buddhists (vijiianavadins) hold that [the “silver”] is simply the essence of the [er-
roneous] cognition itself.

According to [the Vedantin] Bhaskara, [the “silver”] exists in just that place and for just that
time that it comes into being.

The proponents of the doctrine that [the world] is an illusion (mayavadins) hold that [the “sil-
ver”] is neither existent, nor nonexistent, nor both-existent-and-nonexistent, but is simply in-
determinable.

On the basis of the introspective experience that occurs after the error—“Nonexistent silver
appeared [in my mind]”—[Madhva-]Acarya holds that that the mother-of-pearl appears to be
“silver”, whereby “silver” is completely nonexistent.

The Vaisesikas [claim that] non-ascertainment and dream[-cognitions] constitute further sorts
of non-object-corresponding cognitions.®

Jayatirtha gives far more elaborate accounts of these different views in the Pafica-
khyativada section of the Nyayasudha. One of the views Jayatirtha critiques there
is the one usually associated with the Yogacara school of Buddhism. According to
Jayatirtha’s presentation of the theory, the “silver” with which we misidentify the
mother-of-pearl is, in fact, “existent”, but only as an internal, “mental” entity. In the
Paficakhyativada, he presents the theory of the Yogacarins as follows:

3 ayatharthajianam eva nastiti prabhakaradayah; tan na, anubhavasiddhatvat; etavantam kalam
aham suktikam eva rajatatvena pratipanno ’smity uttarakale paramarsac ca. pratitam ca rajatam
desantare sad eveti vaisesikadayah. jiianasvariipam eveti vijiianavadinah. tatraiva tatkalikam ut-
pannam sad iti bhaskarah. na sat, nasat, na sadasat; kim tv anirvacaniyam eveti mayavadinah. asad
eva rajatam pratyabhad ity uttarakalinanubhavac chuktir evatyantasadrajatatmana pratibhatity
acaryah. anadhyavasayah svapnas cayatharthajiianantaram astiti vaisesikah. (PP: 85.)
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Yet other [philosophers] think that the “silver” actually exists, but only as an internal/mental
entity. To explain—The silver cannot be, in the first place, nonexistent, because then [it] could
not be experienced. Nor can it exist right before the eyes [of the victim of the illusion, that is, in
the very place where it is falsely taken to exist], because then [the cognition of “silver”] would
not be erroneous, and because this would stand in contradiction to the [subsequent] sublation
[of the “silver” cognition by the cognition “This is mother-of-pearl”]. Nor can it exist in some
other place, because there is no evidence for this.

Therefore, by elimination, [the silver] must be the form (akara) of the cognition [itself]. More-
overl, the fact that the “silver” is nothing more than the form of the erroneous cognition itself
is established] by the inference: “This [silver] is identical with the cognition, because it is im-
mediate in character when there is no connection of the [visual-]faculty [with an external
object,] just like [a cognition of] cognition [itself]”. Nor [can it be argued that] if [the “silver”] is
real, then [the cognition of “silver”] cannot be erroneous; for, [we, the Yogacara Buddhists,] ac-
cept that “error” is simply the appearance of something that is really internal/mental as being
external.*

The argument Jayatirtha puts forward for the theory is very similar to the Advaitins’
argument for indeterminacy from circumstantial implication, although it leads to a
radically different conclusion. The silver cannot be entirely nonexistent, since then
we would not be able to cognise it at all. However, it cannot exist as part of the
objective situation that gives rise to the illusion, since then our experience could not
be sublated by the later realisation that what we are looking at is really mother-of-
pearl. Unlike the Advaitins, however, the Buddhist who holds this position concludes
that the silver must therefore enjoy an internal, mental existence as the form (akara)
of the erroneous cognition itself. Cognitions under this view are “illusory” precisely
because they project this internal form as though it were an external object. The
subsequent sublating cognition simply cancels the externality the cognition falsely
attributes to it.

Jayatirtha has far less to say about the views of the other schools of Buddhism in
the Nyayasudha. In the Tattvapradipika, Citsukha critiques a theory of perceptual il-
lusion he attributes to the nihilistic Buddhists (siinyavadins). Brahmanical thinkers
ascribed to the nihilists the theory of asat-khyati, which might be rendered as “cog-
nition of something which is nonexistent”. The “silver” in the erroneous cognition
“This is silver” is, under this view, simply nonexistent (asat). Yet how could a nonex-

4 apare puna rajatam sad eva, kim tv antar eveti manyate. tatha hi—na tavad asad eva rajatam,
pratityanupapatteh. napi purata eva sat; bhrantyanupapatteh, badhavirodhdc ca. na ca desantare
sat, pramanabhavat. atah parisesdj jiianakaram evavatisthate. kim cedam jiianaraipam, indriyasam-
prayoge ’saty aparoksatvat, jiianavat. na ca satyatve bhrantyanupapattih, antarasyaiva bahyataya-
vabhaso bhrama ity angikarat. (NS, 2:313.) See NS, 2:312-313 for Jayatirtha’s full presentation of the
Yogacara position on error. See also Sharma (1986: 180-181) for a discussion of the Yogacara position
based on Jayatirtha’s analysis in the Nyayasudha.
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istent entity enter into our consciousness? Brahmanical thinkers who discussed this
theory did not give much by way of an answer to this question. Citsukha, for in-
stance, simply says that we are able to cognise the silver because, unlike veridi-
cal perceptions, illusory cognitions somehow possess a “special potency” to mani-
fest nonexistent objects, and that this potency amounts to their being “nescience”
(avidya).

Partly in response to these arguments of Buddhist philosophers, the Prabhakara
Mimamsakas and Naiyayikas both put forward theories of perceptual error which
attempted to close the gap between valid and erroneous cognitions by tracing back
the different components of the illusion to parts of the real world. According to
these theories, all parts of our cognitions can be traced back to real-world objects,
and there is thus no room for postulating that our cognitions arise in the absence
of an external object or consist in merely experiencing cognition itself. At the be-
ginning of the Paficakhyativada, Jayatirtha critiques the theory of the Prabhakara
Mimamsakas. He explains the Prabhakara’s position as follows®:

Objection: In case [you reject the stance that perceptual error is the result of mistaking some-
thing for something else], then what exactly is the origin of [erroneous] judgments such as
“This is silver”?

[We, the Prabhakaras,] say [as follows]—[The judgment] “This is silver” [actually] comprises
two cognitions, one [of which] is a memory and the other an immediate experience. Of those
[two cognitions], the cognition of “This” consists in the apprehension merely of a proximate
substance [(the mother-of-pear])]. For, under the influence of a fault [in the perceptual facul-
ties, the victim of the error] fails to apprehend a particular universal that is [really] present
[in that substance], i.e. “mother-of-pearl-ness (Suktitva)”. Just the bare substance having been
apprehended, it produces a recollection of silver by invoking a mental impression [of silver],
owing to the similarity [of the mother-of-pearl to silver]. And, even though [the recollection
of silver] consists in the apprehension of something that has already been apprehended, a
[further] fault steals away one part of [that recollection of silver]—its character as being a
recollection—and [the recollection] comes to resemble a direct experience [of the silver].

Thus does the [victim of the illusion] fail to differentiate the recollection of the silver and
the apprehension of the proximate object [(the mother-of-pearl)] from one another, either in
terms of their nature or of their object. Hence, because of [their] similarity to a cognition of
a proximate piece of silver, even though they are two different things, the apprehension and
recollection—“This” [and] “silver”—lead [the victim of the illusion] to speak about [“silver”

5 See Sharma (1986: 181) for a discussion of the asatkhyati view.
6 See NS, 2:149-277 for Jayatirtha’s explanation/refutation of this position. See also Sharma (1986:
174-177) for a discussion of the Prabhakara view of illusion based on the Nyayasudha.
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and “mother-of-pear]”] as if they were non-different from one another, and to place them in
grammatical apposition [with one another].”

According to this account, error strictly involves neither the active misidentification
of two things, nor the misattribution of a characteristic to something that does not
really possess it. Error, under this theory, occurs because we fail to cognise reality
in its completeness. What appears to be a single cognition, “This is silver”, is the re-
sult of the failure of the victim of the illusion to grasp the difference between what
are, in reality, two distinct cognitions. The first cognition is of the object that exists
right in front of the victim of the illusion (the mother-of-pearl). Due to a fault in the
perceptual process, the victim does not apprehend this object as qualified by its char-
acteristic feature (i.e. as having the universal “mother-of-pearl-ness” [Suktitva]), but
instead merely as a bare spatially and temporally proximate substance (“This thing
here”). The similarity of the substance to silver prompts her to recall some piece
of silver that she experienced on a previous occasion. However, yet another fault
stops her from identifying the nature of her cognition as a recollection, and it sim-
Ply appears as a bare cognition to her. There is thus nothing to differentiate the two
cognitions to the victim of the illusion. She thus takes them as non-different from
one another, and assigns them to the same substrate. She thus effectively assigns to
the mother-of-pearl both spatio-temporal proximity and the quality of being silver,
and proceeds to act as if the thing in front of her were a piece of silver.

As Matilal (1986) notes in his discussion of this theory, the Naiyayikas often cri-
tiqued the Prabhakaras’ stance for being cumbersome. The Prabhakara needs to
postulate the occurrence of two distinct flaws to explain why the different factors
that give rise to the illusion occur, and there is no apparent causal connection be-
tween these two flaws. The Naiyayikas see their own theory as being simpler and
more intuitive than the Prabharakaras’. The Naiyayikas argue that error does en-
tail the cognition of some real part of the world as being different from the way
it truly is. For instance, in the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion, we mistakenly judge
the mother-of-pearl to be a piece of silver. Jayatirtha sometimes writes about the
Nyaya theory as though it entails the misidentification of two individuals in reality
with one another; that is, that we mistake the mother-of-pearl for some particular

7 nanu tarhidam rajatam ity adipratyayasya ka gatih? ucyate—rajatam idam iti dve jiiane
smrtyanubhavaripe. tatredam iti purovartidravyamatragrahanam, dosavasat tadgatasya Sukti-
tvasamanyavisesasyagrahanat. tanmatram ca grhitam sadrsataya samskarodbodhakramena ra-
jatasmrtim janayati. sa ca grhitagrahanasvabhavapi dosavasad 'grhitatamsa'pramosena grhiti-
sarupavatisthate. tatha ca rajatasmyteh purovrttigrahanasya ca mithah svarupato visayatas ca
bhedagrahanat sannihitarajatajiianasariipyenedam, rajatam iti bhinne ’pi grahanasmarane ’bhe-
davyavaharam samanadhikaranyavyapadesam ca pravartayatah. (NS, 2:170.) Emendations: (1) conj.;
the edition reads grhitatattamsa here.
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piece of silver that we have seen elsewhere.? However, the Nyaya approach is also
widely associated with the idea that we attribute a universal to something that lacks
it. In the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion, for instance, we misattribute a universal
(silverness [rajatatva]) to what is really a piece of mother-of-pearl. The Naiyayikas
want to argue that, under their analysis, the individual components of the illusion
are all real. The mother-of-pearl and the universal silverness are both parts of the
real world according to the Naiyayikas; it is simply that the mother-of-pearl lacks
the silverness that we are ascribing to it. What is perhaps not real, as Vyasatirtha
will be quick to point out, is the relator that connects these two things.

6.3 Vyasatirtha’s explanation of perceptual error
in the Nyayamyta

According to Advaitin philosophers, all of these explanations of perceptual error fail
to truly explain how we can have vivid, perception-like experiences of things that
are notreally there. We are consequently forced to abandon our attempts to explain
such episodes as the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion, and conclude that they are
simply indeterminate. Vyasatirtha agrees with the Advaitins that all of these earlier
explanations fail to explain illusion, but he contends that his own, Madhva, theory
can do just that. In the Nyayamrta, he draws on Jayatirtha’s work on illusion in the
Paiicakhyativada and Tattvoddyotatika to give a theory of how such illusions occur.
Jayatirtha’s own theory of error grew to a large extent from the arguments Ma-
dhva himself made against the doctrine of indeterminacy. Madhva argued that one
of the assumptions underlying the Advaitins’ argument in favour of indeterminacy
from circumstantial implication is faulty. The argument is based on the assump-
tion that we cannot experience nonexistent things. However, Madhva argued that
it is simply self-contradictory to argue that we cannot experience something that
does not exist. The very fact that we can make judgments about something implies
that we must have had some kind of cognition of it in the first place. In his critique
of Advaita philosophy in the Visnutattvanirnaya, Madhva explains this argument
against the Advaitin’s argument for indeterminacy in a short passage as follows:

8 See Williams (2017a) for a discussion of how Jayatirtha presents the Nyaya theory and differenti-
ates his own explanation of illusion from it. See Matilal (1986) for a general discussion of the Nyaya
position. For a discussion of the Nyaya theory as it is presented in Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani, see
Phillips (2020a: 267-304). For a discussion of the Nyaya position and Appayya Diksita’s response to
it in his Parimala, see Duquette and Ramasubrahmanian (2009).
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Nor can it be argued], by the Advaitin,] that from the ultimate point of view there is no differ-
ence,[ but] there is [difference] from the practical (vyavaharika) point of view; for, there is no
proof that [the “silver”, etc.] is different from both what is existent and what is nonexistent.

Has the philosopher who argues that “[the ‘silver’ cannot be nonexistent, because] what is
nonexistent cannot be cognised” [already] had an experience of [what does not exist]? If [he]
has not [had an experience of what does not exist], then [he cannot] deny the experience of
[what does not exist]; if [he] has had [an experience of what does not exist] then the same
applies. The “silverness” [superimposed] on the mother-of-pearl is not different from both
what exists and what does not exist, because [we have] the intuition “[I] experienced only a
nonexistent thing” [when the error is detected].

Nor can it be argued that since [the “silver”] is experienced, [it must] lack nonexistence; for
error is nothing other than the experience of what is nonexistent as existent and|[, vice versa,]
what is existent as nonexistent.?

Madhva’s words here sketch an explanation of perceptual error which would help
form the basis of Jayatirtha’s more developed theory in the Nyayasudha. Accord-
ing to Madhva, an error is simply a cognition where we experience something as
having the wrong ontological status: we take something that is nonexistent to be
existent, or, vice versa, something that is existent to be nonexistent. In the mother-
of-pearl/silver illusion, we mistakenly take the “silver”, which is really nonexistent,
to exist, for instance. On the other hand, Buddhist philosophers take the self (atman),
which (from the point of view of Brahmanical philosophers at least) truly exists, to
be nonexistent.

In this passage Madhva further gives a sort of “master argument” against in-
determinacy, which Vyasatirtha would repeat frequently in the Nyayamrta. From
Madhva’s point of view, the Advaitin philosopher is caught in a dilemma when he
claims that “If the silver were nonexistent, it could not be experienced”. Either he
has already had an experience of what is nonexistent, or he has not. If he has not,
how can he make the judgment at all? Indian philosophers tended to assume that in
order to speak about something, we need to have already had some cognition of that
thing; how could we make meaningful statements about something we have never
experienced? So this alternative is untenable. On the other hand, it is clearly self-
contradictory for someone who already had an awareness of what does not exist to
claim that we cannot experience it at all. So the Advaitin is caught in a dilemma; in

9 na ca paramarthato bhedabhavah, vyavaharikah so ’stiti vacyam; sadasadvailaksanye pramand-
bhavat. asatah khyatyayogad iti vadato ’satah khyatir abhut, na va? yadi nabhit, na tatkhyatini-
rakaranam; yady abhiit, tathapi. na sukte rajatatvam sadasadvilaksanam, asad eva pratyabhad ity
anubhavat. na ca pratitatvad asattvabhavah, asatah sattvapratitih, sato ’sattvapratitir ity anyatha-
pratiter eva bhrantitvat. (Visnutattvanirnaya, SMG5: 21-22.) Mesquita (2000a: 119-120) adduces a
number of passages from the works of Madhva and Vimuktatman which shed light on this passage.
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either case he cannot argue that we cannot experience nonexistent things. For these
reasons, Madhva believes that the argument for indeterminacy from arthapattiis a
non-starter.

A problem with Madhva’s argument, as Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha realised, is
that, if it is successful, it only seems to prove that we can have certain types of cog-
nitions of nonexistent entities. If Madhva philosophers are to undermine the Advai-
tins’ argument for indeterminacy, it is not enough for them to show that we can
have some sort of cognition of nonexistent things; they need to prove that we can
have the sort of vivid, perception-like cognition that we do when we misperceive a
snake as a rope, or mother-of-pearl as silver. Citsukha seems to have pointed this
out in his Tattvapradipika.

Citsukha notes that perceptual illusions are subjectively indistinguishable from
veridical perceptions when they occur. They are both phenomenologically indistin-
guishable (they look/“feel” like veridical perceptions) and they are epistemically in-
distinguishable (they dupe us into believing that they are of presently existing enti-
ties). It is precisely these characteristics that distinguish perceptual errors like the
mother-of-pearl/silver illusion from other cognitions that seem to involve nonexis-
tent things. When I have a cognition of “silver” in the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion,
I am moved to action precisely because that cognition seems like a veridical percep-
tion. In the Tattvapradipika, Citsukha argues that if we assume that perceptual illu-
sions lack an objective basis in some existent object, we cannot fully explain their
perceptual character. As Citsukha’s commentator, Pratyagrapa (fl. 1400), interprets
this passage, Citsukha is implicitly conceding that we might be able to have a min-
imal, “verbal” cognition of nonexistent things, which explains why we are able to
speak about them. However, we simply cannot have a vivid, perception-like cogni-
tion of something that does not exist.!®

10 Citsukha argues: vibhramalambanam tu kim asat? sad eva va? kim vobhayatmakam? utobhaya-
vilaksanam iti vivecaniyam. na tavad asat, asato ‘paroksavabhasanarhatvat; tadaditsaya pravrttya-
nupapattes ca. kva cid asadvisese ’pi pratibhasapravrttt kim na syatam iti cet, na; visesadhikaranatve
tucchatvanupapatteh, tasya nihsvabhavat. (TP: 70). “However, it must be deliberated as follows—is
the basis (alambana) of illusion nonexistent, existent, or does it consist of both of these, or is it some-
thing different from both of these? In the first place, it cannot be nonexistent, since we cannot have
a direct (aparoksa) experience of something that is nonexistent. Moreover, the activity prompted by
the desire to obtain [the ‘silver’] would not be possible [if it does not exist]. Objection: [Although gen-
erally we cannot have a perception-like experience of nonexistent things, such as hare’s horns, for
instance,] why can it not be that particular nonexistent things can be both experienced and become
the object of action? Reply: This is impossible, since if something is the locus of individuality, it can-
not be a mere nothing, since [nonexistent things] have no essence.” Pratyagriipa glosses: aparokseti
sabdapratitivyavrttyai. nanu yady api sasavisanadau pravrttipratiti na drste, tathapy asadvisese ri-
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So to really succeed in undermining the Advaitin’s argument, Vyasatirtha must
explain how we can have vivid, perception-like awarenesses even when there is
seemingly no object to stimulate them. The idea that we can have such perception-
like cognitions of things that do not exist might seem to offend common sense, but
why is this so?™! In his Tattvoddyotatika, Jayatirtha outlines the main line of objec-
tion to this position, and also gives a response to it which would heavily influence
Vyasatirtha’s account in the Nyayaymyta:

By this reasoning, the following objection is refuted: “Since a direct cognition arises from the
sense-faculties, and the sense-faculties can only bring about a cognition if they are connected
with some object, and since there can be no connection with something that does not exist,
there cannot be an immediate cognition that has for its object something that does not exist”.
For, I, Jayatirtha, accept that a sense-faculty which is connected to a piece of mother-of-pearl,
being under the influence of some fault, generates a cognition of the mother-of-pearl as being
silver.”?

The “direct”/“immediate” (aparoksa) character of perceptual illusions led Indian
philosophers to assume that they must have similar causal antecedents to valid per-
ceptions. According to the Madhvas and the other realist schools in India, percep-
tual cognitions are produced by the “connection” (sannikarsa) of one of the sense
faculties (indriya) with an external object (artha). The senses clearly cannot come
into contact with something that does not exist, since something that does not exist
would lack the causal efficacy to affect them in any way. Hence, the argument runs,
we cannot have direct cognitions of a nonexistent entity.

In the Nyayamyrta, Vyasatirtha largely agrees with the account that Jayatirtha
gives in this passage of the Tattvoddyotatika. When critiquing the doctrine of inde-
terminacy in the Nyayamyrta, he argues as follows:

Therefore, since [the Advaitin’s position] of Anirvacaniyakhyati is untenable, [our] misidenti-
fication (anyatha-khyati) theory is the only tenable option. [According to this theory,] a flawed
sense-faculty, being influenced by a recollected impression of silver, apprehends the “this”
portion [of the cognition]—the mother-of-pearl—which is connected with [the flawed sense-
faculty], as a completely nonexistent [piece of] silver.

And the perception [that occurs after the illusion has been sublated], “The silver that appeared
[to me] is actually nonexistent” proves that the “silver” is nonexistent, as do the following in-

pyadau kim na syatam? iti Sankate—kva cid iti. satah khalv ayam samanyavisesabhavah, na tv asata
iti pariharati—neti. (Nayanaprasadint, TP: 70.)

11 See for example Matilal (1986: 183-184).

12 etenaparoksajfianasyendriyasamutthatvat, indriyanam carthasannikyrstanam evajfianahetutvat,
asata ca sannikarsayogan nasadvisayaparoksajfianam iti parastam; suktisannikystenendriyena do-
savasad rajatataya tajjfianajananangikarat. (Tattvoddyotatika, TU: 79.)
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ferences: (1) “The object under dispute [i.e. the silver] is nonexistent, because it is not the locus
of existence, just like a horn on a man’s [head]”; (2) “Erroneous cognition has what is nonexis-
tent for its object, because it has for its object something that is not the locus of existence, and
because it has an object while not having merely something existent for its object, just like the
indirect (paroksa) cognition that has what is nonexistent for its object”.’®

In this passage, Vyasatirtha gives a succinct explanation of the Madhva theory of
perceptual error. Error is simply a case of mistaken identity; erroneous judgments
identify something with something that it is really not. A flawed sense-faculty ap-
prehends the proximate piece of mother-of-pearl, which it is really in contact with,
as being identical with a “piece of silver”. This “piece of silver” is a complete fiction,
however; there is no individual existing anywhere in the real world that correlates
to this part of the cognition.

Under Vyasatirtha’s theory, the conditions that produce veridical perception
are essentially present in the objective situation that gives rise to the illusion. The
visual-faculty is connected with an external object. However, that faculty somehow
has the power to apprehend the real object as something entirely other than it really
is. Vyasatirtha argues that the flawed sense-faculty presents the mother-of-pearl as
being a piece of silver that simply does not exist. Following Jayatirtha, he argues that
in the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion, the visual-faculty misrepresents the object it
is really in connection with because it suffers from some kind of a fault (dosa).

Vyasatirtha here anticipates two challenges to his theory. We can understand
the first one by invoking Matilal’s (1986: 211-212) distinction between “objective”
and “imaginative” illusions. In many cases, perceptual illusions are brought about
by a simple defect of the senses, or by some aspect of the external environment
that is unfavourable to the production of a veridical perception. An example might
be the “double-moon illusion”, where a diseased visual-faculty makes someone see
two moons in the sky. There are, however, many perceptual illusions that seem to
depend on the past experiences (what Matilal refers to as the “collateral data”) of
the person who falls victim to the illusion. The mother-of-pearl/silver example it-
self seems to provide an instance of this type. It would be difficult to explain why
someone confuses mother-of-pearl with silver unless they have already had an ex-
perience of silver at some other time and place. Matilal refers to this type of illusion
as an “imaginative illusion”.

13 tasmad anirvacyakhyatyasambhavad udbuddharupyasamskarasacivam dustendriyam svasanni-
krstam suktidamamsam atyantasadrupyatmana grhnatity anyathakhyatir eva yukta. ripyasyasa-
ttve casad eva rupyam abhad iti pratyaksam; vimatam asat, sattvanadhikaranatvat, nrsrngavat; a-
pramasadvisayika, sattvanadhikaranavisayakatvat, sanmatravisayakatve sati savisayakatvac ca, a-
sadvisayakaparoksajfianavad ity adyanumanam ca manam. (NAB, 2:632.)
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The theory that Vyasatirtha presents here works well for objective illusions,
where it makes sense to attribute the false perception to a fault in the senses. It
is easy to explain the “two-moons” illusion by arguing that a defect afflicting the
visual-faculty causes it to apprehend the object as being different than how it re-
ally is. However, how can Vyasatirtha’s theory account for cases of imaginative il-
lusions, where memory clearly plays a role? Vyasatirtha believes that he is able to
account for imaginative illusions such as the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion be-
cause the flawed visual-faculty in question is influenced by the past experience of
silver through the operation of memory. The visual-faculty in the illusion is some-
how “assisted” by a latent mental impression of a previously experienced piece of
silver that is being recollected in the current context. What is key to Vyasatirtha’s
theory of illusion is that the particular piece of silver that features in the false judg-
ment itself simply does not exist. The “silver” portion of our cognition is clearly
based on a real piece of silver that we have seen elsewhere, but this should not lead
us to conclude that it necessarily has that particular piece of silver for its object. The
particular “silver” that appears in our judgment is no more a part of reality than
the proverbial hare’s horn.

Consider, for instance, the case of a dream where I believe I am seeing a cow
grazing in a field. The dream-cow is clearly based ultimately on an individual in
the real world, perhaps a cow I saw on a farm once (a “prototype”). But, unless I
happen to be dreaming of a particular cow that I have already seen (“Bessie”, the
farmer’s favourite), then this aspect of my dream does not correlate to any specific
piece of reality. After all, in the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion, there is nothing in
the erroneous judgment “This thing in front of me is silver” to suggest that I have
in mind some particular piece of silver that exists elsewhere in the real world. My
past experiences are clearly partly responsible for the dream-cow and the illusory
silver, but there is no reason to correlate either of them with any particular part of
the real world, in the same way that I do when I speak or think about “Anna, my
girlfriend”. The “silver”, just like my dream-cow, is pure fiction, though that fiction
is inspired by an individual that exists as part of the real world.

In this passage of the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha also deals with the charge that
the theory he has just presented is essentially the same as the theory of the nihilist
philosopher who accepts that an object of a perceptual illusion is a mere nonentity:

Nor can it be argued that, [if you, the Madhva, accept that the object of erroneous cognitions is
nonexistent you are subscribing to] the “appearance of the nonexistent” [theory of perceptual
error]. For, even though wel, the Madhvas,] accept that the silver is nonexistent, since [we ac-
cept] that the “this” portion [of the erroneous cognition, i.e. “This is silver”] is existent, unlike
the standpoint of the outcasts [i.e. the nihilists], we do not accept that everything that appears
in the cognition “This is silver” is nonexistent. Otherwise, it would follow that [both the Advai-
tins and the Naiyayikas accept] the view of the outcasts [i.e. the nihilists]. For, the Advaitins
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also accept that we can have both a cognition of something different from what is existent, and
an indirect cognition of what is nonexistent; and since, from the Naiyayika’s point of view, the
nonexistent identity of/connection between the silver and the shell can enter into experience.™*

Advaitin philosophers, both medieval and modern, have made the case that the
Madhva theory is indistinguishable from that of the Buddhist nihilists,"> a charge
which s all the more problematic for the Madhvas, since they repeatedly denounced
the Advaitins as “Buddhists-in-disguise”! However, Vyasatirtha argues that this crit-
icism is misplaced. In this passage, Vyasatirtha stresses that it is only the “silver”
portion of the erroneous cognition that is nonexistent according to his theory; he
clearly accepts that the thing that the “this” part of the cognition refers to (i.e. the
mother-of-pearl) is very much a part of reality. The nihilist, by contrast, is taken to
assert that all the components of the illusion are nonexistent. Vyasatirtha obviously
does not accept this, so, from his point of view, their positions are not the same.

One could still argue, however, that by accepting that we can have cognitions
of nonexistent entities, Vyasatirtha has at least opened the back door to nihilist phi-
losophy. By accepting that certain cognitions can take place even in the absence of
an object, we run the risk of permitting the possibility that all our cognitions occur
like this, and India’s classical realist philosophers were very keen to keep this partic-
ular door shut. Vyasatirtha has a tu quoque response to this charge. The alternative
accounts of perceptual illusion offered by Advaitin and Nyaya philosophers are in
exactly the same boat, he argues.

As Vyasatirtha points out, the Nyaya anyathakhyati theory still seems to en-
tail that we can somehow experience nonexistent things. As I mentioned above, ac-
cording to one version of the Nyaya theory, the erroneous cognition is made up of
three components: the universal “silverness”, the perceptual demonstrative “this”,
and the relator that connects the two. While the Naiyayikas were able to trace the

14 na caivam asatkhyatyapattih, manmate rapyasyasattve ‘pidamamsasya sattvena bahyamata
ivedam rupyam iti jiiane bhatasya sarvasyapy asattvabhavat. anyathadvaitimate ’pi sadanyapratiter
asatas ca paroksapratiteh, tarkikamate sukti ripyam cety ubhayatadatmyasya va samsargasya
vasata eva pratiter bahyamatapattih. (NAB, 2:632.)

15 The Advaitin scholar Anantakrishna Sastri (NAK: 44), for instance, argues that the Madhva view
was influenced by the asatkhyati theory of perceptual illusions: “The Advaitins have nowhere ac-
cepted the position that the absolutely non-existent can be directly apprehended as existent. So
they have not subscribed to the theory of error technically known as ‘asat-khyat?'. ... On the other
hand, it is the Madhvas who adopt the asat-khyati view in the case of error, since in the illusion,
shell-silver, they acknowledge the non-existent silver to manifest itself as existent. So it is the view
of the Madhvas and not that of the Advaitins that is at least partially coloured by the view of the
Buddhists. Manifestation of the non-existent object as existent constitutes the Madhva theory of
error. Call it by any name you please, you cannot deny the Buddhist influence on this point. So in
conclusion, Brahmananda successfully turns the table against the Madhvas”.
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first two components of the cognition back to some objectively existing entity, they
were forced to concede that the third—the connection between the individual/the
universal—lacks an object-correlate. The relationship between silverness and the
piece of shell lacks existence in any space-time setting.

Likewise, Advaitin philosophers accept that we can have some sort of experi-
ence of nonexistent things. Citsukha, for instance, accepts that we can at least have
a “verbal”/non-perceptual cognition of nonexistent things, which explains why we
can think and talk about them.!® So tu quoque: if simply accepting that certain com-
ponents of perceptual illusions fail to correlate to any piece of reality is sufficient
grounds to condemn a theory as “nihilism in disguise”, then the theories of the
Naiyayikas and the Advaitins are equally open to this charge.

6.4 Nonexistence and the charge of contradiction
in the Nyayamyta

According to Vyasatirtha, the Advaitins’ argument in favour of indeterminacy is
flawed because we can explain perceptual illusions simply by assuming that their
objects do not exist. We can have a vivid, perception-like cognition of “silver” be-
cause the sense-faculties, aided by the “collateral data” supplied by memory, have
the power to generate a cognition of something that does not exist as part of the
real world. The silver is thus not indeterminate in the way the Advaitins claim, and
it cannot function as the empirical basis for Anandabodha’s inferences to prove
that the world is indeterminate. In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha ex-
presses this as the charge that the example (drstanta) has the quality of “lacking the
probandum” (sadhyavaikalya).””

Another objection against indeterminacy which Vyasatirtha explores in the
Nyayampta is that, properly analysed, indeterminacy is simply a contradiction. He
presents this charge in the Prathamamithyatvabhariga,'® and analyses it in more
detail when discussing indeterminacy and perceptual error at a later point in the
Nyayamprta. Vyasatirtha was not the first philosopher to accuse the Advaitins of
contradiction. Madhva,'® Jayatirtha,?’ and Visnudasa all argued that indetermi-

16 See above, p. 157, for a discussion of Citsukha’s view.

17 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 274-275, for a translation of this part of the chapter.

18 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 240-243, for a translation of this section of the Prathamamithyatva-
bhanga.

19 Madhva raises the charge in his Anuvyakhyana. See Anuvyakhyana, SMG1: 127; verse 3,2.24.

20 Jayatirtha raises the charge of contradiction at several points in his works; see for instance VA:
8-9.
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nacy actually amounts to a contradiction. The charge of contradiction goes back
much further in Indian philosophy than the Madhva tradition, however. Similar
arguments are found in the work of the tenth-century philosopher Udayana, for
instance. Udayana’s criticisms were answered by Citsukha in his Tattvapradipika.
The Madhva/Advaitin debate on the subject was partly shaped by these earlier dis-
cussions. Much of Vyasatirtha’s explanation of the charge in the Nyayamyta reflects
the arguments made by Udayana in his Nyayakusumafjali, and Madhustdana’s
response to Vyasatirtha often reflects Citsukha’s replies to Udayana.?!

In his Tatparyaparisuddhi and Nyayakusumanjali, Udayana argued that as the
terms are used in normal discourse, being and non-being (bhava and abhava) each
invariably accompany the absence of the other. If something lacks being, it must
have non-being; vice versa, if something lacks non-being, it must have being. The
denial of either being or non-being therefore entails the affirmation of the other.
In the Nyayakusumanijali, Udayana effectively gave a formulation of the law of ex-
cluded middle (LEM) as follows:

In the case of [two] mutually contradictory things, there is no third course; nor can there be
unity among contradictory things, since merely stating [either one of them] will cancel [the
other].%

According to Udayana’s auto-commentary on this part of the Nyayakusumanijali,3
the negation (nisedha) of either being or non-being is identical with the postulation
(vidhi) of the other of the pair. Therefore, to prove that something has the absence of
being or non-bheing is effectively to prove that it possesses the other. To claim, as the
Advaitin does, that something lacks both being and non-being is thus really to prove
that that thing possesses both of them, which is nothing more than a contradiction.

21 It is possible that Vyasatirtha studied the Kusumarijali directly on this subject, or that he en-
countered Udayana’s arguments indirectly through the works of Citsukha, who reproduces many
of them in his Tattvapradipika when discussing contradiction. Cf. TP: 49, for instance.

22 parasparavirodhe hi na prakarantarasthitih |/ naikatapi viruddhanam uktimatravirodhatah [/
(NKM: 193; verse 3.8.) For some discussion of this passage, see Matilal (1977: 97).

23 Udayana glosses the verse of the Nyayakusumafijali as follows: na hi bhavabhavabhyam anyah
prakarah sambhavaniyah, parasparavidhinisedhartipatvat. na bhava iti hi nisedhamatrenaivabha-
vavidhih. tatas tam vihaya, katham svavacanenaiva punah suhrdayo nisedhet, nabhava iti? evam
nabhava iti hi nisedha eva bhavavidhih. tatas tam vihaya, svavacaivanunmattah katham punar nise-
dhet, na bhava iti? (NKM: 193). “For, there is no state other than being (bhava) or non-being (abhava),
since the postulation of one is identical with the negation of the other. For, simply by negating be-
ing by saying: ‘There is not being’, one postulates non-being. So, how could a sincere person cancel
[that statement] by saying, ‘There is not non-being’? Likewise, through the negation, ‘There is not
non-being’, there is the postulation of being. So, how could a sane person overlook that and cancel
it by saying, ‘There is not being’?”
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When responding to Udayana in the Tattvapradipika, Citsukha clearly indicates
that he is not willing to accept that indeterminacy amounts to a contradiction. Just
after defining indeterminacy, Citsukha responds to Udayana’s arguments as follows:

Nor is it reasonable to argue [as Udayana does] that the conjunction of the negations of ex-
istence and nonexistence—properties which stand in mutual opposition to one another—is
impossible because the negation of one of [them, either existence or nonexistence,] is invari-
ably accompanied by the affirmation of the other. For; [I] do not accept that the conjunction of
the negations [of existence and nonexistence] is truly real (tattvika). [My] purpose in stating
that [the world] is different [from what exists/does not exist] is merely to show that [the world]
cannot be determined as being [existent or nonexistent, which are] the counter-correlates of
this or that [of the differences mentioned]. For, something [such as the world], which is, by its
very essence beyond determination, cannot have a real (vastava) property (riipa), because, if
it did, it would follow that that thing itself is ultimately real [and we clearly cannot accept this
as Advaitins who are committed to the illusoriness of the world].

Nor is the negation of either one [of existence/nonexistence] invariably accompanied by the
affirmation of the other [as Udayana has claimed], because [this] invariable concomitance is
not established so far as the proponent of indeterminacy is concerned.?*

Citsukha gives two distinct responses to Udayana’s charge of contradiction in this
passage. The first response is that, as an Advaitin, he does not accept that indetermi-
nacy—the combination of the absences of existence and nonexistence—is a prop-
erty which is really present in the world. If this were so, reasons Citsukha, as the
substrate of that property, the world itself would have to be real, and that would
contradict the Advaitins’ monistic stance that brahman alone exists. So the purpose
of arguing that the world is indeterminate cannot be to ascribe a real property to the
world. In this case, what would be the point in arguing for indeterminacy? Citsukha
here seems to say that the purpose of claiming that the world is indeterminate is

24 na ca parasparaviruddhayoh sadasattvayor nisedhasamuccayo ‘nupapannah, anyataranisedha-
syanyataravidhinantariyakatvad iti yuktam; nisedhasamuccayasya tattvikatvanangikarat, tattat-
pratiyogidurnirupatamatraprakatandya tadvilaksanatvabhilapah. na hi svarapato durniriipasya
kim cid api rupam vastavam sambhavati, tatha sati tasyapi tattvikatvaprasangat. na caikatarani-
sedho ’nyataravidhinantartyakah, anirvacaniyavadinam prati vyaptyasiddheh. (TP: 79.) Citsukha’s
commentator Pratyagrupa glosses this passage as follows: yat tv atrapi tenoktam tad anidya
nirakaroti—na ca paraspareti. samuccayanupapattau hetuh—anyataranisedhasyeti. na ca yuktam
ity uktam tatra hetum aha—nisedhasamuccayasyeti. anupapanna iti ko ‘rthah? yadi pramanayuktya-
ghatam na sahata iti siddham evedam asmakam advaitavadinam iti bhavah. kas tarhi sadasadvila-
ksanasabdarthah? tatraha—tattatpratiyogiti. pratiyogi sattvadih. kim uttarakatarateyam asriyate
vidha? na, aparathasambhavad ity aha—na hi svartipata iti. svartipena sadasattvadibhir durniripa-
sya praparficasya yo 'yam sadasadvailaksanyam dharmah, tasya katham sadaditvena niripanasam-
bhavah; tathatve va tadasrayasyapi tathatvaprasangad ity arthah. kim cangikrtya vyaptim idam
uktam; saiva nastity aha—na caikatareti. (Nayanaprasadint, TP: 79.)
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simply to show the futility of the various attempts made by philosophers to ascribe
it some definite ontological status. In other words, he is saying that indeterminacy
is not a definite claim/theory about the way the world is, but simply an attempt to
show that all efforts to assign the world a definite ontological status fail.

Citsukha sketches another line of response to Udayana in this passage. Udayana
effectively argued that being/non-being (Citsukha uses the words existence/nonexis-
tence, sattva/asattva) are “jointly exhaustive” properties: something that lacks one
of the pair invariably possesses the other. However, Citsukha points out that from
the point of view of someone who is persuaded of the doctrine of indeterminacy,
these generalisations do not hold. An adequate analysis of perceptual error should
show us that some things simply resist determination as “existent” or “nonexis-
tent”, and thus disabuse us of any notion that these are jointly exhaustive proper-
ties. In making his argument that indeterminacy is simply a disguised contradiction,
Udayana is actually assuming the very thing that the proponent of indeterminacy
has given a reasoned rejection of.?

The Nyayamyta and its literature reflect these earlier debates between the
Naiyayikas and the Advaitins. In the Nyayamyrta, Vyasatirtha makes a very similar
argument to Udayana. He claims that his definitions of “existence” and “nonexis-
tence” render them jointly exhaustive qualities, and, as such, one and the same thing
cannot be said to lack them both without contradiction. Vyasatirtha’s arguments
are based on the definitions of existence/nonexistence he gave in the Sattvanirukti
chapter of the Nyayamrta. His arguments in the Nyayamrta stirred the Advaitins
to new thought on this issue, and Madhustudana gave an original response to this
old objection in the Advaitasiddhi. Madhusudana’s argument trades on an implicit
awareness of the distinction between what might be called, in the terms of Aris-
totelian logic, “contrary” and “contradictory” pairs of qualities. He argues that the
concept of indeterminacy does not lead to contradiction because, properly defined,
existence and nonexistence are mutually exclusive but not jointly exhaustive prop-
erties. The Madhvas’ claim that indeterminacy is contradictory is simply the result
of their misunderstanding the true nature of existence and nonexistence. In re-

25 Sriharsa takes a similar stance in the Khandanakhandanakhadya. Phyllis Granoff observes in
her study of the text: “The assertion that all but knowledge is ‘sadasadvilaksanatva’ is not to be
understood as an avowal of a third truth value. Anirvacaniyatva is only the result of the opponent’s
contentions. ... What is known and contradicted cannot be said to exist, and yet what does not exist
cannot be a cause. The latter half of this contention has in fact been refuted in the discussion on the
existent as a cause. It is thus in part a concession to the sadvadin. The statements on p. 31 (Chow)
that one cannot say the pramanas, etc. do not exist and then enter into debate and speak as if they
do, is not to be confused as Sriharsa’s own assertion that the world neither exists nor does not exist.
The contradiction rests in saying both that x is and is not; there is nothing amiss if one does not say
that it is not, although that is in reality the truth”. (Granoff, 1978: 138.)
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sponse, Vyasatirtha’s Madhva commentators Ramacarya and Ananda Bhattaraka
argued that Madhustdana’s definitions are incompatible both with demonstrable
facts of human knowledge and hallowed Advaita philosophical positions.

6.5 The charge of contradiction in the Nyayamyta

In the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha frequently uses the definition of indeterminacy given
by Citsukha as “being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence” (sadasattva-
nadhikaranatva). In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, he offers three explanations of
this definition, and argues that they all lead to different faults. All of Vyasatirtha’s
analyses of indeterminacy claim that the world of our senses, and the perceptual
illusions that prefigure it, have neither the property of being “existent” nor “nonex-
istent”.

What law, if any, does this claim violate? Before going on to analyse the debate
between Vyasatirtha and Madhustidana, it might help to introduce some terms from
Western logic in order to clarify the charge. In his study of contradiction in Indian
thought, Fritz Staal (1962) argued that by asserting that the same thing is neither exis-
tent nor nonexistent, the Advaitin is guilty of breaking the law of non-contradiction
(LNC). More immediately, what the Advaitins seem to be guilty of is violating the
law of excluded middle (LEM).

Whereas modern logicians tend to think of contradiction as a relationship that
holds between statements or propositions, the Indian philosophers in the current
debate thought about it as a relationship between properties, which can be present
in, or absent from, locations. Staying true to this approach, we can say that according
to the LNC, a property and its absence are mutually exclusive: they cannot be simul-
taneously present in one and the same location. As opposed to the LNC, the LEM
expresses the fact that a property and its absence are collectively/jointly exhaus-
tive. According to the LEM, any location must have either the presence or absence
of some property at a particular time: for all x, x must either have some property or
its absence.

Properties can be mutually exclusive without being jointly exhaustive. In West-
ern logic, this has been expressed as a distinction between “contrary” and “contra-
dictory” qualities. Contrary properties are mutually exclusive: it is contradictory
to assert that a pair of contrary properties are both located in the same location
at the same time. To take an example that Madhustidana himself uses, we can say
that cowness and horseness are contrary properties: it would be contradictory to
say that something is simultaneously both a horse and a cow. If we take “L (a, b)” to
represent the relationship “a is located in b”, then we can say that it is impossible to
assert of a pair of contrary properties, P and Q, that:
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L(P,x) AL(Q,x)

where x is some location or other. However, contrary properties are not exhaustive
in this way: it is not the case that every location must have either one or the other
of them. In other words, we can assert of a pair of contrary properties that:

L(-P,x) A L(=Q,x)

This holds in the case of cowness and horseness. A camel, for instance, is neither
a horse nor a cow, so both cowness and horseness are absent from a camel. “Fully
contradictory” properties, on the other hand, are both mutually exclusive and col-
lectively exhaustive: they cannot be located in the same location at the same time,
and every location must have either one or the other of the pair.

Madhustudana’s argument in the Advaitasiddhi effectively trades on the differ-
ence between these two relationships that can obtain between properties. He ob-
serves that the Advaitin is guilty of contradiction only if existence and nonexistence
are fully contradictory properties. If we accept Vyasatirtha’s definitions of existence
and nonexistence, then they are undoubtedly fully contradictory properties, and to
assert their absences from the same location at the same time leads to a contra-
diction. However, Madhustidana rejects Vyasatirtha’s definitions of existence and
nonexistence and argues that he has better ones. Madhustidana argues that, like
cowness and horseness, existence and nonexistence, properly defined, are contrary
properties but not contradictory ones. Claiming that they are absent from the same
location at the same time is no more problematic that declaring that a camel is nei-
ther a horse nor a cow!

6.6 Madhusudana’s solution to the problem of contradiction

Before examining Madhusudana’s analysis of the charge of contradiction in the
Advaitasiddhi, it will help to clarify Vyasatirtha’s own understanding of the rela-
tionship between existence and nonexistence. Vyasatirtha and his commentators
used the concepts of essential identity (tadatmya) and pervasion (vyapti) to formu-
late the relationship between the two properties. Vyasatirtha does not delve into
the question of the logical relationship of existence and nonexistence in the Pratha-
mamithyatvabhanga, where he simply claims that indeterminacy is contradictory.
However, he gives a clear explanation of it in a later section of the Nyayamrta where
he critiques indeterminacy:

If, however, what is meant [by “indeterminacy”] is the state of lacking [existence and nonexis-
tence] as I accept them, then since [I] accept that, out of both parsimony and necessity, nonexis-
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tence is nothing more than the absence of existence [and, vice versa, existence is nothing more
than the absence of nonexistence], then, according to the maxim “Two negations strongly af-
firm the matter in question”, the negation of one or other [of existence or nonexistence] is
identical with the affirmation of the other; hence [your position entails] a contradiction, just
like saying, “[My] mother is a barren woman!”2

Elsewhere, Vyasatirtha expresses this relationship while setting out an inference he
believes undermines the doctrine of indeterminacy:

Existence and nonexistence are not the counterpositives of constant absences that share a
common locus with one another, since [existence and nonexistence] are each identical with
the constant absence of the other; just like potness and the absence of potness.?’

Vyasatirtha’s claims about the relationship between existence and nonexistence are
based on his definitions of those properties in the Sattvanirukti. In that chapter
Vyasatirtha argues that “existence” and “nonexistence” can be defined in terms of
spatio-temporal instantiation. To be nonexistent is to be absent from all locations
at all times. To exist, on the other hand, is to be present in at least one location at
at least one point in time. These are clearly contradictory qualities: something must
either be absent from all locations at all times or present in at least one location
at at least one point in time, and nothing can be both. In the passages translated
above, Vyasatirtha clarifies that he believes that existence and nonexistence are
each identical with the absence of the other. Existence is identical with the absence
of nonexistence and, vice versa, nonexistence is identical with the absence of exis-
tence.

So Vyasatirtha’s argument against indeterminacy runs as follows. The Advaitin
wants to assert that the same thing has both the constant absence of existence and
the constant absence of nonexistence. However, nonexistence is essentially identi-
cal with the constant absence of existence. Similarly, existence is essentially iden-
tical with the constant absence of nonexistence. The Advaitin wants to claim that
existence and nonexistence are absent from the same location, but, since the pos-
tulation of existence or nonexistence is interchangeable with the negation of the
other, what the Advaitin is really claiming is that the same thing has both existence
and nonexistence. The Advaitin might as well claim that he “has a barren mother”!

26 madabhimatayo rahityavivaksayam tu maya laghavad avasyakatvac ‘ca sattvabhava evasat-
tvam! iti svikarat, dvau nafiau prakrtam artham satisayam gamayata iti nyayenaikataranisedha-
syanyataravidhirupatvat, mata vandhyeti vad vyaghatah. (NAB, 2:568.) Variant readings found in
editions: (1.) The edition gives the alternative reading: casattvabhava eva sattvam. See Ingalls (1951:
67-68) for a discussion of the different terminology Navya-Naiyayikas use to express identity.

27 sattvasattve samanadhikaranatyantabhavapratiyogini na bhavatah, parasparatyantabhavatvat;
ghatatvaghatatvavat. (NAB, 2:591.)



6.6 Madhusadana’s solution to the problem of contradiction =— 169

Vyasatirtha’s Madhva and Advaitin commentators debated this charge exten-
sively in the Nyayamprta literature. Madhustidana gave an original response to Vya-
satirtha’s arguments while commenting on the Prathamamithyatvabhanga. In this
section of the Advaitasiddhi, he probes deeper into the charge of contradiction as
Vyasatirtha presents it in the Nyayamyrta. Vyasatirtha assumed that indeterminacy
amounts to a contradiction because existence and nonexistence are each identical
with the absence of the other. Madhusidana, however, analyses the problem fur-
ther and anticipates that there might be three reasons (R) why a contradiction could
result from the claim that something lacks both existence and nonexistence:

— R existence and nonexistence are each essentially identical with the absence of
the other (sattvasattvayoh parasparaviraharipataya)

- R% existence and nonexistence each pervade the absence of the other (sattvasat-
tvayoh parasparavirahavyapakataya)

— R3: existence and nonexistence are each pervaded by the absence of the other
(sattvasattvayoh parasparavirahavyapyataya)

R! is just the explanation that Vyasatirtha has given for the relationship between
existence and nonexistence. R* and R3, however, rely on the concept of pervasion
(vyapti) rather than essential identity to express this relationship.

R3, Madhusiidana argues, is a non-starter. It simply does not entail that exis-
tence and nonexistence are collectively exhaustive properties. It shows that the two
properties are mutually exclusive, but not that they are jointly exhaustive. In R®
there are two pervasion relationships: (1) the absence of existence pervades nonexis-
tence, and (2) the absence of nonexistence pervades existence. In other words, wher-
ever there is nonexistence, there is the absence of existence, and wherever there is
existence, there is the absence of nonexistence. This relationship holds, Madhusu-
dana points out, between horseness and cowness. Something cannot be a horse and
a cow at the same time: hence we can say that the absence of cowness pervades
horseness, and vice versa. However, this does not entail that the pair are collec-
tively exhaustive. The absence of horseness and the absence of cowness can clearly
belong to, say, a camel, which is neither a cow nor a horse. While it certainly follows
that horseness and cowness are mutually incompatible it does not follow from this
that they are jointly exhaustive properties.

It may help to use modern logic to clarify this. Translated into PPL, the perva-
sion “A pervades B” could be written using the formula:

(Vx) (Bx — AX)

Hence we can write R3 as:
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1.(Vx) (Hx = =Cx) A (V) (Cx — —HX)
It is not incompatible with (1) to assert that:
—-Ca A -Ha.

Hence R® poses no problem for indeterminacy.

R! and R? are less straightforward, however. Like R?, R? blames a pair of perva-
sion relationships for the contradiction that apparently ensues from indeterminacy.
According to R2, however, existence and nonexistence each pervade the absence
of the other: Everything that has the absence of existence is nonexistent, and ev-
erything that lacks nonexistence is existent. Unlike R®, R? successfully shows that
existence and nonexistence are jointly exhaustive qualities, because it shows that
whatever has the absence of one must possess the other. Hence R? poses a serious
problem for the Advaitins’ argument.

Having analysed the charge in this way, Madhusiidana argues that neither R!
nor R? really pose a problem for the Advaitins’ doctrine of indeterminacy. Accord-
ing to Madhustdana, neither of these relationships really pertain between exis-
tence and nonexistence, because existence and nonexistence should not be defined
as Vyasatirtha defines them. Madhustidana, like Citsukha, defines “existence” as
non-sublatability. Existence, he argues, is nothing more than omni-temporal non-
sublatability (trikalabadhyatva). To exist, in other words, is simply to lack the ca-
pacity to become an object of the type of stultifying judgment that tells us that what
we once took to be true is false. Madhusiidana defines nonexistence in his commen-
tary on Vyasatirtha’s Prathamamithyatvabhanga as follows:

Not being the locus of the property of being experienced as existent in some substrate (kva cid
apy upadhau?® sattvena pratiyamanatvanadhikaranatvam).

There might be problems with this formulation of the definition. As Madhusu-
dana’s commentator VitthaleSopadhyaya points out, if the present-passive partici-
ple pratiyamanatva were taken literally as having the sense of the present, it would
follow that, at the time when the thing in question is not cognised, it would not be

28 See above, Chapter 4, p. 93, fn. 26, for this use of the term upadhi in the second definition of illu-
soriness that Vyasatirtha considers in the Nyayamyta. It is clear that all the participants in the de-
bate understand it in this context in the sense of “location” or “substrate” (adhikarana, adhisthana,
etc.). VitthaleSopadhyaya, in his commentary on Brahmananda’s Laghucandrika, derives the term
as follows: upa samipa adhiyate ’sminn ity upadhir iti. (Vitthalesopadhyayi, ASMu: 94). For further
discussion of this use of the term, see Pellegrini (2011: 443).
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indeterminable! Elsewhere in the Advaitasiddhi,®® Madhusiidana gives a slightly
different, and perhaps clearer, definition of nonexistence:

kva cid apy upadhau sattvena pratityanarhatvam

In other words, something is nonexistent if it lacks the potential to become the object
of a cognition that asserts that it exists in some location. Given these definitions
of existence and nonexistence, Madhustidana concludes that indeterminacy really
means:

Not being cognised as though existent in some substrate, while being different from what
is permanently non-sublatable (trikalabadhyavilaksanatve sati kva cid apy upadhau sattvena
pratityanarhatvam).

As Madhusidana points out,*® while existence and nonexistence might be contrary
qualities according to these definitions, they are not fully contradictory ones. De-
fined as such, existence is clearly not identical with the constant absence of nonex-
istence, and vice versa. So Vyasatirtha’s explanation of the charge of contradiction
isinvalidated. Similarly, existence/nonexistence cannot be said to each pervade the
other’s absence. The indeterminate “silver” superimposed on mother-of-pearl lacks
both existence and nonexistence as Madhustidana has defined them. It lacks omni-
temporal non-sublatability, since it is liable to be sublated by a later veridical aware-
ness. It also lacks nonexistence, since we can have a cognition of it as though it were
existent. So, from Madhustdana’s point of view, the “silver” itself gives us a well-
established case of something thatlacks both of these qualities, and which therefore
breaks the pervasion relationships expressed by R%.

Madhusudana analyses how the example of the silver superimposed on mother-
of-pearl shows that existence/nonexistence cannot pervade each other’s absences.
Using P (x, y) to mean “x pervades y”, R? expresses the following pervasion relation-
ships (where e refers to “existence” and n to “nonexistence”):

1.P (e, —n)

2.P(n, —e)

29 See for instance Madhusuidana’s treatment of the second definition of illusoriness (Advaitasi-
ddhi, NAB, 2:72).

30 In his defence of indeterminacy in the Advaitasiddhi, for instance, Madhustdana says:
sattvasattvayor na parasparavirahartipatvam, kim tu parasparavirahavyapyatamatram. (Advaita-
siddhi, NAB, 2:572). “Existence and nonexistence are not each identical with the other’s absence;
rather, they are merely each pervaded by the other’s absence.”
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Madhusudana picks on (2) to show why the argument fails. In (2), nonexistence is
the pervading-property (vyapaka) and the absence of existence is the pervaded-
property (vyapya). The pervasion itself could be expressed as: “Whatever has the
absence of existence has nonexistence”. If we accept Madhustidana’s definitions of
existence/nonexistence, then the silver becomes the site of a deviation (vyabhicara)
between these two properties. A deviation occurs when the (putative) pervaded-
property (vyapya) is present in a location from which the (putative) pervading-
property (vydpaka) is absent. In the case at hand, the deviation would occur if the
absence of existence is present in a location from which nonexistence is absent.
The silver certainly possesses the pervaded-property/vydapya: it is liable to subla-
tion, and so it has the absence of existence defined as “non-sublatability”. However,
it also lacks the pervading-property/vyapaka: we do indeed have a cognition of the
“silver” as though it exists, and as such the silver lacks nonexistence. So the perva-
sion “Whatever has the absence of nonexistence, has existence” is broken, because
the “silver” has both the “absence of existence” and the “absence of nonexistence”.!

31 The entire passage where Madhustidana makes this argument reads: na ca vyahatih. sa hi sattva-
sattvayoh parasparavirahartpataya va? parasparavirahavyapakataya va? parasparavirahavyapya-
taya va? nadyah, tadanangikarat. tatha hi—atra trikalabadhyatvariupasattvavyatireko nasattvam,
kim tu kva cid apy upadhau sattvena prattyamanatvanadhikaranatvam; tadvyatirekas ca sadhya-
tvena vivaksitah. tatha ca trikalabadhyavilaksanatve sati kva cid apy upadhau sattvena prattyama-
natvartipam sadhyam paryavasitam. evam ca sati na suktirupye sadhyavaikalyam api, badhyatva-
ripasattvavyatirekasya sadhyapravesat. napi vyaghatah, parasparavirahartiipatvabhavat. ata eva
na dvitiyo ’pi, sattvabhavavati suktiripye vivaksitasattvavyatirekasya vidyamanatvena vyabhicarat.
napi trtiyah, tasya vyaghataprayojakatvat. gotvasvatvayoh parasparavirahavyapyatve °pi tadabha-
vayor ustradav ekatra sahopalambhat. (Advaitasiddhi, NAB, 1:54). “Nor does [accepting that ‘illusori-
ness’ is indeterminacy lead to] contradiction. For, would there be [contradiction] because: Reason
(R): existence and nonexistence are each essentially identical with the other’s absence? R?: Exis-
tence and nonexistence each pervade the absence of the other? R®: Existence and nonexistence are
each pervaded by the other’s absence? R is not tenable, because [we] do not accept that [existence
and nonexistence are each identical with the absence of the other]. To explain—here, nonexistence
is not the absence of existence in the form of omni-temporal non-sublatability; rather, it is the qual-
ity of not being the locus of the state of being judged to be existent in some location or other, and
[we] mean to define the absence of that as the probandum. Hence the probandum resolves into
‘being cognised as existent in some location while being different from what is not sublatable in
all three times’. This being so, the [example, the] silver superimposed on shell, does not lack the
probandum, because the absence of nonexistence in the form of sublatability is not inserted into
the probandum; nor is there is no contradiction, since [existence and nonexistence so defined] are
not each identical with the other’s absence. For this very same reason, R? is not tenable. For, since
the absence of nonexistence in the way we have defined it is found in the silver superimposed
upon shell, which is devoid of existence, it follows that there is a deviation [between existence and
nonexistence]. Nor is R® tenable, because it does not lead to a contradiction. For, even though cow-
ness and horseness are each pervaded by the absence of the other, their respective absences are
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6.7 What is nonexistence? Some arguments from
the Nyayamyta

Madhusiuidana’s solution to the problem of contradiction is to argue that existence
and nonexistence are mutually exclusive, but not jointly exhaustive, properties.
Existence consists in nothing more than omni-temporal non-sublatability (traika-
likabadhyatvam). Nonexistence, on the other hand, consists in the fact that some-
thing cannot be cognised as though it existed in any substrate. Vyasatirtha’s Madhva
followers critiqued these arguments carefully in their commentaries on the Nyaya-
myta. Ramacarya and Ananda Bhattaraka did not try to challenge the underlying
logic of Madhustidana’s definitions. Rather, they tried to argue that Madhustidana’s
definition of nonexistence itself is faulty.

The responses of these early Madhva commentators to Madhusidana’s argu-
ments are translated in Chapter 9 of this book. However, their case against Madhu-
siidana is largely based on arguments that Vyasatirtha himself had already made
in the Nyayamrta. Vyasatirtha was already aware of the definition of nonexistence
that Madhustdana defends in the Advaitasiddhi when he wrote the Nyayamrta. He
critiqued the definition in an early section of the text, which is known in modern
editions as the “Refutation of the Second Definition of Illusoriness” (Dvitlyamithya-
tvabhanga). For the remainder of this chapter, I will discuss the arguments Vyasa-
tirtha made against this definition of nonexistence in this section of the Nyayamyta.

Vyasatirtha attributes the second definition of illusoriness to Prakasatman in
the Nyayamrta. I have already discussed this definition several times above,? but
I will present it again for clarity. According to Prakasatman’s definition, to say that
something is “illusory” is to say that that thing:

is the counterpositive of an omni-temporal absence in what was taken to be [its own] substrate
(pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam).

The problem that draws Vyasatirtha into Madhusiidana’s definition of nonexistence
is how this definition marks a distinction between “illusory” entities and “nonexis-
tent” ones. According to Prakasatman’s definition, something is “illusory” (mithya)
if it is permanently absent from the very thing that was falsely taken to be its sub-
strate. The counterpositive of this absence is the illusory entity itself. For instance,
the “silver” is permanently absent from the location where we seem to see it; that is,
the mother-of-pearl itself. The main purpose of a defining characteristic (laksana)

observed to be present in a single location (e.g. a camel).” See below, Chapter 9, pp. 240-243, for a
full explanation of this passage.
32 See above, Chapter 4, p. 93, for a discussion of this definition of illusoriness.
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is to differentiate the subject of the definition (laksya) from all other entities, so this
definition of illusoriness should differentiate illusory entities from both existent
entities and nonexistent entities. However, Vyasatirtha argues that, upon analysis,
Prakasatman’s definition of illusoriness really fails to distinguish illusory entities
from nonexistent ones. He begins his argument as follows:

Moreover [it is impossible to hold that the “silver” and so on are by nature the counterpositives
of the omni-temporal absence] because it would follow that [they] are simply nonexistent. For,
since [you] accept that the cloth and so on do not exist in any other locus [than their own, i.e.
the threads etc.], in your view saying of them that they “are the counterpositive of an omni-
temporal absence in what was taken to be [their own] locus” amounts to nothing other than
saying that they are the counterpositives of an omni-temporal negation everywhere. For, oth-
erwise, it would follow that [the cloth and so on] exist elsewhere [than in the location in which
they are cognised to exist]. And you [that is, Citsukha,] yourself have said [in the Tattvapradi-
pikal: “For it is impossible that they should exist anywhere else”. So how can it not but follow
that [the silver superimposed on mother-of-pearl etc., to which the definition is supposed to
apply,] are nonexistent? For, [nonexistent entities such as] the hare’s horn and so on have no
other “nonexistence” but this one.*®

In this passage, Vyasatirtha alludes to Citsukha’s definition of illusoriness. As I
have discussed above in Chapter 4, Citsukha’s definition is essentially the same
as Prakasatman’s. Like Prakasatman, Citsukha says that to say that something is
“illusory” is to say that that thing is permanently absent from the very thing that
was taken to be its substrate. Vyasatirtha points out in this passage that Citsukha
himself admitted that this definition amounts to the claim that an indeterminate
thing is absent from all locations in reality.3* Where else could something exist but
in its own substrate? So to claim that something is permanently absent from its

33 atyantasattvapatac ca. pratipannopadhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam api hy anyatrasa-
ttvena sammatasya patadeh sarvatra traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvaparyantam iti tvanmatam, anya-
thanyatra tatsattvapatat. na hi tesam anyatra satta sambhaviniti tvaduktes ca. tatha ca katham na-
34 The passage from the Tattvapradipika referred to here reads: atrocyate—na taval laksanasam-
bhavah, yatah—sarvesam api bhavanam asrayatvena sammate | pratiyogitvam atyantabhavam
prati mrsatmata // tatha hi—'patadinam' bhavanam svasrayatvenabhimatas tantvadayo ye, tanni-
sthatyantabhavapratiyogitaiva tesam mithyatvam. na hi tesam anyatra satta sambhavini ... napi
manasattvam, anumanasadbhavat. tatha hi—amsinah svamsagatyantabhavasya pratiyoginah / am-
sitvad itaramsiva dig evaisa gunadisu // vimatah pata etattantunisthatyantabhavapratiyogt, avayavi-
tvat; patantaravat. evam etadgunakarmajatyadayo ’pi tattannisthatyantabhavapratiyoginah, tattad-
rupatvad; itaratattadripavad ity evam adiprayogah sarvatraivohaniyah. (TP: 39-41.) “[In response
to the objector, who claims that ‘illusoriness’ has neither definition nor evidence,] it is said: In the
first place, there is not the absence of a definition [of ‘illusoriness’], because: ‘The illusoriness (mysat-
mata) of all entities consists in their being the counterpositive of a constant absence in the very thing
thatis taken to be [their own] locus’. To explain: positive entities such as cloth and so on are illusory
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own substrate is to claim that that thing is the counterpositive of a constant absence
everywhere. This being so, what exactly is it that differentiates things which are
“illusory” from things that are “nonexistent”? After all, this seems to apply equally
to hares’ horns and sky-flowers: they too are absent from every possible location in
reality. The Advaitin is obliged to show that there is some characteristic that distin-
guishes illusory entities from nonexistent ones, and that this is somehow implied
in the definitions of Prakasatman and Citsukha.

What could it be that distinguishes illusory entities from nonexistent ones in
this case? As a Madhva, of course, Vyasatirtha rejects the idea that there is a sepa-
rate “illusory” state of being. From his point of view, there is no meaningful distinc-
tion to be drawn between the words “illusory”/“nonexistent”; ultimately, they mean
one and the same thing. However, he realises that there are many ways the Advai-
tin might try to draw this distinction, and he devotes a large part of his critique of
Prakasatman’s definition of illusoriness to proving that none of them actually work.
This draws him into a discussion of the very definition of “nonexistence” that Ma-
dhustidana defends in his refutation of the charge of contradiction.

In the “Refutation of the Second Definition of Illusoriness”, Vyasatirtha antici-
pates that the Advaitin might try to define nonexistence in three different ways:

— D' “being uncognisable”/“being undenotable” (nirupakhyatvam)

— D?: “not being experienced immediately” (aparoksato *pratiyamanatvam)

— D3: “Not being cognised as though it exists in some substrate or other” (kva cid
apy upadhau sattvenapratiyamanatvam).

D? on this list is the same as the definition of nonexistence that Madhustidana de-
fends in the Advaitasiddhi. In the Nyayampta, Vyasatirtha cycles through these defi-
nitions in turn, attempting to show that they are all untenable. He presses his argu-
ment thus:

precisely because they are the counterpositives of a constant absence that is located in the very lo-
cation that is considered to be their own locus, [in the case of cloth, for instance, its] threads. For,
they cannot possibly exist anywhere else. ... Nor is there a lack of proof [for illusoriness], because
there is an inference [that establishes that all things are illusory]. To explain: ‘Wholes (amsin) are
the counterpositive of a constant absence located in their own parts, because [they are] wholes; just
like another whole’. The very same [approach] is taken in the case of [properties such as] tropes][,
motions, universals,] and so on [to prove that they are illusory]. ‘The subject of the dispute, i.e. the
cloth, is the counterpositive of a constant absence located in these threads, since [it] has parts; just
like another piece of cloth’. In the same manner: ‘These tropes, motions, universals, etc., are the
counterpositive of a constant absence located in their respective [inherence-causes], because they
are a property (rtipa) of the thing in question; just like a property of some other thing’. This line of
reasoning can be employed in all possible locations [to show that the entire world of appearance is
illusory].” Emendations: (1.) conj.; the edition reads ghatadinam here.
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Nor can the nonexistence which pertains to [the hare’s horn and so on] consist in (D!) “being
ineffable/uncognisable” (nirupakhyatva).® For, [the hare’s horn and other nonexistent things]
are referred to by the term “ineffable” (nirupakhya) itself! Moreover [the nonexistence per-
taining to the hare’s horn and so on cannot consist in “being ineffable/uncognisable”] because
if there cannot be an experience of what is nonexistent, then the cognition of the state of being
different from what does not exist, the refutation of the [possibility of] the experience of what
does not exist, and the usage of the word “nonexistent”[, all of which are done by Advaitin
philosophers in their defence of indeterminacy,] would be impossible.

Nor can nonexistence consist in (D?) “not being the object of immediate experience”, because
[that property] also belongs to [existent] entities that are permanently beyond the senses [e.g.
the ether], and so the definition would apply to something which it should not.3

Vyasatirtha first considers D', which is an attempt to define nonexistence based
on linguistic and/or cognitive eligibility. According to this definition, the differ-
ence between illusory and nonexistent entities consists in the fact that nonexistent

35 According to Srinivasatirtha, Vyasatirtha interprets the term nirupakhya as meaning both “inef-
fable” and “uncognisable”. See below, fn. 36, for Srinivasatirtha’s interpretation of this part of the
text.

36 na ca nirupakhyatvam eva tesam asattvam, nirupakhyapadenaiva khydyamanatvat. asato ’prati-
tav asadvailaksanyajfianasyasatpratitinirasasya, asatpadaprayogasya cayogac ca. napy aparoksato
‘pratiyamanatvam asattvam, nityatindriye °pi sattvat. (Nyayamyta, NAB, 1:67.) Srinivasatirtha’s full
analysis of this passage reads: nanu sarvatra svartipena traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam natyanta-

namopakhyayata aneneti vyutpattya padasaktyavisayatvam va, pratityavisayatvam va. nadya ity
aha—nirupakhyapadenaiveti. tatha ca nirupakhyapadasaktivisayataya tatpadenaiva vyavahriya-
manatvad ity arthah. tatha casattvena sampratipannasyapy asattvam na syad iti bhavah. dvitiye
dosam aha—uasata iti. asadvailaksanyeti. abhavajfiane pratiyogijianasya karanatvad iti bhavah.
(Nyayamytaprakasa, NAB, 1:90). “Objection: Nonexistence does not consist in ‘being, by essence, the
counterpositive of an omni-temporal absence in all locations’. For, a sort of nonexistence that is
quite different from the aforementioned is present in the hare’s horn and so on. Thus does [Vyasa-
tirtha] say: ‘For it is not’ (na hi). Objection: There is, in fact, a type of nonexistence, different from
this, which belongs to the hare’s horn and so on. [Vyasatirtha] refutes [this objection] with the words
beginning: ‘And it is not’ (na ca). The expression ‘of those’ means ‘of the hare’s horn and so on’. The
term nirupakhyatvam means either (1) not being the object of the denotive power of words (accord-
ing to the derivation ‘it is described [upakhyayate] by this’), or (2) not being an object of experience.
In order to refute the first analysis of the term, [Vyasatirtha] says: ‘By the word ‘ineffable’ itself’
(nirapakhyapadenaiva). What [Vyasatirtha] means is that, since [what is nonexistent] is the object
of the denotive power of the word ‘ineffable’, it is referred to by that very word [‘ineffable’] itself.
He shows the flaw with the second [understanding of the term nirupakhyatva as meaning ‘uncog-
nisable’]: ‘Of what is nonexistent’ (asatah). ‘The state of being different from what is nonexistent’
(asadvailaksanya). For, the cognition of the counterpositive is a cause of the cognition of absence.
This is the idea [behind Vyasatirtha’s words].”
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things are nirupakhya, whereas illusory things are not. Vyasatirtha’s commentator
Srinivasatirtha suggests that the term nirupakhya yields a double sense. The first is
linguistic, and it denies that something can become the object of the denotive power
of words (padasakti). In this sense, nirupdkhya might be translated as “ineffable”.
The second sense is cognitive: nirupakhya under this understanding denies the ca-
pacity of an entity to become an object of experience, and could thus be translated
as “uncognisable”. According to Srinivasatirtha, Vyasatirtha’s next two objections
respond to these different senses of the term nirupakhya separately.

Vyasatirtha’s case against D' largely follows the pattern of the arguments Ma-
dhva made against indeterminacy in the Visnutattvanirnaya. The assertion that
nonexistent things like hares’ horns cannot become the object of language seems to
be self-contradictory. Someone who claims, “Nothing may be asserted of something-
or-other”, seems herself to be making a claim about that thing. Moreover, we clearly
ascribe numerous other properties to nonexistent things in our everyday discourse;
we seem to be able to meaningfully say of hares’ horns that they “do not exist”, that
they are “not blue”, and so on. If by asserting that they are nirupakhya the Advaitin
means to claim that nonexistent things are somehow beyond the reach of language,
the argument seems to be both self-contradictory and inconsistent with the facts of
our experience.

Vyasatirtha next assumes a cognitive interpretation of the term nirupakhya.
Under this explanation, nonexistent things are distinguished from illusory ones be-
cause they cannot become the object of mental states of awareness, whereas illusory
ones can. Vyasatirtha again draws on Madhva’s arguments against indeterminacy.
When arguing in favour of indeterminacy, Advaitin philosophers claim that indeter-
minate things have the quality of “being different from what is nonexistent” (asad-
vailaksanya). Yet how can the Advaitins refer to the quality of being “different from
what is nonexistent” unless they have already had a cognition of what is nonexis-
tent? The fact that they are able to use the words “different from what is nonexistent”
intelligently demonstrates that they must have already somehow cognised what is
nonexistent.?’ The underlying problem is that the Advaitins themselves make mean-
ingful statements about nonexistent things in arguing for their own position, so it
seems the Advaitins’ philosophical arguments themselves show that we can cognise
nonexistent things.

37 preksavatkrtasabdaprayogasya Sabdarthajiianapurvakatvat, asatpadaprayogartham asajjiia-
nasyavasyakatvad ity arthah. (Nyayamytatarangini, NAB, 1:78). “Since the use of a word by a con-
siderate person must be preceded by the knowledge of the meaning of [that] word, a cognition of
what does not exist is necessary in order to employ the word ‘nonexistent’. This is what [Vyasatir-
tha] means.”
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Vyasatirtha’s response here suffers from the same limitations as Madhva’s ar-
guments against indeterminacy, however. Even if Vyasatirtha’s arguments estab-
lish that conscious states can be about nonexistent objects, it is still open to the
Advaitins to argue that even if we can have some sort of a cognition of nonexistent
things, we cannot have direct, perceptual-like cognitions of them. Vyasatirtha there-
fore proposes a second definition (D?) of nonexistence that takes this objection into
account. According to this definition, nonexistence is the quality of “not being expe-
rienced directly” (aparoksato °pratiyamanatvam). However, Vyasatirtha argues that
this definition applies inappropriately to things that cannot be regarded as nonex-
istent. Vyasatirtha uses the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of the sound-conducting ether
as an example to show that this definition fails. Both Madhva and Nyaya-Vaisesika
philosophers accepted the ether into their ontology as a distinct substance. The Ma-
dhvas accept that the ether is directly perceptible. Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers,
on the other hand, deny that we can ever directly perceive the ether; we can only
know that it exists on the basis of inference. According to them, we need to postu-
late the existence of the ether as a substance because sound-tropes must have some
substance that acts as their inherence-cause. So the ether is “eternally beyond the
senses”, according to Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers, yet it should still be regarded
as a part of reality. Consequently, D? pertains where it should not (it is “overly per-
vasive” [ativyaptal), and as such it is not a plausible definition of nonexistence.

6.8 Vyasatirtha’s critique of Madhustadana’s definition
of nonexistence

Vyasatirtha finally turns to the definition that Madhusiidana himself defends in the
Advaitasiddhi. Again, the definition (D?) is: “Not being cognised as existent in any
substrate whatsoever” (kva cid apy upadhau sattvenaprattyamanatvam). In the Dvi-
ttyamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha gives a lengthy critique of this definition. His ar-
guments were used by Ramacarya and Ananda Bhattaraka when they responded to
Madhusiudana’s arguments. He makes the following case against the definition:

Nor can nonexistence consist in “not being liable to be cognised as existent in any substrate
whatsoever”, because, in the nihilistic philosophy (siinyavada) too, the property of being dif-
ferent from nonexistence so-defined is present both in the world and in the “silver” [super-
imposed on] the mother-of-pearl [and hence you have not really differentiated your position
from the nihilist’s point of view, as you clearly intended to do when formulating this argument
for indeterminacy].



6.8 Vyasatirtha’s critique of Madhusadana’s definition of nonexistence =— 179

Moreover, [D? fails] because you yourself must refer some other “nonexistence” that is the
reason for the stated absence of [the capacity to be] experienced when you argue that “If it
were nonexistent, it could not be experienced”.

Moreover, [D? fails] because, given that the nonexistence that is nothing more than the absence
of experience which is [according to you, the Advaitin,] absent [from the world], then the “ex-
istence” that is present in brahman must be nothing more than [brahman’s] being cognised as
existent[; for, existence and nonexistence are each identical with the absence of the other].

Moreover, [D® fails] because if someone is not sure that hares’ horns do not exist, then the
statement “There is a hare’s horn” will produce a cognition in that person in just the same way
as the statement “There is a cow’s horn” will. [It might be objected that the hare’s horn itself is
indeterminate, but that is untenable;] because, in your view, too, even if the existence (astitva)
that is superimposed [on the hare’s horn] is indeterminate, the locus [i.e. the hare’s horn itself]
is simply nonexistent. And this will be discussed in [my] refutation of indeterminacy [later in
the Nyayamyta).

Moreover, [D? fails because] because according to sruti itself*? (i.e. the passage “Now, on this
point some do say ‘In the beginning this world was simply what is nonexistent’) there is the
cognition of what does not exist as existent.4’

Vyasatirtha’s first two arguments in this passage both bear on the Advaitins’ argu-
ment for indeterminacy from circumstantial implication. Recall that, according to
this argument, if the mother-of-pearl did not exist, it could not be sublated; and if

38 See NAB, 2:600-601 for this argument.

39 Vyasatirtha’s point is that this passage expresses the view of some people that reality originated
ex nihilo, before going on to dismiss this view and reassert the theory that reality originates from
something existent. This implies, of course, that those who hold the alternative view falsely judge
something that is really existent to be nonexistent. The full passage reads: sad eva somyedam agra
asid ekam evadvitiyam. tad dhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid, ekam evadvitiyam. tasmad asatah
saj jayata. kutas tu khalu somyaivam syad iti hovaca. katham asatah saj jayeteti. sat tv eva somyedam
agra asid ekam evadvitiyam. (Chandogya Upanisad 6.2.1; Olivelle, 1998: 246). Olivelle (1998: 247) trans-
lates: “In the beginning, son, this world was simply what is existent—one only, without a second.
Now, on this point some do say: ‘In the beginning this world was simply what is nonexistent—one
only, without a second. And from what is nonexistent was born what is existent.” ‘But how can that
possibly be?” he continued. ‘How can what is existent be born from what is nonexistent? On the con-
trary, son, in the beginning this world was simply what is existent—one only, without a second”.
40 napi kva cid apy upadhau sattvendpratiyamanatvam asattvam, jagati suktiriipyadau caivamvi-
dhasadvailaksanyasya sinyavade °pi sattvat; tvayapy asac cet, na pratiyeteti vadatoktapratitim prati
prayojakasyanyasyaivasattvasya vaktavyatvac ca; brahmany angikrtam yat pratipannopadhau trai-
kalikanisedhapratiyogitvatmakabadhyatvartapam sattvam, tadviruddhasyaivasattvarapatvac ca. a-
nyathapratityanupadhikasattvabhave brahmany api sattvena pratitir eva sattvam syat. yena pumsa
sasasrngabhavo na niscitah, tasya gosyngam astiti vakyad iva sasasrrngam astiti vakyad api jianot-
pattes ca. tvanmate ’pi hi tatradhyastasyastitvasyanirvacyatve ’py adhisthanam asad eva; vaksyate

tites ca. (NAB, 1:67).
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it were nonexistent it could not be cognised. The second part of the argument is
implicitly intended to refute the nihilist philosopher who denies the reality of the
world altogether. In doing so, it should articulate a meaningful distinction between
the Advaitin’s and nihilist’s positions about the metaphysical status of the world.

The first problem cited by Vyasatirtha is that if the Advaitin goes on to accept
D3 as the definition of nonexistence, then the argument from circumstantial impli-
cation does not really demonstrate any difference between the Advaitin and the
nihilist on this point. Nihilist philosophers already accept that the world has the
absence of nonexistence defined as “not being experienced as existent in any sub-
strate”. For, they accept that we do experience the world as being existent, because,
like the Advaitins, they accept that it has practical/transactional existence. What the
nihilist really accepts is that the world does not exist in the sense that it lacks an es-
sential nature (nihsvartpatva). So if they intend to refute the nihilist’s position, and
to show that their position is truly different from it, the Advaitins must prove that
the world has the absence of nonexistence defined as nihsvarapatva.*!

In this passage, Vyasatirtha claims that there is a further reason that D3 is in-
compatible with the argument from arthdpatti. He again focuses on the second part
of the argument, which states: “If the ‘silver’ were nonexistent, then [it] could not be
experienced” (asac cet, na pratiyeta). This part of the argument could be understood
as a case of “hypothetical reasoning” (tarka). A tarka is structured as:

p—q
where p is the hypothesis and q is its consequent. This relationship holds since g per-
vades p; that is, q is found wherever p is found. A tarka in this context is essentially

41 Srinivasatirtha explains: Sunyavadind jagato ‘sattvam angikrtam iti tadvailaksanyam tvaya sa-
dhantyam. tena ca nihsvaripatvam evasattvam angikrtam iti tadvailaksanyam eva tvaya sadhani-
‘yam, na tu kva cid apy upadhau sattvendaprattyamanatvam asattvam ity angikrtya tadvailaksanyam;
tathatve siddhasadhanata syat, tenapi samvrtasattvangikarenaitadrsasadvailaksanyasyangikarad
iti bhavah. (Nyayamrtaprakasa, NAB, 1:90-91.) “The nihilist accepts that the world is nonexistent,
hence youl, the Advaitin,] must establish that [the world] is different from [nonexistence as it is de-
fined by them]. And [the nihilist] accepts that ‘nonexistence’ is simply the quality of ‘lacking essence’
(nihsvaripatva), hence you[, the Advaitin,] must establish that [the world] is different from that
[that is, from ‘nonexistence’ defined as ‘the quality of lacking an essence’]; [you] cannot simply ac-
cept that ‘nonexistence’ is the state of ‘not being cognised as existent in some substrate or other’ and
then [establish] that [the world] lacks that [quality]. If that were the case then you would merely be
establishing something that is already accepted [by the nihilist]. For, since [the nihilist] too accepts
that [the ‘silver’] has practical (samvrta) existence, they already accept that [it] has the property of
being different from what is nonexistent, where what is nonexistent is [‘something that cannot be
experienced as existent in some substrate or other’].”
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a reductio ad absurdum, since q is an untenable consequence. A tarka thus serves
to rule out p.

In the tarka under discussion (“If the ‘silver’ were nonexistent, it could not be
experienced”), the hypothesis is that the “silver” in this episode of perceptual error
is altogether nonexistent. The consequent is that the silver cannot be experienced.
However, Vyasatirtha argues that in a tarka the consequent must be something dif-
ferent from the hypothesis. In other words, ¢ must contain something that is not
already mentioned or implied in p. For example, suppose I make the argument “If
this were a cheetah, then it would be fast”. The subject of this tarka is the cheetah,
and the consequent clearly states something that is not included in the concept of
“being a cheetah”. In the tarka at hand, however, given the Advaitin’s formal defi-
nition of nonexistence, the hypothesis must be that the silver is “not subject to the
property of being experienced as existent in some substrate” (kva cid apy upadhau
sattvendpratiyamanatvam). The consequent of the tarka is, however, that the sil-
ver “would/could not be experienced”. In that case, the alleged consequent surely
amounts to nothing more than the hypothesis itself!

Vyasatirtha further argues that D? suffers from the flaw of “under-pervasion”
(avyapti). This means that it fails to apply to at least certain nonexistent things. Let
us suppose that there is a young child who is entirely unacquainted with the species
hare. The child would not realise that hares never have horns. Accordingly, if some-
one played a trick on the child and told him that hares sometimes have horns, then
the child would cognise “the hare’s horn” as being existent. The child would take
the “hare’s horn” to be existent in just the same way that they would take a cow’s
horn to exist upon being told that “cows have horns”. According to Srinivasatirtha,
what normally stops us from having a cognition of nonexistent entities is that we are
aware of the nonexistence of the object in question. In the child’s case, however, this
impediment is absent, and there is no reason why the cognition should not arise.%?
Vyasatirtha strengthens his case by a practical observation. When a person who

42 Srinivasatirtha comments: sattvendpratiyamanatvarapdsattvalaksanasya sasasrrige vyaptir ity
aha—yeneti. jianotpatteh, sattvaprakarakajiianotpatteh. tatha ca sattvenapratiyamanatvam nastiti
bhavah. nanu sasasrngam astiti vakyan na sasasrngastitvaprakarakam jiianam utpadyate, sasasyn-
gam nastity ayogyataniscayasya tatra pratibandhakatvad ity ata aha yena pumseti. (Nyayamy-
taprakasa, NAB, 1:91.) “Realising that the definition of nonexistence as ‘not being liable to be ex-
perienced as existent [in some substrate or other] fails to apply to the hare’s horn, [Vyasatirthal]
says: ‘By which’ (yena). By the words, ‘The arising of a cognition’, [Vyasatirtha] means: ‘The arising
of a cognition that has existence as its predication content’. The idea is that, this being the case, [the
hare’s horn] is not subject to the quality of ‘not being liable to be experienced as real [in some sub-
strate or other]’. Objection: The statement, ‘There is a hare’s horn’ will not give rise to a cognition
that has as its predication content the existence of the hare’s horn, since it will be blocked by the
ascertainment of the impossibility of such a statement in the form, ‘There is no hare’s horn’. With
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lacks the knowledge to dismiss a false statement hears one, we often observe that
they act upon it. For example, the child who was not aware that hares do not have
horns might try to find the nonexistent hare’s horn out in the world.*?

Vyasatirtha anticipates that the Advaitin could argue that the hare’s horn, in
that case, is indeterminate, and not nonexistent. Vyasatirtha concedes that the Advai-
tin could consistently argue that the existence which is falsely superimposed on the
hare’s horn when the child believes that the hare’s horn iexists could itself be inde-
terminate. However, he observes that the Advaitins themselves are committed to
the idea that there is a fixed domain of things that we term “nonexistent”, which
can be distinguished from illusory ones. If we start accepting that things we usually
label “nonexistent” are in fact “illusory”, then what exactly is it that we are distin-
guishing illusory things from? If the Advaitin takes up this line of argument, he risks

this in mind [Vyasatirtha] says: ‘By the person [who is not aware that the hare’s horn does not exist]’
(yena pumsa).”

43 Ramacarya goes into more detail about the linguistic questions surrounding the argument. How
is it that a false statement can give rise to a cognition on the part of one who hears it? Ramacarya’s
answer is that even though false statements lack the crucial syntactic feature of “consistency”
(yogyata), they nevertheless create the illusion of such a quality in the unwitting and produce a
cognition of their referent: na hy atra jabagadadas ity adinirarthakesv iva padarthadhir eva va,
kundam ajajinam ity adyaparthakesv ivanvayadhir va nasti. viparitabodhakesu yogyatabhave pi
yogyatabhramenakanksajiianena ca vakyarthajfianotpatter anubhavat; anyatha pravrttyader ayo-
vakyabhasat sase ‘nirvacantyasrngavisayako bhrama utpadyate, na tv asadvisayakah sa ity aha tvan-
mate ’piti. anirvacyavadinas tava mate ’pi tatradhyastasyastitvasyanirvacyatve ’pi sasasrngam asad
iti vakya iva sasasrngam astiti vakye ’pi Sasasrngasabdendasata eva pratiter ity arthah. (Nyayamr-
tatarangini, NAB, 1:78.) “For, the [statement, ‘The hare’s horn does not exist’] fails to generate neither
(1) a cognition of something, as in the case of meaningless [strings of sounds] such as jabagadadas,
nor (2) a cognition of syntactical connection (anvaya) as in senseless sentences such as ‘.. basin,
goat’s skin ..” and so on. For, in the case of [statements] that represent something contrary to the
way it really is, even though there is no consistency (yogyata), [we] see that, through the illusion
of consistency and the knowledge of expectancy (akarnksa), there is a knowledge of the meaning
(artha) of the sentence. Otherwise, it would be impossible that [the person who believes the false
statement] would act [upon it], for instance. And so [nonexistence defined as] ‘not being liable to be
experienced as real [in any substrate whatsoever]’ is not established in the case of the hare’s horn
and so on. This is what [Vyasatirtha] means. Objection: The pseudo-statement ‘There is a hare’s horn’
gives rise to a false cognition that has for its object an indeterminate horn present in [a real] hare;
[the false cognition in question] does not have something nonexistent for its object. With this in
mind, [Vyasatirtha] says, ‘In your view too’ (tvanmate °pi). For youl[, the Advaitin,] subscribe to the
doctrine of indeterminacy; hence in your view, too, even if the existence (astitva) that is superim-
posed [on the hare’s horn] is indeterminate, the word ‘hare’s horn’ gives rise to a cognition of what
is nonexistent [when it is used] in the sentence ‘The hare’s horn exists’, just as it does [when it is
used] in the statement ‘The hare’s horn is nonexistent’.”
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collapsing the distinction between these two domains, but this is a distinction that
Advaitin philosophers must accept.

For all of these reasons, Vyasatirtha argues that we cannot accept that nonex-
istence is “not being cognised as though existent in some location or other”. This
is ultimately the definition of nonexistence that Madhustidana will accept in the
Advaitasiddhi when defending indeterminacy against the charge of contradiction.
In arguing against this definition of nonexistence, Vyasatirtha thus laid the basis
for his Madhva commentators’ response to Madhustidana in their work on the Pra-
thamamithyatvabhanga. Many of the relevant passages are found in the translation
of this portion of the Nyayamyta given in Chapter 9.

6.9 Conclusion

This chapter and the previous one have sketched some of the main points of Vya-
satirtha’s arguments against Anandabodha’s inferences to prove that the world is
an illusion. This chapter has focused more closely on Vyasatirtha’s critique of in-
determinacy. According to Vyasatirtha, indeterminacy fails because the main argu-
ment Advaitin philosophers used to defend it has an inadmissible premise. Advaitin
philosophers argue that we cannot conclude that the “silver” we mistake mother-of-
pearl for is nonexistent, because we cannot experience nonexistent things. Vyasa-
tirtha, following Jayatirtha, argues that we can have perception-like experiences of
things that do not exist. In the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion, for instance, a flawed
sense-faculty which is really in connection with the mother-of-pearl misrepresents
its object as being “silver”. It is true that the false perception of “silver” is assisted
by a mental impression of a piece of silver we have experienced at some other time
and place, but this remotely existing piece of silver is not the object of the illusion, as
some Naiyayikas suggest. Rather, the “silver” that appears in our cognition is simply
nonexistent.

Moreover, Vyasatirtha follows Madhva, Jayatirtha, and Visnudasacarya in argu-
ing thatindeterminacy is a disguised contradiction. Vyasatirtha holds that existence
and nonexistence are fully contradictory properties because each is identical with
the absence of the other. Proving of a thing that it has the absence of both existence
and nonexistence is just the same as proving that it both exists and does not exist. In
response, Madhustidana rejected Vyasatirtha’s definitions of existence and nonexis-
tence. Existence and nonexistence, he argued, are mutually exclusive, but not jointly
exhaustive, properties. Proving that the world has the absence of both is no more
contradictory than claiming that a camel is neither a cow nor a horse. Vyasatirtha
was already aware of this definition in the Nyayamyrta, and he had sought to refute it.
To say that nonexistent things cannot be cognised as though they were existent does
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not allow us to draw a meaningful distinction between “existent”/“illusory” entities.
Under certain conditions we take “hares’ horns” to be existent things, so there is no
real distinction between the “silver” we mistake mother-of-pearl for or the flower
that grows in the sky. Both are simply nonexistent, and the words “illusory” (mithya)
and “nonexistent” (asat) mean one and the same thing.

The next chapter of this volume gives the background of the numerous techni-
calinferential flaws that Vyasatirtha cites in the Prathamamithyatvabhanga against
the doctrine of indeterminacy. His text draws strongly on the arguments made by
Gangesa in the chapter of the Tattvacintamani dealing with the universal-negative
inference (the Kevalavyatirekivada).



7 Vyasatirtha and Navya-Nyaya philosophy

The previous two chapters focused on the debate between Vyasatirtha and his
Advaitin opponents about the nature of existence, nonexistence, and indetermi-
nacy. Advaitin philosophers grounded their theory of indeterminacy in familiar
cases of perceptual illusion, but Vyasatirtha argued that perceptual illusions are not
“indeterminate”, as the Advaitins claim. Illusions such as the mother-of-pearl/silver
illusion present no mystery to philosophy; we can explain them simply by assuming
that the object they seem to present to us does not exist as part of reality. In fact,
perception itself tells us that its objects exist, and the truth of this insight is detected
by the witness, the very essence of the conscious self. Moreover, indeterminacy is
an inherently contradictory concept. Existence and nonexistence are by their very
nature jointly-exhaustive properties, and asserting that one and the same thing
lacks both is nothing more than a contradiction.

Vyasatirtha presses a number of other charges against indeterminacy in the
Prathamamithyatvabhanga. He clearly models his critique of indeterminacy on Ma-
dhva’s arguments. In his Mithyatvanumanakhandana, Madhva used a stock of for-
mal inferential fallacies accepted by Nyaya philosophers to show that indetermi-
nacy is by its very nature not a property that can be inferred from the world. Ma-
dhva’s arguments were developed considerably by Jayatirtha in his Nyayasudha
and Vadavali. Neither Madhva nor Jayatirtha was influenced by Gangesa and the
Navya-Naiyayikas, however. One of Vyasatirtha’s most important contributions to
the Madhva/Advaitin debate was to show that Madhva and Jayatirtha’s case against
Anandabodha could be vindicated in the light of Gange$a’s new arguments.

In this chapter, I will focus on Vyasatirtha’s encounter with Ganges$a in the Nya-
yamyta and the Tarkatandava. I will begin by giving a historical overview of the
engagement of Madhva thinkers with Navya-Nyaya philosophy, which began with
Vyasatirtha’s own study of Gange$a in the sixteenth century. I then explore how
Ganges$a’s ideas shaped Vyasatirtha’s work, contrasting the ways in which Vyasatir-
tha uses Gangesa’s ideas in the Nyayamrta and the Tarkatandava. The remainder
of this chapter is concerned with Vyasatirtha’s critique of Gangesa’s theory of a par-
ticular type of reasoning known as “universal-negative” inference (kevalavyatirek-
yanumana). Gange$a himself gave a detailed analysis of this type of inference in
the Tattvacintamani. In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga chapter of the Nyayamrta,
Vyasatirtha, in turn, made extensive use of Gangesa’s analysis to critique Ananda-
bodha’s formal inferences.

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [(c) XA | This work is licensed under the Cre-
ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110728521-007
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7.1 The role of Gangesa in Vyasatirtha’s thought

Ganges$a and his followers exerted a complex influence over Vyasatirtha, and we see
him adopt different stances towards Navya-Nyaya philosophy in his works. In the
Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha’s main objective is to refute the philosophy of the Advaita
school of Vedanta. In that text, he is therefore more concerned with using Navya-
Nyaya theories and terminology to help evaluate the arguments of his Advaitin op-
ponents. It is clear that Vyasatirtha often tacitly assumes various Navya-Nyaya epis-
temological theories in the Nyayamrta, even if they directly conflict with his own
Madhva ideas about epistemology. In the Tarkatandava, by contrast, Gangesa and
the Mithila Navya-Naiyayikas are Vyasatirtha’s central opponents, and Vyasatirtha’s
main objective is to show that Madhva theories about knowledge and ontology can
be vindicated in the light of their arguments. Consequently, in the Tarkatandava,
Vyasatirtha rejects the Navya-Nyaya theory of knowledge and sometimes ends up
arguing directly against Navya-Nyaya theories he had assumed in the course of de-
bating with the Advaitins in the Nyayamyta.

The Prathamamithyatvabhanga and other opening sections of the Nyayamrta
provide clear evidence of Vyasatirtha’s approach toward Gangesa in that text. In
the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha repeatedly refers to the “universal-
negative” (kevalavyatirekin) mode of inference accepted by the Navya-Naiyayikas.
As a Madhva, Vyasatirtha ultimately denies that this really constitutes a separate
type of inference, and, as I will discuss in this chapter, he devotes a lengthy section of
the Tarkatandava to refuting it. Yet, in the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha
clearly accepts particular aspects of Gangesa’s justification of this type of inference,
whereas he directly refutes these very same arguments in the Tarkatandava.

A particularly clear example of the differing roles of Gangesa’s philosophy
in the Nyayamrta and Tarkatandava is found in Vyasatirtha’s attitude towards
the problem of inferences where the probandum is an unestablished/unexampled
(aprasiddha) term like “sky-flower” or “son of a barren woman”. The Naiyayikas
argued that inferences involving unestablished properties are intrinsically faulty;
we simply cannot make inferences to the prove that “There is a hare’s horn on this
patch of earth”, for instance. They applied the flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata (“[the
subject’s] having an unestablished qualifier/probandum”) to such “inferences”. In
the Nyayamprta, Vyasatirtha argues that the flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata does ap-
ply to Anandabodha’s inferences to establish that the world is indeterminate. He
argues that indeterminacy itself (here defined as “the absence of nonexistence
coupled with the absence of existence”) is an unestablished entity, because percep-
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tual illusions are not indeterminate.! Vyasatirtha’s explanation in this passage of
the Nyayamyta of why we are unable to admit unestablished entities into our infer-
ences follows the explanation of the Navya-Naiyayikas. If we could make inferences
that involve such unestablished terms, he argues, then we might as well infer that
a patch of earth has been scratched by a hare’s horn because the components of the
probandum (horns, hares, and scratch marks) are separately established before the
inference is made.

Yet, in the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha clearly says that aprasiddhavisesanata
is not a flaw. This is entirely consistent with his Madhva epistemology. Unlike the
Naiyayikas, the Madhvas do not dismiss inferences as invalid purely because they
contain empty terms. Vyasatirtha argues elsewhere in the Tarkatandava that we can
make inferences such as “The son of a barren woman is mute, because it is insen-
tient”. This position is closely connected with the Madhvas’ refutation of the Advai-
tins’ doctrine of indeterminacy, and it led the Madhvas to the position that there are
“location-free” properties (asadasrayadharmas): properties such as nonexistence,
insentience, and so on that can somehow feature in reality without being contained
in an existent thing.

In fact, in this section of the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha cites what is essentially
a simplified version of Anandabodha’s inference, and argues that aprasiddhavise-
sanata does not apply to it, because aprasiddhavisesanata is not a flaw at all. (Ob-
viously, he still believes that the inference is fatally flawed because it suffers from
other defects such as proving a contradictory property, and so on.) In this he is di-
rectly contradicting his words in the Nyayamyrta, where he accepts that aprasiddha-
visesanata is a flaw and applies it to Anandabodha’s inferences. So on this point,
Vyasatirtha, in his two works, clearly shows different attitudes towards Gangesa’s
theory of inference.

We get a further clue as to Vyasatirtha’s attitude towards Gangesa very early
on in the Nyayamrta, when Vyasatirtha gives a “statement of the disagreement”
(vipratipatti-vakya). Vyasatirtha here attempts to give a precise formulation of the
philosophical dispute between Madhva and Advaitin philosophers. The form in
which he gives the vipratipattivakya is the same as is found, for instance, in the
Pramanyavada of Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani. However, having just given the state-
ment in this way, Vyasatirtha immediately goes on to argue that it is quite pointless
and unnecessary to begin a debate:

The disagreement is elucidated here only in accordance with the practice of the Naiyayikas,
and not because it is the correct method. For, even according to the Naiyayikas, the only result
of stating the disagreement in this way is the apprehension of the subject of the inference.

1 See Chapter 9, pp. 296-298, for a translation and discussion of this passage.
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Now, that could be accomplished by (1) a statement on the part of one of the debaters, either
in Sanskrit or in a vernacular (e.g., “I will prove that the world has illusoriness”), according to
everyday practice outside of debate, by virtue of which it would not be liable to censure. Oy, it
could be accomplished by [the participants’] accepting a topic prescribed by an arbitrator (e.g.,
“You must prove that the world has illusoriness”). And hence, it follows that a statement of the
disagreement, separate from the statement of the thesis, which is liable to the aforementioned
faults, is purposeless. ...

Nor can it be argued that [the elucidation of the vipratipatti] has the purpose of bringing about
the doubt which is the cause of subjectness. For, since both the debater and his opponent, along
with the arbitrators, are certain about the matter at hand, that would serve no purpose. ...
Moreover, subjectness in the form of the absence of conviction of proof as accompanied by the
absence of the desire to prove [that the probandum is present in the subject]? is possible even
in the absence of [such] doubt.®

Vyasatirtha here seems to indicate that he is adopting a particular part of Gangesa’s
philosophical methodology even though it conflicts with his own point of view. At
this early point in the Nydyamyta, he gives a precise statement of the disagreement
between the Madhvas and the Advaitins in an identical format to the one used by
Gangesa in the Tattvacintamani; however, Vyasatirtha subsequently argues that the
statement is really unnecessary, since the same effect could also be achieved by
other means.*

From these passages it is clear that although in the Nyayamyta Vyasatirtha is
content to use arguments and techniques from Gangesa’s works, he does not re-
ally agree with them. He articulates his true position in the Tarkatandava, where
he clearly refutes Gangesa’s arguments. It is certain that Vyasatirtha wrote the
Tarkatandava after the Nyayamrta,® but the shift in Vyasatirtha’s focus was clearly
not due to development in his thought. Vyasatirtha was always a committed Madhva
who would have always accepted the epistemology he defends in the Tarkatandava.

2 This is Gangesa’s definition of subjecthood. Gangesa writes: ucyate sisadhayisavirahasahakyta-
sadhakapramanabhavo yatrasti, sa paksah. tena sisadhayisavirahasahakrtam sadhakapramanam
yatrasti sa na paksah, yatra sadhakapramane saty asati va sisadhayisa tatra cobhayabhavas tatra
visistabhavat paksatvam. (ACN: 431-432.)

3 idam cavipratipattipradarsanam tarkikarityaiva na tu vastutah. tatpakse ’pi vipratipattivakyasya
paksaparigrahaikaphalakatvat. tasya kathabahyena nigrahanarhena laukikarityanusarina samskr-
tariipena va bhasariipena va maya prapanicamithyatvam sadhyata iti vadivakyena va, tvaya prapani-
camithyatvam sadhyam iti madhyasthaparikalpitavisayasvikarena va siddhau, pratijiiavyatirikta-
syoktakusystiyuktasya vipratipattivakyasya vaiyarthyat. ... na ca paksatvaprayojakasamsayartham
tat, vadiprativadinoh prasnikanam ca niscayavattvena tadayogat. ... samsayam vinapi sisadhayisa-
virahasahakrtasadhakamanabhavartupasya paksatvasya sambhavac ca. (NAB, 1:8.)

4 See Williams (2014: 138-141) for a more detailed discussion of how Vyasatirtha’s commentators
treat this passage.

5 See below, fn. 11, for a passage where Vyasatirtha refers to the Nyayamrta in the Tarkatandava.
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It is rather due to the identity of Vyasatirtha’s opponent in the Nyayamyrta. There,
Vyasatirtha’s provisional acceptance of Gangesa’s philosophical arguments is for
the sake of debating with the Advaitins. The Advaitins would obviously have never
accepted the tenets of Madhva epistemology, and Advaitin thinkers like Madhu-
sidana and Brahmananda were deeply trained in Navya-Nyaya ideas. So, when
critiquing the Advaitins, Gangesa’s epistemology could act as a sort of “middle
ground”, supplying a point of reference that allowed the traditions to debate with
one another.

This use of the Tattvacintamani as a text to help mediate disputes between
competing intellectual traditions is also reflected in Somanatha Kavi’s Vyasayogi-
carita. In this work, Somanatha seems to indicate that by the early sixteenth cen-
tury Gangesa’s text had become an authority on matters of inferential theory among
philosophers in South India.’ Indeed, Vyasatirtha’s use of Gangesa’s text is legalis-
tic. He employs particular judgments made by Gangesa in the Tattvacintamani as a
precedent to decide the controversial philosophical points being addressed in the
Nyayampta.

7.2 The Nyaya-Vasesika theory of inference

Despite Vyasatirtha’s differing approaches towards Gangesa in the Nyayamrta and
the Tarkatandava, the influence of the Tattvacintamani runs deep in both texts. The
Tattvacintamani was divided into four separate books, each focussing on one of the
means of knowledge (pramanas) accepted by the Navya-Naiyayikas. In the early
portions of the Nyayamyta, Vyasatirtha focuses mainly on the second book of the
Tattvacintamani, which deals with inference (anumana). The theory of inference
was always the centrepiece of Navya-Nyaya epistemological analysis, and it was
primarily in discussing the various aspects of inferential knowledge that the Navya-
Naiyayikas refined their logical techniques and technical language.

In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha refers frequently to the sec-
tion of the Tattvacintamani where Ganges$a deals specifically with the “universal-
negative” (kevalavyatirekin) mode of inference (the Kevalavyatirekivada). One can-
not, therefore, understand the Prathamamithyatvabhanga and its commentaries
without understanding this part of Gangesa’s text. Stephen Phillips (2016) has trans-
lated Gangesa’s Kevalavyatirekivada into English with a commentary. In the re-
mainder of this chapter, I will discuss Gangesa’s solutions in the Tattvacintamani to
the problem of universal-negative inference by translating Vyasatirtha’s response

6 See Williams (2014: 146, fn. 25) for a discussion of this passage.
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in the Tarkatandava to Ganges$a’s arguments. This will supply a backdrop for the
translation of the Prathamamithydatvabhanga in the next chapter, and give insight
into some of the debates between Madhva and Nyaya thinkers on the subject of
inference.

According to Navya-Nyaya philosophers, “knowledge” (prama) is a special
type of cognition. They regard “cognitions”/“awarenesses” (jiiana, buddhi, pratyaya,
etc.) as tropes that occur, under specific conditions, in individual souls (@tman).
According to the Naiyayikas, there are four types of valid knowledge: perceptual
knowledge (pratyaksa), inferential knowledge (anumiti), identificational knowl-
edge (upamiti),” and verbal knowledge (Sabdabodha). One of Gangesa’s central
concerns in the Tattvacintamani is to identify the particular factors that cause
these cognitive episodes to occur. Each of the types of knowledge recognised by the
Naiyayikas is produced by a distinct means of knowledge (pramana). Nyaya philoso-
phers generally accepted that there are four instruments that produce knowledge:
perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), comparison (upamana), and verbal
testimony (Sabda).

The term that I translate as “inference” (anumana) refers specifically to the
means that produce episodes of inferential knowledge. According to the Nyaya
model, an inference seeks to establish that some property (the “thing-to-be-establ-
ished” or “probandum” [sadhya]) is somehow located in a particular location (the
inferential subject, or paksa), because the inferential subject possesses a further
property, the reason (hetu, sadhana). A standard example of an inference is: “The
mountain has fire, because [it has] smoke; just like the oven”. According to Gangesa,
inferential knowledge arises from “the cognition that [the reason] is a property of
a subject combined with pervasion” (vyaptivisistapaksadharmatajfiana). In other
words, we attain an inferential knowledge once we know both (1) that the reason
is present in the inferential subject, and (2) that the probandum is invariably con-
comitant with the reason (that the probandum “pervades” the reason). Put simply,
to say that the probandum “pervades” the reason is to say that it is present in every
location where the reason is present.?

7 See Ingalls (1951: 29) for a discussion of this translation of the term upamiti.

8 The entire passage of the Tattvacintamani reads: pratyaksopajivakatvat pratyaksanantaram, ba-
huvadisammatatvad upamandt prag anumanam nirupyate. tatra vyaptivisistapaksadharmatajfiana-
Jjanyam jiianam anumitih; tatkaranam anumanam. tac ca lingaparamarsah, na tu paramrsyamanam
lingam iti vaksyate. (ACN: 1-2.) “Inference is characterised after perception, because [it] depends
upon perception; it is characterised before comparison, because[, unlike comparison, inference]
is agreed by many philosophers [to be a separate source of knowledge]. Of those [different types
of knowledge], inferential knowledge (anumiti) is a cognition that is produced by a cognition of
the [reason’s] being a property of the subject, which property is coupled with pervasion; its instru-
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The Nyayasiddhantamuktavali, a seventeenth century manual of Nyaya-Vaide-
sika epistemology and metaphysics, gives an explanation of how inferential knowl-
edge comes about using the standard example of inferring fire from smoke:

A certain person apprehends the pervasion of smoke by fire in, for instance, an oven. Later, the
very same person sees a plume of smoke directly originating from a mountain, for instance.
Thereafter, [the same person] recalls the pervasion in the form “smoke is pervaded by fire”.
After that, [the person] has the cognition “this [mountain] has smoke, which is pervaded by
fire”. It is this that is called “reflection” (paramarsa). After that has occurred, the inferential
knowledge “the mountain has fire” arises.’

This is an account of “private inference” or “inference-for-one’s-self” (svarthanu-
mana), which consists in a series of cognitive events (perceiving, recollecting) taking
place in a single conscious subject over an indefinite period of time. A “public infer-
ence” or an “inference-for-another” (pararth@numana) consists in a set of speech
acts that induce inferential knowledge in a beneficiary. Gange$a recognised that
there are three main subtypes of inference, and he devoted a large section of the
Tattvacintamani to discussing them. His typology of inference is based on the distinc-
tion between two types of property: “universal-positive” (kevalanvayin) properties
and (so-called) “universal-negative” (kevalavyatirekin) properties.

The Navya-Naiyayikas accept that universal-positive properties are present in
every possiblelocation. For instance, Ganges$a accepts that the properties “knowabil-
ity” (jieyatva) and “nameability” (abhidheyatva) are universal-positive properties,
because everything can be an object of knowledge and can be referred to in lan-
guage.'” Gangesa defines a universal-positive property as a property “that is not the
counterpositive of a constant absence that occurs [somewhere]” (vrttimadatyanta-

mental cause is inference (anumana); and this is consideration (paramarsa) of the reason, and not
the reason being considered, as will be explained [later in this text].” See Ingalls (1951: 30—33) and
Goekoop (1967: 55-56) for more details about Gangesa’s theory and terminology.

9 yena purusena mahanasadau dhiime vahnivyaptir grhita, pascat sa eva purusah kva cit parva-
tadav avicchinnamilam dhiimarekham pasyati, tadanantaram dhiimo vahnivyapya ity evamripam
vyaptismaranam tasya bhavati, pascac ca vahnivyapyadhuimavan ayam iti jidnam, sa eva parama-
rsa ity ucyate. tadanantaram, parvato vahniman ity anumitir jayate. (NSM: 210-211.)

10 This is based on the recognition of the Naiyayikas, first appearing in the works of Prasastapada,
that certain properties must occur in everything. According to Prasastapada, all the VaiSesika cat-
egories have “being (astitva), nameability, and knowability”. See Perrett (1999) for a discussion of
the concept of universal-positive properties. The claim that “everything is knowable” is sometimes
taken to be a corollary of the Nyaya position that god is omniscient. However, Perrett argues that
Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers are, in fact, committed to the claim that everything is in principle
knowable by human beings.
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bhavapratiyogitvam).* One might expect, therefore, that “universal-negative” prop-
erties are properties that fail to occur in any location whatsoever. However, this is
not the case. According to Gangesa, universal-negative qualities can, in fact, occur as
part of reality. They are referred to as “universal-negative” qualities because they
are not (yet) known to occur anywhere from the point of view of some observer.
(It is thus slightly misleading to think of them as being the “opposite” or “counter-
correlate” of universal-positive properties.)

In the Tattvacintamani, Ganges$a argues that inference can be subdivided into
three types corresponding to the distinction between these types of property: there
is universal-positive inference, universal-negative inference, and both-negative-
and-positive inference. A universal-positive inference is an inference where the
probandum is a universal-positive property. Gangesa (ACn: 552) accordingly de-
fines it as an inference “where there is no heterologue (vipaksa)”, that is, an
inference where there is no location known to have the absence of the proban-
dum. By contrast, universal-negative inferences are ones where the probandum

11 See ACN: 572. Gangesa explains that the term “possessing occurrence” (vrttimat-) in the com-
pound is inserted to include the constant absence of the ether under the scope of universal-positive
properties. The ether is, according to Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers, a non-occurring substance, so
its absence should occur in every possible location. The point is that even though it is present ev-
erywhere, the constant absence of the ether is the counterpositive of a constant absence. Since a
presence and the corresponding absence are each identical with the absence of the other, the con-
stant absence of the ether is the counterpositive of a constant absence in the form of the ether itself.
The word vrttimat- thus serves to include the constant absence of the ether. For, even though the
constant absence of the ether is the counterpositive of a constant absence, it is not the counterposi-
tive of a constant absence that has something that occurs in something else for its counterpositive,
because the ether itself does not occur in anything. Vyasatirtha critiques this argument as follows
in the Tarkatandava: yac ca manau vyaptir dvedha, anvayavyatirekabhedat. tatas canumanam api
kevalanvayikevalavyatirekyanvayavyatirekibhedat trividham. tatra vrttimadatyantabhavapratiyo-
gitvam kevalanvayitvam. gaganatyantabhavasya kevalanvayitvartham vrttimatpadam iti, tan na;
gaganasya kevalanvayyatyantabhavapratiyogitve tucchatvapatat. na hi sasasrngader apito ‘nyad
asattvam asti; vistrtam caitan nyayamrte. (TT, 4:173-174.) “[Gangesa] says in the [Tattvacintalmani
as follows—‘Pervasion is of two sorts, because of the difference between positive and negative per-
vasion. And so inference itself is of three sorts, because of the difference between universal-posi-
tive, universal-negative, and both-positive-and-negative-pervasion. In those [different sorts of per-
vasion], being a universal-positive [property] is “not being the counterpositive of a constant absence
that occurs [in something else]”. The word vrttimat- (“occurring [in something else]”) has the pur-
pose of ensuring that the constant absence of the ether is a universal-positive property’. That[, say I,
Vyasatirtha,] is wrong! For, if the ether is the counterpositive of a constant absence that occurs in all
locations, then it must be a mere void! For a hare’s horn and so on has no other ‘nonexistence’ than
[‘being the counterpositive of an absence that occurs in all locations’]; and [I] have elaborated this
in [the Dvittyamithyatvabhanga and Sattvanirukti chapters of my] Nyayamrta.” This passage makes
it clear that Vyasatirtha had already written the Nyayamrta when he was writing the Tarkatandava.
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is a universal-negative property, that is, the person making/hearing the inference
has not encountered the probandum in a location other than the subject prior to
the inference. Gange$a defines these as inferences where there is no homologue
(sapaksa), that is, no location that is known to possess the probandum.'?

7.3 Gangesa’s analytic account of universal-negative inference

The fact that Gangesa accepted these different types of inference presented serious
challenges to his theory of pervasion/invariable concomitance (vyapti). Pervasion
was the most extensively discussed concept in Navya-Nyaya, and the quest to give
a perfect definition of it helped stimulate the Naiyayikas to develop powerful ana-
lytic techniques. A pervasion consists of a universal relationship between the rea-
son and the probandum in an inference. For instance, in the inference “there is fire
on the mountain, because there is smoke on the mountain”, we are able to infer
the presence of fire on the mountain on the basis of smoke because we know that
“wherever there is smoke, there is fire”. A rough definition of pervasion is thus: “the
co-occurrence (samanadhikaranya) of one thing (B) with another thing (A), when A
is never absent from any location where B is present”.!® In this relationship, A is
the “pervader” (vyapaka) and B is the “thing-pervaded” (vydpya). In modern formal
logic, the relationship “A pervades B” could thus be expressed with the formula:

(Vx) (Bx — Ax)

Soin the case of the inference where we infer fire from smoke, for instance, we infer
as follows:

12 tac canumanam trividham—kevalanvayikevalavyatirekyanvayavyatirekibhedat. tatrasadvipa-
ksam kevalanvayi. ... kevalavyatireki tv asatsapaksah, yatra vyatirekasahacarena vyaptigrahah.
(ACN: 552-582.) “And inference is of three sorts, because of the difference between universal-
positive-, universal-negative-, and both-positive-and-negative inferences. Of those [three sorts of
inference], universal-positive inference is that which has no heterologue (vipaksa). ... Universal-
negative inference, on the other hand, is that which lacks a homologue (sapaksa), where the perva-
sion is apprehended through the negative concomitance [of the reason and the probandum].”

13 See Ganeri (2001: 192). Ganges$a’s conclusive definition of pervasion (vyaptisiddhantalaksana) in
the Tattvacintamanireads: “A (= sadhya) pervades B (= hetu) if B shares a common locus with A, and
A is not qualified by the determiner of counterpositiveness to a constant absence that (1) shares a
common locus with B, and (2) does not share a common locus with [its own] counterpositive” (pra-
tiyogyasamanadhikaranayatsamanadhikaranatyantabhavapratiyogitavacchedakavacchinnam yan
na bhavati, tena samam tasya samanadhikaranyam vyaptih). See Goekoop (1967: 109-116) for a trans-
lation and discussion of Gangesa’s definition.
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1. Ha

2.(Vx) (Hx — Sx)

~.Sa

(where “H” and “S” refer to the reason and the probandum respectively).

The fact that Gangesa admits inferences containing universal-positive prop-
erties such as “knowability” and “nameability” complicates the task of defining
pervasion considerably for him. A universal-positive property is one that is always
present in every location; consequently, its absence must be an empty/unestablished
(aprasiddha) term that is found nowhere in reality. The “absence of knowability”
(jRieyatvabhava), for instance, is simply an empty term, like “hare’s horn”. The
Naiyayikas refused on principle to perform logical operations on empty terms.
This includes referring to them in definitions. The problem is that many of the
traditional definitions of pervasion that Gangesa considers in the Tattvacintamani
end up inadvertently referring to unestablished terms when they are applied to
universal-positive inference. For instance, suppose we define pervasion as “[the
reason’s] not occurring in something that possesses the absence of the proban-
dum” (sadhyabhavavadavrttitvam).* Even if this definition could apply to cases
of inferences such as “There is fire on the mountain, because there is smoke on
the mountain”, it would fail in the case of universal-positive inferences (e.g., “This
is nameable because it is knowable”), where the absence of the probandum (the
“absence of nameability”) is necessarily an unestablished term.

Besides the universal-positive inferences, Gangesa also accepts another mode
of inference, which he calls “universal-negative inference” (kevalavyatirekyanuma-
na). This type of inference is extremely important for the Naiyayikas because it ex-
plains how we can give definitions of terms. According to the Navya-Naiyayikas, a
defining characteristic/property (laksana) is a property that occurs in all cases of the
thing that is being defined, and no more. It is, in other words, an exclusive property,
one which distinguishes the thing being defined from all other things. One way to
think about the process of giving a definition is as an inference where we infer that
the defined term is different from all other things because it possesses the defining
property. As Ingalls (1951: 89) points out, the following inference will thus always be
true for valid definitions:

14 For discussions of this definition, see Ingalls (1951: 90-93) and Goekoop (1967: 60-64).
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The thing-to-be-defined is different from everything else, because [it has] a defining character-
istic of that sort (laksya itarabhedavan, tadrsalaksanat).

The most frequent example of this type of inference found in the Navya-Nyaya
literature is based on the definition of the substance earth. In Vaidesika ontology,
earth is one of the five atomic substances. It is, according to the Vaisesikas, the
only substance that smells, because it is the only substance that possesses smell-
tropes. As such, one could give a definition of earth as follows: “The defining prop-
erty (laksana) of earth is the state of possessing smell” (gandhavattvam prthivyah
laksanam).”> The process of defining earth using this property could be analysed as
the following inference:

Earth is different from everything else, because [it] possesses smell (prthivitarebhyo bhidyate,
gandhavattvat).

Here the defined term (“earth”) is the subject, the defining property (the “quality of
possessing-smell”) is the reason, and the probandum is “the state of being differen-
tiated from all other things”.

Ganges$a argued that to explain such reasoning we need to accept universal-
negative inference as a separate type of inference. The point is that the probandum
in this inference to define earth is present only in the subject of the inference—
earth—and nothing else. Of course, it could be said of everything that it has the
property of being “different from everything else” (itarabhinnatva), but this is not
a recurrent property. Nothing else has the particular combination of differences
possessed by earth that collectively render it different from everything besides it-
self. So, given that the probandum is an exclusive property that is present only in
the subject, the inferer cannot have experienced it anywhere else before the infer-
ence is made. The probandum must, therefore, be an unestablished term until the
inference is made.!® This creates a serious bind for Gangesa. It is fundamental to
his Nyaya philosophy that such unestablished terms cannot appear in inferences,

15 Gange$a and Vyasatirtha usually refer to an alternative formulation of the inference to de-
fine earth, where the reason is the universal earthness (prthivitva) rather than the property of
possessing-smell (gandhavattva): “Earth is different from the other [substances and categories], be-
cause [it possesses] earthness” (prthivitarebhyo bhidyate, prthivitvat). However, in this chapter I
have used the inference in which gandhavattva is the reason, since it perhaps makes the function of
the inference clearer. Among Navya-Naiyayikas, both of these inferences are considered paradigms
of the universal-negative mode of inference.

16 According to Raghavendra, a kevalavyatirekin property is a property only the absence of which
is well established (prasiddha). He accordingly explains universal-negative inference as an infer-
ence where the probandum is such a quality: yasya dharmasya kevalam vyatirekah—abhava eva—
prasiddhah, na tu bhavah, sa dharmah kevalavyatirekiti. tadrsadharmasadhyakam anumanam api
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yet the universal-negative type of inference seems by definition to preclude the pos-
sibility that the probandum is established somewhere else before the inference is
made. The acceptance of universal-negative inference seems to entail that we can
make inferences involving even unestablished terms, something that Gangesa, as a
Naiyayika, cannot accept.

Ganges$a analyses universal-negative inference in detail in the Tattvacintamani.
In the inference to define earth, we end up proving that earth is “different from ev-
erything else” on the basis that it possesses smell tropes. But what exactly does the
quality of “being different from everything else” (itarabhinnatva) consist in, in this
case? As Gangesa points out, from the point of view of VaiSesika metaphysics, the
property entails that earth is different from all the individuals that belong to the
eight other types of substance, as well as from all the individuals belonging to the cat-
egories apart from substance. He therefore analyses the probandum as consisting
of thirteen separate mutual absences or differences. To say that “Earth is different
from all other things” is to say that earth is different from the eight other substances
(water, fire, wind, the ether, time, space, the self, and the internal faculty) and the
remaining five categories apart from substance (trope, motion, universal, ultimate
particulariser, and inherence). Curiously, Gangesa does not include absence in this
list, even though he clearly accepts it as a separate category. Vyasatirtha follows him
in this respect in the Nyayamrta."”

Thus the probandum (itarabhinnatva) in the earth inference is actually a com-
pound property that consists of mutual absences from the following things: (1) wa-
ter, (2) fire, (3) wind, (4) ether, (5) time, (6) space, (7) self, (8) the internal faculty, (9)
trope, (10) motion, (11) universal, (12) ultimate particulariser, and (13) inherence.

The full form of the inference to define earth is as follows:
Thesis: Earth is different from the other substances and categories;
Reason: Because it possesses smell;
Example: That which is not differentiated from the other substances and cate-
gories does not possess smell, as in the case of water;
Application: And earth does not not have the quality of possessing smell;
Conclusion: Therefore, it is not not differentiated from the other substances and
categories.

kevalavyatirekyanumanam ity arthah. (Nyayadipa, TT, 4:175.) “A property is called a ‘universal-
negative property’ when only its absence (vyatireka/abhava) is established, and not its presence. And
universal-negative inference (kevalavyatirekyanumana) is an inference in which the probandum is
a property of that sort; this is what [Vyasatirtha] means [in this passage of the Tarkatandaval.”

17 Vyasatirtha’s commentator, Srinivasatirtha, acknowledges this when commenting on the Pratha-
mamithyatvabhanga, but he offers no explanation of why Gangesa and Vyasatirtha do not include
absencein thelist of categories. See my translation of the Nyayamytaprakasa, Chapter 9, pp. 270-271.
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The “example” (udaharana) component of this inference expresses a pervasion re-
lationship between the reason and the probandum. However, this pervasion rela-
tionship is of a different sort to the one that holds between, say, smoke and fire in
the standard example of inference. In the case of the inference “There is fire on the
mountain, because there is smoke on the mountain”, we are able to make the infer-
ence from smoke to fire because we know that fire pervades smoke; that is, fire is
never absent from a location that has smoke. According to Ganges$a, however, there
are two types of pervasion: (1) positive (anvaya) and negative (vyatireka). As noted
above, “positive pervasion” can be written in PPL as:

(Vx) (Hx — Sx).

Negative-pervasion is the contraposition of this:

(Vx) (=Sx — —HXx).

Gange$a himself expresses this relationship elegantly by means of the compound
sadhyabhavavyapakabhavapratiyogitvam: “[the reason’s] being the counterpositive
of an absence that pervades the absence of the probandum”.!®

In the inference to define earth, we know that the absence of the reason (that is,
the absence of the quality of possessing smell [gandhavattvabhaval) pervades the
absence of the particular combination of thirteen mutual absences that distinguish
earth from all the other substances and categories. For, everything that we know of
that lacks the particular combination of thirteen absences in question (water, fire,
etc.), also lacks smell. We also know that earth has the quality of possessing smell.
Hence we can conclude that earth has the quality of being different from the re-
maining substances and categories. In PPL:

(VX) (=Sx — —HXx)

Ha

~Sa

18 See for instance ACN: 588.
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7.4 Vyasatirtha’s use of Gangesa’s theory of universal-negative
inference in the Nyayamyta

Universal-negative inference presented many different problems to Gangesa, and
he endorsed several solutions in the Tattvacintamani. In his Tarkatandava, Vyasatir-
tha argues that Gangesa’s defence of universal-negative inference in the Tattvacin-
tamani is untenable. In the passages of the Nyayamrta translated in the next chap-
ter of this book, by contrast, he actually makes use of many of Gangesa’s key argu-
ments, and applies Gangesa’s positions to Anandabodha’s inferences to prove that
the world is indeterminate. I will here outline how Vyasatirtha uses Gangesa’s argu-
ments about universal-negative inference in the Nyayamrta.

The main objections that Vyasatirtha levels against Anandabodha in the Pra-
thamamithyatvabhanga go back to the works of Madhva himself. In the first of the
inferences Vyasatirtha ascribes to Anandabodha in the Nyayamyta, Anandabodha
attempts to infer that the empirical world is “illusory” because it is “perceptible”.
Early on in his Mithyatvanumanakhandana, Madhva argued that the flaws of “prov-
ing something that is already established” (siddhasadhana) and “[the subject’s] hav-
ing an unestablished qualifier/probandum” (aprasiddhavisesanata) both apply to
this inference. The Madhvas are realists who accept that the world is existent by its
very essence. Consequently, while they do not accept that the world lacks the prop-
erty of existence, the Madhvas do accept that it lacks the property of nonexistence.
So Anandabodha’s inference to prove that the world is “neither existent nor nonex-
istent” fails because it proves, at least in part, something that the Madhvas already
accept.

The flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata also applies to Anandabodha’s attempts to
prove the indeterminacy of the world because, from the Madhvas’ point of view,
indeterminacy is an unestablished property. According to the Advaitins, indetermi-
nacy is established in perceptual illusions like the mother-of-pearl/silver illusion
before the inference takes place. However, Madhva philosophers believe that per-
ceptual illusions can be explained in a determinate/bivalent ontology. As such, from
their point of view “indeterminacy” is simply a dubious unexampled property, like
a hare’s horn or a rose that grows in the sky.

19 vimatam mithya, drsyatvat; yad ittham, tat tathd, yatha suktirajatam. jagato *bhavad asrayasid-
dhah. pakso ‘nirvacaniyasyasiddher aprasiddhavisesanah. asadvailaksanye mithyatvasya siddhasa-
dhanata. (Mithyatvanumanakhandana, SMGS5, 58.) “[Anandabodha has argued as follows—]‘The ob-
ject of dispute [= the world] is illusory, because [it is] perceptible; that which is so (= perceptible) is
as such (=illusory), just like the silver [superimposed on] mother-of-pearl’. [However, this inference
is untenable. For] since the [subject of the inference,] the world, [in the view of the Advaitin] does
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Like the probandum in the inference to define earth (“being different from the
other substances and categories”), the Advaitin’s property of “indeterminacy” is a
property that is made up of component parts that can be observed separately in
differentlocations. In the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha accepts that indeterminacy is “be-
ing the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence” (sadasattvanadhikaranatva). In
the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, he analyses this definition further. Indeterminacy
could be said to be:

— D' a pair of qualities: (a) the constant absence of existence and (b) the constant
absence of nonexistence;

— D? a compound entity, namely, the state of having the constant absence of nonex-
istence qualified by the state of having the constant absence of existence.

In other words, we can think about “indeterminacy” either synthetically or an-
alytically. We can think of it as consisting of two separate properties (the “con-
stant absence of existence” and the “constant absence of nonexistence”) which
happen to be ascribed to the same substrate, or we can think about it as the
compound/conjunction of those two things—*“the constant absence of existence
combined with the constant absence of nonexistence”. This distinction may sound
trivial, but for Vyasatirtha it makes an important difference about how we evaluate
Anandabodha’s inferences.

In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha tries to stay true to Madhva’s
arguments. He tries to catch the Advaitin in a bind by citing the same charges of
siddhasadhana and aprasiddhavisesanata pressed by Madhva. According to Vyasa-
tirtha, in the act of choosing to define “indeterminacy” as either D! or D?, the Advai-
tin impales himself on one horn of a dilemma, but he absolves himself of another
charge. If he selects D, opting to make indeterminacy a pair of separate qualities,
the Advaitin’s inference proves to the Madhva something that the Madhva already
accepts (the flaw of siddhasadhana).?® This is because the Madhva already accepts
that the world is existent and, in doing so, accepts that it has the constant absence
of nonexistence. On the other hand, Vyasatirtha, following Ganges$a, concedes that
adopting D' as the definition of indeterminacy absolves the inference of the flaw
of aprasiddhavisesanata. As in the inference to define earth, the two properties—

not exist (abhava), the [reason in the inference, ‘perceptibility’,] is not established in its substrate.
[Moreover, the inference is untenable because], since what is indeterminate is unestablished, the
subject has an unestablished qualifier. [Moreover, the inference is untenable because establishing
that the world has] ‘illusoriness’[, understood as indeterminacy,] proves something that is already
established in respect of the state of being different from what is nonexistent[, which I, the realist,
already accept is true of the world].”

20 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 254-256.
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the constant absence of existence and the constant absence of nonexistence—could
be said to be established separately before the inference takes place: we perceive
the constant absence of nonexistence in what exists and, vice versa, the constant
absence of existence in what does not exist. The inference simply establishes that
these two separate properties are present in the same subject.

According to Vyasatirtha, if the Advaitin opts for D? and treats indeterminacy
as a compound entity, then the inference does not suffer from the flaw of siddha-
sadhana. The Madhva clearly does not accept that the world has the absence of ex-
istence compounded with the absence of nonexistence, so the Advaitin is proving
something that the Madhvas genuinely do not accept. Nevertheless, D?, Vyasatir-
tha argues, suffers from aprasiddhavisesanata: the probandum—indeterminacy—
is under this analysis something that is unestablished. This is because, as a Madhva,
Vyasatirtha believes that indeterminacy is not established in cases of perceptual
illusion. The obvious retort is that we are still aware of the components of the com-
pound thing separately before the inference takes place; why cannot the inference
simply unite them in a single thing? Vyasatirtha answers this as a Naiyayika would:
were we to accept that a qualified/compound probandum is well-established just be-
cause its parts are established separately, then we would have to accept the validity
of the absurd inference “The floor is scratched by the hare’s horn”, simply because
we are aware of hares and horns separately before the “inference” takes place.

7.5 Gangesa’s first solution to the problem
of universal-negative inference

This is roughly the structure of Vyasatirtha’s arguments in the Prathamamithya-
tvabhanga. For the remainder of this chapter, I will sketch how Gangesa himself
proposed to solve these problems with universal-negative inference, and show how
Vyasatirtha refutes Gangesa’s arguments in the Tarkatandava. From Gangesa’s
point of view, the problem with universal-negative inferences such as the earth
inference is that they seem by their very essence to conflict with the requirement
that all the terms involved in an inference are established (prasiddha) before the
inference takes place. In the inference to define earth, for instance, we infer that
earth has a property—“being different from everything else” (itarabhinnatva)—
that nothing else in reality possesses. If this is a unique, distinguishing property,
present only in earth, then how could we have experienced it before making the
inference? The property is not epistemically available anywhere other than the sub-
ject, and so it must be unestablished before the inference occurs. From this point of
view, the property seems to belong to the same class of “unestablished” things that
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the Madhvas claim the property of “indeterminacy” does. As a Naiyayika, Gangesa
cannot accept that we can make inferences involving such entities, yet he is also
committed to the validity of universal-negative inference.

In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha states the problem with universal-negative
inference as follows:

Moreover, universal-negative inference is not tenable. For, in your view [as a Naiyayika] the
probandum [in an inference] must be established in order that: (1) there can be the appre-
hension of the pervasion [of the reason by the probandum], (2) the [unacceptable contingency
that] the statement of the thesis [in public inference] does not communicate [anything] can
be averted, and (3) [your] rule that the cognition of the qualified thing (visista) is invariably
preceded by the cognition of the qualifier (viSesana) can be maintained. However, [the proban-
dum] is not [established] in universal-negative inference.

In [universal-negative inference], the probandum cannot be established in the inferential sub-
ject, since [in that case] universal-negative inference would be pointless [because we would
already know that the probandum is present in the subject, which is exactly what the infer-
ence should prove to us]. Nor can [the probandum] be established in a location other [than the
subject]. For, if the reason is present in that location, it would follow that it has a positive cor-
relation [with the probandum]; if[, on the other hand,] the reason is absent from that location,
it follows that it is a pseudo-reason of the “uncommon” variety [because it is absent from all
locations where the probandum is known to be present].”

In this passage, Vyasatirtha gives an explanation of why, from the point of view of
the Navya-Naiyayikas, inferences cannot contain unestablished entities. According
to the Naiyayikas, an inferential knowledge (anumiti) is the product of a series of
causally related cognitive events that occur over time in a single individual. The
individual in question needs to have a stock of cognitions in order to have an infer-
ential knowledge. She needs to know, for instance, that the probandum is present
wherever the reason is present (that the reason pervades the probandum), but how
could she know this if she has never experienced the probandum in the first place?

21 kevalavyatirekyanumanam ca na yuktam. tvanmate vyaptigrahartham, pratijfiavakyasyabodha-
katva'pariharartham’, visistajianam visesanajfianapurvakam iti niyamartham *ca® sadhyaprasi-
ddher avasyakatvat; kevalavyatirekini ca tasyabhavat. tatra sadhyaprasiddhir na tavat pakse, ke-
valavyatirekivaiyarthyat; napy anyatra, tatra hetor vrttav anvayitvasyavrttav asadharanyasya ca-
patat. (TT, 4:175-176.) Variant readings found in editions: (1.) This reading is reported to have
been found in the exemplars labelled “ta” and “ra” by the editors of the Mysuru edition of the
Tarkatandava. The Mysuru edition itself reads pariharartham ca. (2.) This reading is also found
in the exemplars “ta” and “ra” of the Mysuru edition. The Mysuru edition itself omits the word ca.
See the Bengaluru edition of the Tarkatandava, 3:103, for these readings. See Phillips (2016: 461-463)
for a translation and commentary on the passage of the Kevalavyatirekivada of the Tattvacintamani
that Vyasatirtha is paraphrasing here.
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Moreover, in the case of public inference, if the beneficiary of the inference has
never encountered the probandum before the inference, then how can the thesis-
statement, “The earth is different from everything else”, communicate anything to
them? If someone has never experienced the particular property of “being different
from the remaining substances/categories” involved in the inference, then how can
a speech-act that involves this term generate a definite cognition in their minds?
For all these reasons, universal-negative inference by its very nature seems to be
incompatible with the Naiyayikas’ strict requirement that the probandum in any
inference not be an unestablished term.

This problem can be analysed as follows. A universal-negative inference has
the requirement (1) that there are no known instances in which the probandum
is present and the reason is absent. However, it also has the requirement (2) that
the person making the inference is aware of no positive concomitance between the
probandum and the reason. There is also the further requirement (3), applicable to
all types of inference, that the probandum must be an established (prasiddha) prop-
erty. Requirement (3) entails that the person making the inference must be aware
that the probandum is present in some location before the inference takes place, yet
where can they have encountered the probandum?

The inferer cannot already be aware that the probandum is present in the sub-
ject of the inference, since then the inference itself would prove something that they
already know. Nor can they have encountered the probandum in a location other
than the subject. The location in question would in that case qualify as a homologue
(sapaksa), alocation that is known to possess the probandum. Since a location must
either be subject to the presence of any property or its absence, either the reason is
present in this homologue or it is absent from it. If it is absent, then there is a devia-
tion (vyabhicara) and the inferential cognition cannot arise because it is now known
that the probandum no longer pervades the reason. On the other hand, if the reason
is present in the location where the probandum is known to be present, then it fol-
lows that the reason is not of the universal-negative sort, but of the anvayavyatirekin
variety; that is, it is known to have both a positive and negative concomitance with
the probandum.?

So Gangesda is in a bind. He must accept that we have encountered the proban-
dum somehow before the inference takes place, yet universal-negative inference, by
definition, entails that the probandum has not been encountered before the infer-
ence. It seems that Gangesa must either abandon his requirement that the terms in-
volved in inferences are always well-established, or else abandon his commitment

22 See Williams (2013) for a discussion of this problem in Jayatirtha’s Tattvoddyotatika.
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to the universal-negative form of inference. And, as a Naiyayika, neither of these
alternatives are acceptable to him.

7.6 Gangesa’s first explanation of universal-negative inference

In the Kevalavyatirekivada of the Tattvacintamani, Gangesa anticipates that there
are at least two ways out of the conundrum just outlined. According to Gangesa’s
first solution, the probandum in the inference to define earth is, in fact, perceptu-
ally available in the subject prior to the inference, but only in one part of it. The
subject of the inference—earth itself—comprises all the things in reality that are
earth atoms or are composed of them. A particular earthen pot is composed of earth
atoms, and is thus part of a subject. According to Gangesa’s first solution, the person
making the inference could have perceived that the pot in question is different from
the thirteen remaining substances and categories besides earth before the inference
takes place. We can perceive that the earthen pot is different from the substances
other than earth, and also from the individuals belonging to categories other than
substance. We could already have perceived that the pot is “different from water”,
“different from fire”, “different from wind”, and so on.2® We could thus have had a
perception of the probandum (“being different from the other substances and cate-
gories” [itarabhinnatva]) before making the inference to define earth.

The obvious problem with this solution is that it seems to render the inference
partially pointless, because the inference is now proving, in part, something that we
already know (amsatah siddhasadhana). If we already know that “A pot is different
from the other substances and categories”, why would we include the pot in the in-
ference at all? In response to this objection, Ganges$a pointed out that the inference
could still be said to have the purpose of generalising the specific observation we
made about the pot to the entire class of things that make up the substance earth.2*
In the inference to define earth, earth is a partite thing, comprising the vast multi-
tude of things that possess the universal earthness. The goal of the earth inference
is to move from the particular observation that a pot is “different from all the other
substances and categories” to the generalisation that everything that has earthness
also has this particular combination of differences.

In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha presents Ganges$a’s argument as follows, be-
fore dismissing it for several reasons:

23 See Phillips (2016: 468) for a translation and explanation of the relevant passage of the Kevala-
vyatirekivada.

24 See Phillips (2016: 468-478) for a translation of the passages of the Kevalavyatirekivada where
Gangesa outlines this solution.
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Objection (Gangesa): [The probandum in the inference to define earth is established] in one
spot of the subject, hence [the reason is not a pseudo-reason] of the “uncommon” variety,
since [the probandum] is not established in a location other than the subject. Nor is universal-
negative inference [in that case] pointless, because it has the purpose of [giving rise to] the
judgment that the probandum is present in the whole subject [and not just one part of it].

Reply (Vyasatirtha): [You] cannot argue as such! For, even though there is “one spot” in the case
of the subject [(= earth)] in the inference “Earth is different from the remaining [substances
and categories]”, there is [no “one spot” to speak of] in the case of the [subject (= the ether)
in the inference] “The ether is different from the remaining [substances and categories”. For,
unlike the earth, the ether is, in your view, a singular, and not a partite, thing].

Moreover, [if you accept the solution that the probandum is established in one part of the
subject before the inference to define “earth” takes place,] then [the inference] is proving, in
one part [of the subject], something that is already established [because the part of the subject
in question is already known to have the probandum].

Moreover, [if you accept the solution that the probandum is established in one part of the
subject before the inference to define earth takes place,] then [that inference] loses its status as
a universal-negative inference. For, it is possible that the “one spot” of the probandum actually
serves as an example (drstanta), since it has been ascertained to have the probandum, just like
the inference [that proves that one thing is] non-different [from another].3

Vyasatirtha’s first argument against Gangesa in this passage is that this solution
is inconsistent with other Nyaya-Vaisesika metaphysical positions. “Earth” is cer-
tainly a partite subject since it comprises a multitude of distinct individuals that
are made up of earth atoms. However, Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers accept the ex-
istence of other substances that are not partite in this way. They accept that the
sound-conducting ether, for instance, is a singular, eternal substance that only ap-
pears to be divided into smaller fragments by external “conditioning adjuncts” (u-
padhis). Likewise, they accept that space and time are singular substances that are
only apparently divided into discrete parts through their proximity to other condi-
tioning factors. So, we cannot really speak of “one part” of the ether in the same
way that we speak about “one part” of the earth, for instance. Consequently, if we
would like to make an inference to define the ether (e.g., “The ether is different from
the remaining substances and categories, because it possesses sound-tropes”), then
there isno “one spot” in the subject where the particular combination of differences
that render the ether “distinct from everything else” could be established before the

25 napi paksaikadese; tena nasadharanyam, paksad anyatra tadaprasiddheh. napi kevalavyatireka-
vaiyarthyam, tasya krtsne pakse sadhyapratityarthatvad iti vacyam, prthivitarabhinnety adau pa-
ksasyaikadesasattve ’pi gaganam itarabhinnam ity adau tadabhavat. amse siddhasadhanac ca. a-
bhedanumana iva paksaikadesasya niscitasadhyakatayanvayadrstantatvasambhavena kevalavyati-
rekitvabhangac ca. (TT, 4:176.)



7.6 Gangesa’s first explanation of universal-negative inference =— 205

inference takes place. So even if Ganges$a’s solution works for the case of substances
like earth, it fails in inferences to define singular substances like the ether, space,
and time.

Vyasatirtha’s second argument here is that if we assume that the probandum
is established in one part of the subject before the inference takes place, then the
inference must still be proving in part something that is already known. If the infer-
ence to define earth proves that the probandum is present throughout the class of
things that collectively constitute “earth”, then surely in doing so it must also prove
that the probandum is present in the very pot that it has already been perceived in?
The inference may prove many new things to us, but it still proves something that
we already know to be the case, and so it is partly redundant.

A final problem with Gangesa’s solution is that universal-negative inferences in
that case do not seem to be universal-negative inferences at all. If we know that the
probandum is present in the pot prior to the inference, would not the pot in question
function as an example (drstanta) where we can perceive a positive concomitance
between the reason and the probandum? The pot, after all, has both the reason and
the probandum—it has earthness, and it is “different from the other substances
and categories”. So why should we not apprehend that the probandum pervades
the reason there?

Vyasatirtha continues his critique of Gangesa’s first solution to the problem of
universal-negative inference by considering an argument made by Gangesa to avoid
the charge of partial-siddhasadhana. Vyasatirtha refers to this very argument in the
Prathamamithyatvabharnga:*

Objection (Ganges$a): It is only [in an inference] where multiple properties determine subject-
hood (e.g., in the inference “Speech and mind are non-eternal”), that there can be the flaw of
proving, in one part [of the probandum], something that is already established; in the case at
hand [(i.e. the inference to define earth)], by contrast, there is only one determiner of [subject-
hood, i.e. earthness (prthivitva)].

Gangesa argues that whether the flaw of partially proving something which is al-
ready established applies to an attempted inference depends on the quantity of
the properties determining subjecthood in that inference. In the inference to de-
fine earth, there is only one determiner of subjecthood—the universal earthness.
The inference, as such, establishes that the class of things that are united by this
universal are unique/distinguished from all other things. By contrast, we can imag-
ine inferences where there is more than one determiner of subjecthood. If, for in-

26 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 284-286, for the relevant passage of the Nyayamyta. See Phillips (2016:
473) for a translation and commentary on the relevant part of the Tattvacintamani.
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stance, we wish to prove that “Speech and mind are not eternal, because they are
effects”, then subjecthood here is determined by two different properties: speech-
ness (vaktva) and mindness (manastva). In this inference, if we are persuaded that
the probandum is present in one of the two classes of things referred to in the sub-
ject (e.g., if we are already certain that “Speech is noneternal”), then there is clearly
the flaw of proving, in part, something that is already established. The goal of the
inference is at least in part to prove that the property of noneternality is present
in the whole class of things we refer to as “speech”. Since one part of the inference
is already established to the beneficiary of the inference, proving it again is quite
redundant.

In the case of the inference to define earth, by contrast, only one property deter-
mines subjecthood—earthness. The person making the inference may have already
proven that a part of earth (the pot) has the property of “being different from the
other substances and categories”, but they are not yet certain that this property is
present in earth as a class of things. Consequently, Gange$a argues, the thing that
the inference seeks to prove is not yet established.?’

In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga, Vyasatirtha actually accepts this argument
of Gangesa’s when weighing Anandabodha’s inferences to prove that the world is
indeterminate.?® If we interpret indeterminacy to consist of just one property—-“the
absence of nonexistence combined with the absence of existence”—then there is
only a single determiner of probandumhood. Consequently, by analogy, Vyasatirtha
accepts that the flaw of siddhasadhana does not necessarily apply to the inference in
this case, although he argues that indeterminacy is now an unestablished property.

In this passage of the Tarkatandava, by contrast, Vyasatirtha rules out this line
of reasoning altogether. What really matters from the point of view of applying sid-
dhasadhana to an inference, he argues, is whether the mental judgment the infer-
ence seeks to produce has already come about in the beneficiary of that inference.
The question of whether probandumhood is determined by multiple properties is
merely an “auxiliary rule” (paribhasa):

Reply (Vyasatirtha): [You] cannot argue as such! For, since the deciding factor (tantra) that de-
termines whether siddhasadhana applies or does not apply [to an inference] is whether or not
the thing that [that inference] seeks to give rise to has, or has not, already been established, [the
consideration of whether there are multiple or single determiners of subjecthood] is merely
an auxiliary rule (paribhasa).®

27 See Phillips (2016: 473-474) for a translation of the relevant passage of Gangesa.

28 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 296-298.

29 nacayatranitye vanmanasity adau paksatavacchedakananatvam, tatraivamse siddhasadhanam;
iha tu tadavacchedakam prthivitvam ekam eveti vacyam. uddesyapratitisiddhyasiddhyor eva sid-
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Gange$a can obviously reply at this point that the judgment which the inference
seeks to generate (“Earth in general is different from the other substances and cat-
egories”) is not established before the inference takes place. The person making
the inference to define earth might know that the individual pot is “different from
everything else” insofar as it is a pot, but they are not aware that it has this prop-
erty insofar as it is an instance of the substance “earth”. So, argues Gangesa, the
inference does indeed tell us something that we do not already know about the pot,
because it tells us that the probandum is present in the pot under a different mode.
Consequently, there is no real ground for citing the flaw of partial siddhasadhana.

Vyasatirtha considers this argument in the Tarkatandava and dismisses it on
several grounds:

Objection (Gange$a): In that case, [the inference to define earth] is not proving, in part, some-
thing that is already established. For, the objective of the inference—{[to produce] a cognition of
difference from the other [substance and categories] determined by earthness—is not present
in the part [of the subject in question, i.e., the pot].

Reply: (Vyasatirtha) [You] cannot argue as such! For, since it is ascertained to have the proban-
dum, the “one part” [of the subject in which the probandum is already established, here, the
pot] can be subject neither to doubt, nor a desire to prove [that the probandum] is present
there; hence, under your, view [the pot] cannot have subjecthood.

Objection (Gangesa): Even if [one] is certain that the pot is different from the other [substances
and members of the remaining categories] insofar as [it is] a pot (ghatatvena), nevertheless
[one] can still doubt whether [it is different from the other substances and members of the
remaining categories] insofar as it is earth (prthivitvena).

Reply: (Vyasatirtha) [You] cannot argue as such! For, when there is certainty that [something]
is different from [all] other things from the point of view of the particular, the doubt that it
is as such from the point of view of the class [to which the particular belongs] must have
for its object some particular that is other than [the aforementioned] particular. Otherwise,
even though [one] is certain that [a particular mountain] possesses fire by virtue of being
“this [particular] mountain” (etat-parvatatvena), it would follow that [the same person could]
doubt about [whether fire is or is not] on the mountain by virtue of its being a mountain [in
general] (parvatatvena). As such, the person who seeks fire would not display resolute activity
in respect of that mountain[; however, we know that they would].*

dhasadhanatadabhavau prati tantratayasya paribhasamatratvat. (TT, 4: 177.) Paribhasas are aux-
iliary hypotheses which seek to improve or explain the procedures of Panini’s grammar. The term
paribhasa could also be translated as “meta-rule”, “principle”, or “theorem”. See Wujastyk (1993: xi)
for a discussion of their function.

30 na ca tarhy uddesyayah prthivitvavacchedenetarabhedabuddher amse ’py abhavan namse sid-
dhasadhanam iti vacyam. niscitasadhyakatvena sandehasisadhayisayor abhavenaikadesasya tva-
nmate paksatvayogat. na ca ghatasya ghatatvenetarabhedaniscaye ’pi prthivitvena tatsandehadi-
kam iti vacyam; visesakarenetarabhedaniscaye sati samanyakarena tatsandehasya tadvisesetara-
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In this passage, Vyasatirtha argues that if we know the probandum is already
present in the pot, then it cannot really become part of the inferential subject. As
Ganges$a defines subjecthood (paksata) in the Tattvacintamani, something can only
become the subject of an inference if we are in a sufficient state of doubt about it to
motivate us to prove that the probandum is present there. If we are already certain
that the probandum is present in the pot, why would we want to make an inference
about it at all? What would motivate us to go to the mental effort of proving that the
probandum is present in the pot, if we are already certain that it is present there?
As Vyasatirtha presents it in this passage, Ganges$a’s solution to this problem
is to argue that while we might be certain that the pot possesses the property of
being differentiated from all other things insofar as it is a pot, we can still be in a
state of doubt as to whether it possesses this property insofar as it is an earthen
substance. We can still be unsure about whether the pot possesses the probandum
(itarabhinnatva) insofar as it possesses the more general quality of earthness, even

visesavisayatvaniyamat. anyathaitatparvatatvena vahnimattaya niscaye °pi parvate parvatatvena
tatsandehapattya tatra vahnyarthino niskampapravrttir na syat. (TT, 4:177-178.) Raghavendra com-
ments: tatraiveti. paksatavacchedakasamanadhikaranyena sadhyasiddhir hy anumanaphalam. na-
natvasthale caikavacchedena sadhyasiddhav apy anumanaphalasya jatatvat punar anyavacchede-
napy anumityutpadandartham anumandpravrtter iti bhavah. ekam iti. tatha ca ghatadyamse gha-
tatvadyavacchedena sadhyasiddhav api prthivitvaripapaksatavacchedakasamandadhikaranyeneta-
rabhedarupasadhyasiddhya tatranumityudayartham anumanapravrttisambhavan na tatra dosa iti
bhavah. (Nyayadipa, TT, 4:177-178.) “ ‘There alone’ (tatraiva). For, the result of an inference is the es-
tablishing of the probandum as sharing a common locus with the determiner of subjecthood. And in
case there are multiple [determiners of subjecthood], even if the probandum has been established
to the full extent of one [of the determiners of subjecthood], then the result of the inference has
already arisen; the inference does not proceed to further give rise to the inferential knowledge that
[the probandum is present] to the full extent of the other [determiner(s) of subjecthood]. This is the
idea [behind Gange$a’s argument here]. ‘One alone’ (ekam). And so, even though the probandum
is established to the extent of potness and so on in the part of [of the probandum] that consists in
the pot, etc., since the probandum—being different from the other [substances and categories]—
is not established as sharing a common locus with the determiner of subjecthood (= earthness),
the inference can proceed to give arise to an inferential knowledge [that the probandum shares a
common locus with the determiner of subjecthood]; hence there is not the fault [of proving what
is already established in the case of the inference to define earth].” Raghavendra also indicates
that the final part of this passage reflects a comment made by Ganges$a’s commentator Yajiiapati
on the relevant part of the Tattvacintamani. This seems to be accurate, for in the relevant part of
his Tattvacintamaniprabha, Yajfiapati says: sarva prthivitarabhinnd, na veti. yady api yatra visesato
‘yanniscayah, tatra samanyato ’pi na tatsamsayah; tathaivanubhavat. anyatha purovartini parvata
idamparvatatvena vahniniscaye ’pi parvato vahniman, na veti samanyakarasamsayasya tadvisaya-
tvasambhavena tatra vahnyartham niskampapravrttiprasangac ca; tathapi ghate sadhyaniscaye ’py
anumitsavasat paksatvam ity evatrabhisamhitam. (TCP: 115.) See Phillips (2016: 474) for a translation
of the passage on which Yajfiapati is commenting here.
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though we are certain that it possesses the probandum from the more specific point
of view of its being a pot.

Vyasatirtha responds to this argument by citing an objection that was raised by
Gange$a’s commentator Yajfiapati Upadhyaya (f1. 1460). Following Yajfiapati, Vyasa-
tirtha argues that if we are already certain that something (x) possesses a certain
quality (p) insofar as it possesses another quality (q), then we cannot simultaneously
doubt that x possesses p from the point of view of its possessing some quality that
is more general in scope than g. So if we are already certain that a pot is “differ-
ent from the other substances and categories” insofar as it is a pot, then we cannot
simultaneously doubt that it lacks that quality insofar as it is an earthen substance.

Vyasatirtha argues that refusing to accept this principle would make it impossi-
ble to explain how valid inference in general can lead us to certainty. For instance,
let us assume that someone has inferred that a particular mountain they are look-
ing at has fire because it has smoke. Let us also assume that, for some reason, the
person making the inference is only certain that the mountain possesses fire inso-
far as it is “this (particular) mountain” (etat-parvatatvena). If we adopt Ganges$a’s
line of argument, it is possible that the person in question could still be in a state
of doubt about whether the mountain has fire insofar as it is a mountain in general
(that is, insofar as it has the more general universal mountainhood [parvatatvenal).
If this were the case, the doubtful awareness would block resolute action, but we
must assume that the person in question would act in any case. They are, after all,
still certain that the probandum (the fire) is present on the mountain. Vyasatirtha’s
point is that the mode they cognise the fire to be present under is entirely irrelevant
to whether or not they feel certain that it is present on the mountain. In the end,
all that matters is that the inference has persuaded them that fire is present on the
mountain before them.

Similarly, if we know that the pot has the property of “being different from
everything else” insofar as it is a pot, then we cannot somehow be in a state of doubt
about whether it has that property from the point of view of its being an earthen
substance. Whether we cognise the quality of “being different from everything else”
under the mode of potness or earthness, we still are certain that it is present in the
subject. Hence the pot cannot become subject to the kind of doubt that would lead us
to try to infer that it possesses the probandum. Thus Vyasatirtha’s objection stands.
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7.7 Gangesa’s analytical solution to universal-negative
inference

Gangesa’s first solution to the problem of universal-negative inference was to argue
that the probandum is perceptually available before the inference takes place, but
only in one part of the subject—some particular pot, for instance. So far as Vyasatir-
tha is concerned in the Tarkatandava, Ganges$a’s first solution is a complete failure.
However, Gangesa offers several other solutions in the Kevalavyatirekivada. The
first of these argues that the probandum can in fact be established outside of earth
before the inference takes place.

AsIoutlined above, the probandum in the inference “Earth is different from the
other [substances and categories], because [it] possesses smell” could be interpreted
as a complex/partite quality made up of the thirteen mutual absences that collec-
tively differentiate earth from the remaining Vaisesika substances and categories.
The Naiyayikas, with their anyathakhyati theory of illusion, tended to explain per-
ceptual errors as cases where different parts of reality become fused together in our
mental judgments. For example, my erroneous judgment that a length of rope is a
snake can be explained by my misattributing a universal (“snakeness”) to a length
of rope that does not really possess that quality. The road is open to Gangesa to take
a similar analytical approach to the probandum in the earth inference. He could ar-
gue that even though the entire collection of absences constituting the probandum is
not established before the inference takes place, the individual components of that
probandum are established separately in different locations at that point. The infer-
ence simply draws these individual things together to assert that a single, complex
quality is present in the subject.

The thirteen mutual absences that make up the probandum clearly cannot be
established in a single location, because nothing else can be different from exactly
the same collection of things that earth is different from. The second of the VaiSesika
substances, water, for instance, will have twelve of the mutual absences (from: fire,
wind, the ether, time, space, the self, the internal faculty, trope, motion, universal,
ultimate particulariser; and inherence), but it obviously cannot be different from
itself. So while we can perceive twelve of the requisite mutual absences in water,
we cannot perceive the difference from water itself.

Gangesa therefore accepts that we can perceive all the requisite mutual ab-
sences separately, in the various different components of the Vaisesika universe;
the inference simply serves to bring them together by establishing that they are all
present in one and the same location—earth. In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga,**

31 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 254-256.
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Vyasatirtha himself seems to accept (at least for the sake of argument) this explana-
tion of Ganges$a’s when building his case against Anandabodha’s attempts to infer
the indeterminacy of the world. Like the probandum in the earth inference (ita-
rabhinnatva), indeterminacy can be interpreted as a partite quality. If “indetermi-
nacy” is interpreted as being two separate properties (“the constant absence of exis-
tence” and “the constant absence of nonexistence”), then one could say that the con-
stant absences in question are established separately, in different locations, before
the inference takes place; the inference simply attributes them to the inferential
subject, i.e., the world.

In the Tarkatandava, by contrast, Vyasatirtha completely rejects this line of rea-
soning. He responds to Gangesa’s arguments as follows:

Objection (Gangesa): In that case, the thirteen differences [from the remaining substances
and categories that constitute the probandum] are well-established—that is, ascertained [to
be present]—separately in the thirteen [remaining substances and categories themselves],
which are indeed “somewhere other than the subject”; hence the flaw of “[the inferential
subject’s] having-an-unestablished-qualifier” (aprasiddhavisesanatva)[, the reason’s being a
pseudo-reason of the “uncommon” variety], and so on, do not apply [to the inference].

Reply (Vyasatirtha): You cannot argue as such! For the stated solution does not work in
[universal-negative inferences that you yourself accept to be valid,] such as “The aggregate of
living bodies has a self[, because the bodies that make it up have breath and so on]”, where
the probandum is not a partite thing.

Moreover, [your argument fails] because if the probandum is well-established in the thirteen
[remaining substances and categories, one] cannot apprehend the negative-pervasion [i.e. that
the absence of the reason pervades the absence of the probandum] in those thirteen [sub-
stances and categories], since the absence of the probandum is not present there.*

Vyasatirtha’s first point here is that even if Gangesa’s analytical solution did work
for cases like the inference to define earth where multiple components make up the
probandum, it does not work in other widely accepted cases of universal-negative
inference where the probandum is a non-composite, singular thing. Vyasatirtha
gives the example of an inference that might be voiced by a Naiyayika to prove the
existence of the self to a Buddhist who doubts its existence as a distinct substance:

The multitude of living bodies has a self, because [all living bodies] possess breath (jivaccha-
rirajatam satmakam, pranamattvat).

32 na ca tarhi paksad anyatraiva trayodasasu trayodasabhedanam visakalitanam niscayartpa pra-
siddhir astiti naprasiddhavisesanatvaditi vacyam. jivaccharirajatam satmakam ity adav akhandasa-
dhyaka uktaprakarasambhavat; trayodasasu sadhyaprasiddhau tatra sadhyabhavasyasattvena vya-
tirekavyaptigrahasambhavac ca. (TT, 4:180-181.)
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This is a widely accepted example of a universal-negative inference. As in the in-
ference to define earth, the subject of the inference comprises an entire class of
things, the aggregate of living bodies. The probandum (“having-a-self”) only occurs
in the aggregate of living bodies; as such, it cannot be established elsewhere before
the inference takes place. However, unlike in the earth-inference, the probandum
here—“having-a-self”—is not made up of different properties that can exist sepa-
rately, so Vyasatirtha argues that Gangesa’s analytical solution cannot be applied to
this inference.

The second problem that Vyasatirtha cites here has to do with how we can per-
ceive the pervasion relationship that lies at the heart of the inference if we accept
this explanation of universal-negative inference. According to Gangesa, universal-
negative inferences are cases where we ultimately infer that something has the
probandum because we know that “the absence of the reason pervades the absence
of the probandum”. In the case of the inference to define earth, we know that the
reason (“possessing smell”) is absent wherever the probandum (“being different
from the remaining substances and categories”) is absent; so, given that earth has
the reason, we can conclude that it also has the probandum.

Vyasatirtha argues that if we accept Gangesa’s analytical solution to the prob-
lem, then we cannot apprehend the negative pervasion “the absence of the reason
pervades the absence of the probandum”. Just where could we apprehend this neg-
ative concomitance? In order to apprehend the pervasion, we must surely be aware
of at least one case where both the probandum and the reason are jointly absent.
The only possible location seems to be the thirteen substances and categories other
than earth. However, in order to ensure that the probandum is perceptually avail-
able before the inference, Gangesa has just argued that the probandum is in some
sense established in the thirteen substances and categories other than earth. So how
can we apprehend the aforementioned negative pervasion there? Gangesa cannot
have it both ways: the probandum is either present in the remaining substances and
categories, or it is absent from them.

Vyasatirtha anticipates another problem with pervasion in this inference. If
the probandum is made up of thirteen distinct mutual absences, then how can we
become aware of the pervasion relationship between them and the probandum be-
fore the inference takes place? Vyasatirtha argues that Gange$a’s theory implies that
each of the differences is individually a probandum in the inferences:

Moreover, even though the thirteen differences [of earth from the remaining substances and
categories] are established once by just a single reason, [that is, the quality of possessing smell
(gandhavattva),] they must in fact be established by thirteen [different] pervasions described
(nirapita) by each [of the thirteen differences] individually, and not by a single pervasion de-
scribed by the collection [of the thirteen differences, i.e., “Where there is the absence of the
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thirteen mutual absences, there is the absence of earthness”].* For, given that the collection
[of thirteen mutual absences] is unestablished, there is no cognition of [a single pervasion
described by the collection of the thirteen mutual absences]. And so, probandumhood is ex-
hausted (visranta) in each [difference/mutual absence individually]. Hence, since water and
[the remaining substances and categories], which each possess the probandum in the form of
an individual difference, are homologues (sapaksas), the reason [(earthness)], which is absent
from [those locations], is a pseudo-reason of the “uncommon” variety [because it is known to
be absent from all locations where the probandum is known to be present].3

Vyasatirtha’s point in this passage is that by Gangesa’s own admission we cannot
have a knowledge of the thirteen mutual absences that comprise the probandum
collected together before the inference takes place, because otherwise the inference
would cease to be a universal-negative one. So, the thirteen mutual absences must
be proved on the basis of thirteen different pervasions that each establish that what-
ever lacks the mutual absence in question also lacks the reason (possessing-smell).
This being so, Vyasatirtha argues that it follows that each one of the differences is
individually the probandum; or, as Vyasatirtha expresses it, that probandumhood
(sadhyata) is “exhausted”/“completely present” (visranta) in each one of the differ-
ences. Consequently, each of the locations other than earth can be said to be a “ho-
mologue” (sapaksa), that is, a location that is known to possess the probandum.
Since the reason is absent from all of these locations, there could be said to be a
deviation (vyabhicara) between the reason and the probandum. More specifically,
the reason is an “uncommon” (asadharana) one because it is known to be absent
from every homologue. Hence there are several locations that have the reason but
not the probandum, and there is a known deviation, so the inference cannot take
place.

In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha thus concludes that Gange$a’s second, ana-
Iytical, solution to the problem of universal-negative inference is a failure. It fails
because it does not apply to cases of universal-negative inference where the subject
is a singular/non-composite thing, and because it does not account for how we can
apprehend the negative-pervasion relationship that lies at the heart of this sort of
inference. So, while he accepts Gangesa’s arguments for debating with the Advai-
tins in the Nyayamyta, in the Tarkatandava Vyasatirtha concludes that neither of

33 This form of the pervasion is given by Raghavendra: yatra trayodasanyonyabhavanam a-
bhavah, tatra prthivitvabhava ity evamripena militapratiyogikabhavaniripitaikavyaptyety arthah.
(Nyayadipa, TT, 4:181.)

34 kim caikenaiva lingenaikada sadhyamana api trayodasabhedah pratyekanirtupitatrayodasavya-
ptibhir eva sadhaniyah, na tu militanirtpitaikavyaptya; militaprasiddhau tadajfianat. tatha ca pra-
tyekam eva sadhyata visrantety ekaikabhedarupasadhyavato jalader eva sapaksatvena tato vyavr-
ttatvena hetor asadharanyatadavasthyam. (TT, 4:181-182.)
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Ganges$a’s solutions to the problem of universal-negative inference work. If Gangesa
tries to explain how we can be acquainted with the probandum before the inference
takes place by arguing that the probandum is established in the subject itself, then
he is proving, at least in part, something that is already well-known. On the other
hand, if he tries to argue that the probandum is established elsewhere than the sub-
ject, then the reason deviates from the probandum, and becomes a pseudo-reason.
In either case, the inference fails.

7.8 The Madhva theory of universal-negative inference
and empty terms

These complex discussions about universal-negative inference form the backdrop
to much of Vyasatirtha’s critique of indeterminacy in the Nyayamyta. Gangesa’s in-
tricate discussion about how to apply the flaws of siddhasadhana and aprasiddha-
visesanata to inferences that try to establish complex/partite properties in their sub-
jects proved a very useful resource to weigh anew Anandabodha’s attempts to prove
that the world is indeterminate. For the remainder of this chapter, I will turn to the
Madhva theory of inference itself. In particular, I will focus on their treatment of
universal-negative inference and their approach to empty terms in inference. This
will bring us to Vyasatirtha’s theory of “location-free” properties, and thus round
up nicely this volume’s discussion of the Madhva theory of nonexistence and empty
terms.

In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha clearly rejects the idea that there is a special
type of universal-negative inference. This does not mean, however, that he rejects
the underlying logical principles of universal-negative inference altogether. While
Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha rejected the Naiyayikas’ claim that there is a special
universal-negative mode of inference, they neither rejected the validity of the stock
examples of universal-negative inference, or claimed that a “negative-pervasion”
could play no role in successful inferences. What they doubted, rather, was whether
it played a direct role in bringing about an episode of inferential knowledge, or
whether it was an ancillary component in the inferential process. Jayatirtha, for
instance, accepted that a negative pervasion can, in certain cases, be useful indi-
rectly because it can be used to establish a positive pervasion, which in turn serves
as the basis for inference. In the Pramanapaddhati, after giving an explanation of
universal-negative inference, he argued that universal-negative pervasion can play
arole in valid inferences:

So why is it that sastra refers to universal-negative [inference]? For this reason: [In the infer-
ence “All living bodies have a soul, since they have breath and so on”,] the pervasion is of the
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form: “Whatever has breath and so on has a soul”. However, since the only place where the
pervasion might be apprehended is the subject of the disagreement, the pervasion cannot be
perceived. So, a negative pervasion is used in an inference to establish [the positive pervasion].
When it is inferred that “[The living body has a soul,] because it has breath and so on”, one
wishes to know how it is that [the reason] is pervaded [by the probandum. Then, it is inferred
that] the quality of possessing breath and so on is pervaded by the quality of having a soul. For,
[the state of possessing breath and so on] is the counterpositive of an absence that pervades
the absence of [the quality of having a soul]. Whatever is the counterpositive of an absence
that pervades something is pervaded by that thing, just as the state of possessing smoke [is
pervaded] by the quality of possessing fire.?

Only a positive pervasion is directly operative in producing an inferential knowl-
edge. However, in certain cases, this pervasion itself needs to be established via a
further inference. In this passage, Jayatirtha refers to the same inference that Vya-
satirtha discussed in the Tarkatandava: “The whole class of living bodies has a self,
because [they] possess breath” (jivaccharirajatam satmakam, pranamattvat). In this
inference, we infer that all living bodies must be connected with a soul/self, because
they have vital breaths. Here, because we are proving that a whole class of things
(the “aggregate of living bodies”) possesses a certain characteristic, the subject of the
inference exhausts all possible locations where we could perceive a positive perva-
sion relationship between the probandum and the reason. However, we can still in-
fer this positive pervasion from a negative one. Jayatirtha is aware, in other words,
that we can infer a positive pervasion (A pervades B) from its contraposition (-B
pervades -A). In PPL, he is aware that we can infer

(Vx) (Bx — Ax)

from

(Vx) (=Ax — -Bx).

Consequently, while negative pervasion might not play a direct role in the inferen-
tial process, it can certainly support it indirectly, by helping us to establish the pos-
itive pervasion which forms the basis of certain inferences. There is no need for a
special sub-type of “universal-negative” inferences as the Naiyayikas claim, yet this
does not mean that negative-pervasion has no role to play in inference.

35 katham tarhi kevalavyatirekinah sastre samvyavaharah? ittham—tatrapi yat pranadimat, tat sa-
tmakam ity eva vyaptih. kim tu vyaptigrahanasthanasyaiva vipratipattivisayatvapraptya sa darsa-
yitum asakyabhiit. tato ‘numanena tam sadhayitum vyatirekavyaptir upanyasyate. pranadimattvad
iti prayukte katham asya vyaptir ity akanksayam pranadimattvam satmakatvena vyaptam, tada-
bhavavyapakabhavapratiyogitvat; yad yad abhavavyapakabhavapratiyogi tat tena vyaptam, yatha
dhumavattvam agnimattvena. (PP: 276.)
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In any case, from the Madhva perspective, many of the problems that Gangesa
discusses about universal-negative inference in the Tattvacintamani are moot.
When defending universal-negative inference, Gangesa is concerned to demon-
strate that the probandum is an unestablished term by showing that it is somehow
perceptually available before the inference takes place. The Madhvas have no such
qualms about inference. As we saw above in Chapters 3 and 6, the Madhvas and
the Naiyayikas have fundamentally different attitudes toward empty terms such
as “hare’s horn” and the “son of a barren woman”. Unlike the Naiyayikas, the Ma-
dhvas accept that we can have perception-like cognitions that are, in some sense,
of nonexistent things. From their point of view, the fact that an inference contains
empty terms need not in itself render the inference invalid.

According to Vyasatirtha, at least certain inferences involving empty terms can
be valid. This leads him on to a discussion of how we can make statements about
nonexistent things in language. How is it possible for statements that ascribe prop-
erties to nonexistent things to be true? How can negative-existential statements
about empty terms (“The son of a barren woman does not exist”) be true, for in-
stance? In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha goes on to elaborate a theory that was
already sketched by Jayatirtha in his Tattvoddyotatika and Nyayasudha. According
to Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha, certain statements that ascribe properties to nonexis-
tent things are true because certain properties can be part of reality without being
instantiated in an existent thing. Vyasatirtha calls these “location-free” properties
(asad-asraya-dharmas).

In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha explains his position on this point most clearly
when critiquing Gangesa’s definition of the inferential fallacy known as “[the rea-
son’s] having an unestablished substrate” (asrayasiddhi). This fallacy is taken to ap-
ply when the subject of an inference (the putative substrate of the reason) is an
unestablished term. An example of such an inference given by Vyasatirtha is “The
son of a barren woman cannot speak, because [it is] insentient” (vandhyasutah na
vakta, acetanatvat). According to Gangesa and the Navya-Naiyayikas, this is not a
valid inference because its subject—the “son of a barren woman”—is an unestab-
lished entity. Vyasatirtha argues against Ganges$a and the Naiyayikas that this is, in
fact, a valid inference. Why should we regard this inference as invalid? One rea-
son is that we need to have a cognition of something before we make an inference
about it—how can we ascribe or deny properties to something we have never expe-
rienced? However, as a Madhva, Vyasatirtha believes that we can have cognitions
of nonexistent things and so, from his point of view, the “son of a barren woman”
can be cognised somehow before the inference takes place.

Another reason that a Navya-Naiyayika might give to prove that we cannot
make inferences about unestablished entities is that such nonexistent things cannot
have properties (dharma) in the same way that existent things can. In an inference,
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we want to prove that some subject has a property because it has another property.
If nonexistent things cannot have properties at all, then how can we make infer-
ences about them? In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha responds to this second objec-
tion. He argues that it is actually contradictory to attempt to prove that something
“has no properties”. For, in attempting to prove this, the Naiyayikas themselves seem
to be making an inference that ascribes properties to nonexistent things. They are ef-
fectively inferring that “What is nonexistent can be the locus of neither the proban-
dum or the reason, since it lacks properties”; however, in doing this they are them-
selves ascribing properties to what does not exist. The very act of denying that we
can make inferences about nonexistent things itself seems to be an argument that
ascribes properties to nonexistent things!%

36 The relevant passage from the Tarkatandava where Vyasatirtha discusses this reads: ... kim tu
vandhyasuto na vakta, acetanatvad ity adav ivasadasrayatvam. tasya tu dosatvam kim—asato ni-
rdharmakatvena sadhyadharmanasrayatvena badhat, sadhanabhavenasiddher va? pratityavisaya-
tvena vidhinisedharupasakalavyavaharabhajanatvad va? apramanikatvena pramananangatvad va?
tasyadosatve ‘tiprasangad va? niradhikaranayor dharmayor niyatasamanadhikaranyarapavyaptya-
bhavad va? nadyau. asati tvaduktayoh sadhyasadhanadharmanasrayatvaripayoh sadhyayor ni-
rdharmakatvarupasya sadhanasya casambhavena tavapi badhadiprasangat. tvaduktadharmanam
abhavarupatvat tatra sambhave ca tata eva maduktavaktrtvacetanatvader api sambhavat. bhava-
rapanam tu mayapy anangikarat. yadi ca sadhyadharmadyabhavadyasrayatvabhave ’pi sadhyadha-
rmadyanasrayatvasya sattvat tava na badhadih, tarhivakyrtvabhavasrayatvabhave ’pivakrtvanasra-
yatvasya sattvan mamapi na badhadih. (TT, 4:240-242.) [Even though all the definitions of asrayasid-
dhi mentioned thus far in this chapter are obviously flawed, asrayasiddhi] could be ‘having a nonex-
istent substrate’ (asadasrayatva), as in the inference, ‘The son of a barren woman cannot speak,
because [it is] insentient’. But [I, Vyasatirtha, ask,] is that a flaw because: (1) since what is nonexis-
tent cannot have qualities, (a) [it] cannot be the substrate of the quality that is to be proved by the
inference and hence there would be [the inferential flaw of] ‘contradiction’ (badha) [and] (b) since
there would be the absence of the reason [in the subject], there would be [the inferential flaw of]
‘non-establishment’ (asiddhi); or, (2) since [a nonexistent entity] cannot be the object of [any] judg-
ment, it cannot be involved in any linguistic act, be it an ascription or a denial; or, (3) since [what
is nonexistent is not] amenable to the valid means of knowledge, it cannot be an object of those
means of knowledge; or, (4) because, if it were not a flaw, then it would follow that other things [that
clearly cannot be valid inferences would have to be regarded as such]; or, (5) because two qualities
that lack any locus cannot be related by pervasion, that is, the relationship of invariant collocation.
The first two [grounds for asrayasiddhi’s being a flaw] are untenable. For, since the probanda you
have mentioned—not being the substrate of the probandum’ and ‘not being the substrate of the
reason’—as well as [your] reason—the state of lacking [all] qualities—cannot be present in what is
nonexistent, you yourself are guilty of contradiction and [making an inference where the reason
is unestablished]. And because if the qualities you have specified can be present there [= in what
is nonexistent], because they are negative in form, then for the very same reason can the qualities
I accept—non-speakerness, insentience and so on—also [be present in what is nonexistent]. For I
too do not accept that positive [qualities can be present in things that do not exist]. And if you are
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So Vyasatirtha believes that we can make statements/inferences that ascribe
properties to nonexistent things. Following Jayatirtha, he also claims that we can
make inferences in which the property we want to prove (the probandum) is a
nonexistent thing. At the beginning of the relevant chapter of the Tarkatandava,
Vyasatirtha challenges the Naiyayikas to explain why exactly it is that the fact that
the probandum in an inference is unestablished constitutes a fatal flaw. He antici-
pates five separate reasons that the Naiyayika might give:

[Just as the fact that the substrate/subject of an inference is not established does not constitute
a flaw in an inference], so too does the fact that [its] probandum is unestablished not make [an
inference] faulty. To explain—[Do you regard it] as a flaw becausel, (1) if it were not accepted
as a flaw, then] even [invalid inferences, such as “This patch of earth has a hare’s horn, because
it is this patch of earth”,] could be considered as valid inferences?

Or [must it be a flaw] because, (2) if the probandum is unestablished, there cannot be doubt
[about whether it is present in the subject or not], and as such there can be no paksadhar-
mata,®” which includes [that doubt]?

Or is it because (3) it undermines the pervasion], since if the probandum is unestablished, one
cannot grasp the pervasion in which it is a term]?%

Or is it because (4) it leads to the untenable consequence that the statement of the thesis [in an
inference-for-another] could not communicate anything, since it includes an entity that has
not previously been known?

Or is it because (5) in the absence of [its] cause—i.e. the cognition of the qualifier [(= the
probandum)]—the effect—the cognition of the [subject] as qualified [by the probandum]—
cannot arise?*

not guilty of contradiction and [non-establishment of reason] because the quality of not being the
substrate of the quality to be established and [the reason] can exist even in the absence of the qual-
ity of being the locus of the absence of the quality to be established and [the reason], then I too am
not guilty of contradiction [and having an unestablished reasonl], since the quality of not being the
locus of speakerness can exist even in the absence of the quality of being the locus of the absence
of speakerness.”

37 Raghavendra explains: sandigdhasadhyadharmakadharmiripapaksanisthatvarapatvat paksad-
harmataya iti bhavah. (Nyayadipa, TT, 4:251.) “For, being an attribute of the inferential subject (pa-
ksadharmata) consists in being located in the inferential subject, [the inferential subject itself being]
a property-bearer (dharmin) that is subject to the doubt of whether or not it possesses the property
that is to be established [by the inference].”

38 Raghavendra explains: sadhyaprasiddhau tannirtipitavyaptigrahasambhavena vyaptivighata-
nad ity arthah. (Nyayadipa, TT, 4:251.) “If the probandum is unestablished, then since [one] cannot
grasp the pervasion in which [the probandum] is a term, the pervasion is destroyed.”

39 evam sadhyaprasiddhir na dosah. tatha hi—tasya dosatvam kim atiprasangat? sadhyakoter
aprasiddhya sandehabhavena tadghatitapaksadharmatavighatanad va? vyaptivighatanad va? prati-
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Vyasatirtha goes on to respond to each of these lines of explanation, but I will here
focus on his response to the first explanation of why inferences can only involve
established terms:

... (1) is not tenable because there it is not the case that [if aprasiddhavisesanata were not
accepted as a flaw, then] even [invalid inferences, such as “This patch of earth has a hare’s
horn, because it is this patch of earth”] could be considered as valid inferences. For, inferences
that [we, the Madhvas and the Naiyayikas,] agree are invalid are flawed by another defect.
The [Advaitins’] inference “The disputed entity is different both from what exists and what
does not exist, because [it is] sublatable” is flawed by contradiction[, proving what is already
established, and so on,] which is accepted [by the both of us to apply to them].

Similarly, if the inference “This patch of earth possesses a hare’s horn, because [it is] this patch
of earth” is meant to prove [that the patch of earth in question has] a [hare’s] horn that is fit to
be perceived, then it is flawed by the defects of failure to perceive what is fit to be perceived.
O, if it is meant to prove that [the patch of earth in question has] a [hare’s] horn, which is
not fit to be perceived, then it is flawed by the defects of proving what is already established
(siddhasadhana) and so on.*°

By contrast, inferences that [we both, the Madhvas and the Naiyayikas,] agree are valid, e.g.,
“All living bodies have souls, because they possess breath and so on”, are valid by virtue of
being devoid of any flaw other [than aprasiddhavisesanata].**

In this passage, Vyasatirtha considers the argument that if we do not accept the po-
sition that aprasiddhavisesanata is a flaw, then a host of inferences agreed upon as
invalid by the Madhvas and Naiyayikas could no longer be ruled as being invalid.
These inferences include one that is very similar to the inferences made by Anan-
dabodha to prove that the world is indeterminate: “The subject of dispute [i.e. the
world] is different from both what exists and what does not exist, because it is sublat-
able.” In the Prathamamithyatvabhanga,*? Vyasatirtha argued that this inference is
undermined by the fact that its probandum (“being different both from what exists
and what does not exist”) is (so far as he is concerned) an unestablished property.

jiiavakyasyaviditapadarthakatvenabodhakatvaprasangad va? karanasya visesanajfianasyabhave
karyasya visistajiianasyayogad va? (TT, 4:251-252.)

40 Raghavendra comments: synigavatity atra srngasabdena mahattvasamanadhikaranodbhuitari-
pavan Sirahsamyukto ‘vayavaviseso bhipreyate, atha kas cid atindriyah. adya aha—yogyeti. vya-
ptyabhavadir adipadarthah. dvittya aha—ayogyeti. Synigeti namamatram, na hy atindriyam nama
srngam asti. (Nyayadipa, TT, 3:154.)

41 nadyah; asadhutvena sammatasya vimatam sadasadvilaksanam, badhyatvad ity adeh klptena
vydghatadina dosantarenaiva; iyam bhith Sasasrngavati, etadbhutvad ity ader yogyasrngasadhaka-
tve yogyanupalabdhibadhadina dosantarenaiva, ayogyasadhakatve ‘tindriyaih srngadibhih siddha-
sadhanadina ca dosantarenaiva dustatvat; dosantararahitatvena sammatasya tu jivaccharirajatam
satmakam, pranadimattvad ity adeh sadhutvad atiprasangabhavat. (TT, 4:252-253.)

42 See below, Chapter 9, pp. 296-298.



220 — 7 Vyasatirtha and Navya-Nyaya philosophy

Here, by contrast, he clearly rejects this position, arguing that the inference does not
suffer from the flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata. Obviously, he does not accept that the
inference is valid; he argues that this inference can be shown to be invalidated by
some other defect. Similarly, the inference “This patch of earth has a hare’s horn on
it, because it is this patch of earth” is flawed because the probandum is ruled out
because we fail to perceive something that we would expect to perceive, or because
it proves something that is already established to us.

So Vyasatirtha’s answer to the Naiyayika is that we do not need the flaw of apra-
siddhavisesanata to rule out these invalid inferences, because they are ruled out by
alternative flaws in each case. Accepting that we are able to make inferences where
the probandum is an unestablished term does not, in itself, lead us to the untenable
position that these are valid inferences, because they can always be shown to be in-
validated by a number of other flaws. Vyasatirtha goes on to give a lengthy critique
of Gangesa’s arguments in favour of the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of empty terms in
order to defend his Madhva philosophy. It should be noted that here, Vyasatirtha
directly contradicts what he said in the Nyayamrta. In the Nyayamrta, he argued
that aprasiddhavisesanata is in fact a flaw. Here, by contrast, he argues that it is not
a flaw and that it does not apply to the sorts of inferences formulated by Anandabo-
dha to prove that the world is indeterminate. This is, of course, Vyasatirtha’s true
position as a Madhva.

7.9 Location-free properties

Philosophically, Vyasatirtha’s arguments against Gangesa in these chapters of the
Tarkatandava still leave us with two questions: How can we make meaningful
true/false statements about nonexistent things like sky-flowers, and how can we
make inferences that involve them? Vyasatirtha argues in essence that it is demon-
strable that we can make true/false statements ascribing certain properties to
nonexistent things, and that the best way to explain this is to assume that there are
“location-free” properties which somehow exist as part of reality without being lo-
cated in an existent thing. We can make inferences like “The son of a barren woman
cannot speak, because [it is] insentient”, because “the son of a barren woman” can
have negative properties even though it does not exist as part of reality. Vyasatirtha
explains this theory as follows in the Tarkatandava:

For, there are different sorts of quality. Some are located in a substrate, such as colour tropes
and so on. Yet others are located in one thing, while they affect something else, such as cog-
nition and so on[, which are located in the self or manas but affect] pots and so on. Some are
substrate-free, like non-existence and so on, because [we have] the uncontradicted judgment
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“The horn of a hare is nonexistent”. For, otherwise, the nonexistence of such entities could not
be established.*

According to the theory outlined by Vyasatirtha here, some properties, like colour
tropes, velocity, sentience, etc., can only be present in positive substrates; nonex-
istent things clearly cannot have colours or be sentient, for instance. Nevertheless,
nonexistent things can have other sorts of properties. For instance, we can truly say
of the “son of a barren woman” that it “cannot speak” or that it is “insentient”, so
we can ascribe negative properties to it. Moreover, (so far as the Madhvas are con-
cerned,) we do speak of nonexistent things as being absent from locations (“There
is never a hare’s horn on this table”), so a hare’s horn must be the counterposi-
tive (pratiyogin) of an absence. Consequently counterpositiveness itself (pratiyogita)
must be a “location-free” property. We can also make true negative-existential state-
ments about nonexistent things (“The sky-flower does not exist”) and so the list of
“location-free” properties must also include nonexistence (asattva) itself. All of these
properties are a part of reality, and they serve to make statements about nonexis-
tent entities either true or false.

7.10 Conclusion

Vyasatirtha’s engagement with Gangesa’s ideas was pivotal to the development of
his work and the work of all subsequent Madhva philosophers. The Tarkatandava
contains one of the most detailed critiques of the Navya-Nyaya system ever written
by an outsider to the tradition in the history of Indian philosophy. The Nyayamrta
literature in turn provides a leading case where Navya-Nyaya theories and language
were applied to the philosophical literature of another school. Vyasatirtha’s work on
Navya-Nyaya influenced all the leading philosophers of the Madhva tradition in the
sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries, even though the Madhvas’ arguments do not
seem to have garnered a response from the Navya-Naiyayikas.

The Prathamamithyatvabhanga chapter of the Nyayamrta shows the impor-
tance of Gangesa’s work for Vyasatirtha. Madhva and Jayatirtha had argued that
“indeterminacy” is either an unestablished property which should not, perhaps, be
allowed to enter into formal inferences, or that Anandabodha’s inferences to prove
that the world is indeterminate are partly redundant from their point of view.
In the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha largely uses Ganges$a’s arguments on universal-

43 vicitra hi dharmah. ke cid asritah, yatha riupadayah. ke cid anyasrita anyoparafijakah, yatha jiia-
nadayo ghatadinam. ke cid anasritah, yathasattvadayah, sasasrnam asad ity abadhitapratiteh. anya-
tha tasyasattvasiddheh. (TT, 4:244.)
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negative inference to give new substance to these old arguments. He carefully
applies GangeSa’s judgments about the epistemological problems surrounding
universal-negative inference in particular to show that, however the concept is
interpreted, Anandabodha’s inferences cannot prove to us that the world is “inde-
terminate”. In the Nyayamrta he follows this reasoning for the sake of debating
with the Advaitins, although he refutes the very same line of argument in the
Tarkatandava.



8 Introduction to the translation of the
Prathamamithyatvabhanga

Chapter 9 contains a translation of the complete text of the Prathamamithyatva-

bhanga (“Refutation of the First Definition of Illusoriness”, PMBh) chapter of the

Nyayampta, along with translations from some of its most important commentaries.

The PMBh is found directly after the Advaita piirvapaksa, and thus marks the begin-

ning of Vyasatirtha’s long critique of Advaita philosophy in the Nyayamrta. In the

PMBH, Vyasatirtha’s main objective is to prove that “indeterminacy” is not fit to be

taken as the probandum in the three inferences he ascribed to Anandabodha in the

purvapaksa section of the text. Once again, these inferences are:

1. “The world is illusory, because [it is] perceptible; just like the silver [superim-
posed] on mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, drsyatvat; suktirapyavat);

2. “The world is illusory, because [it is] finite; just like the silver [superimposed] on
mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, paricchinnatvat; suktirtipyavat);

3. “The world isillusory, because [it is] insentient; just like the silver [superimposed]
on mother-of-pearl” (jagan mithya, jadatvat; suktirtipyavat).

The first definition of “illusoriness” that Vyasatirtha considers in his critique of
Advaita in the Nyayamyta is “indeterminacy”. Again, in the Nyayamyrta Vyasatirtha
follows Citsukha in defining “indeterminacy” as sadasattvanadhikaranatvam—-the
state of being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence”. The structure of the
PMBh is simple. Vyasatirtha begins by setting out three possible analyses of Citsu-
Kkha’s compound (M[ithyatva]'-M?) which differ from one another in subtle ways.
He then cycles through these definitions, substituting each of them in turn for the
probandum in Anandabodha’s inferences. Vyasatirtha concludes that adopting each
analysis of “indeterminacy” as the probandum in the inferences leads to unaccept-
able problems; thus the “illusoriness” that the Advaitin wants to prove about the
world through these inferences cannot consist in indeterminacy. After concluding
the PMBh, Vyasatirtha goes on to refute the four remaining definitions of mithyatva
that he takes seriously in the Nyayamrta, before setting out a case against the con-
cept of illusoriness in general and critiquing the different reasons put forward by
the Advaitins in their inferences.

In addition to the full translation of the PMBh, I have further translated Ma-
dhustidana’s response to this chapter of the Nyayamrta in the Advaitasiddhi as well
as selections from three Madhva commentaries: Ramacarya’s Nyayamyrtatarangini,
Ananda Bhattaraka’s Nyayamrtakantakoddhara, and Srinivasatirtha’s Nyayamy-
taprakasa. In the footnotes, I occasionally translate extracts from Balabhadra’s

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [(c) XA | This work is licensed under the Cre-
ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110728521-008
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Advaitasiddhivyakhya, Brahmananda’s Laghucandrika, and Bagchi’s Balabodhint
commentary on the Advaitasiddhi.

8.1 Notes on the translation and Navya-Nyaya technical terms

Translating texts such as the Nyayamyta and its commentaries is a challenging task.
Vyasatirtha’s work and its commentaries were written for an elite audience who
would have already been deeply familiar with the theories and technical terms used
by their authors, including the works of the classical Advaitins and the Tattvacinta-
mani. One consequence of this is that these works are highly elliptical in charac-
ter, and crucial premises of arguments are frequently omitted from the text. Like
Gangesa, Vyasatirtha often combines complex chains of reasoning into long, elab-
orate sentences where crucial premises are sometimes tucked away as seemingly
inconsequential adjectives. Another feature of these texts which makes them partic-
ularly difficult to translate is their highly legalistic style. Typically, when critiquing
some argument, Vyasatirtha adduces a long list of definitions of the key terms of
that argument, then examines each in turn, showing that they somehow lead to un-
acceptable consequences. The reasons adduced to show why each definition fails
usually consist in technical terms drawn from works of logical theory, which con-
dense complex chains of reasoning into a single word or compound.

These features alone make texts like the Nyayamrta formidably difficult to
translate into clear English; an overly-literal approach would probably do little to
make their meaning clear to modern audiences. My strategy has been to make the
translations as explicit as possible by supplying a lot of additions in square brackets.
In the translation, I have frequently divided up what appear as single sentences
in the Sanskrit text into shorter ones for the sake of making Vyasatirtha’s complex
chains of reasoning easier to follow. After the translation of each section of the Nya-
yamrta, Advaitasiddhi, and Tarangini, I have attempted to reconstruct the passage’s
argument in plain(er) English, explaining the various technical terms that are used
by the authors, giving the wider philosophical background to their arguments, and
reconstructing the complex arguments which are expressed using so few Sanskrit
words.

Perhaps the most challenging aspect of the translation, however, lies in render-
ing into English the Navya-Nyaya technical language which Vyasatirtha and his com-
mentators use throughout their writing. Navya-Nyaya provided these philosophers
arich toolbox of technical terms to deploy in various contexts to express their argu-
ments more precisely than would be possible in normal Sanskrit. While various as-
pects of this terminology are found in the Nyayamyrta itself, the commentarial litera-
ture becomes progressively more technical in this regard. The various Madhva and
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Advaitin commentators increasingly looked to Navya-Nyaya as they analysed their
critiques of one another. Among the early commentators, Raimacarya and Ananda
Bhattaraka in particular both make extensive use of Navya-Nyaya language, pri-
marily to help prove that the formal inferential fallacies Vyasatirtha cites against
the Advaitins in the PMBh really do apply to their inferences.

Before translating the PMBh and its commentaries, I will give some explanation
of how I have translated the main Navya-Nyaya terms of art that appear in the Nya-
yamprta and its literature. Ingalls (1951), Goekoop (1967), Matilal (1968), Wada (2007),
and Ganeri (2011) have all given detailed accounts of the Navya-Nyaya technical lan-
guage. One of the main technical terms used by Vyasatirtha and his commentators
is avacchedaka. I have translated this term as “determiner” throughout this volume,
although it has also been translated as “limiter”! and “specifier”> by modern schol-
ars. According to Ingalls (1951: 44), the term is primarily used in Navya-Nyaya in
connection with what he referred to as “relational abstracts”. These are abstract
properties that appear adventitiously in individuals and connect them to different
parts of reality. Such abstract properties are frequently marked with the suffixes
ta/tva in philosophical literature. They include, for instance, “causeness” (karanata),
“effectness” (karyata), “counterpositiveness” (pratiyogita), and “objectness” (visaya-
tva). Such properties explain why we judge things to stand in a certain relation to
something else—“x is the cause of y”, “xis an effect of y”, etc. According to the Navya-
Naiyayikas, these relational abstracts are not repeatable qualities/universals; they
are rather “imposed properties” (upadhis) that are unique in every case (Matilal,
1968: 73).

In itself, a relational abstract like “causeness” is a very vague thing. What ex-
actly possesses this instance of causeness? And why? What quality of the numer-
ous ones that the cause in question possesses determines the fact that it is a cause?
And what is that thing the cause of? The Navya-Naiyayikas make use of the terms
avacchedaka/avacchinna (“determiner”/“determined”) and nirtipaka/nirtipita (“de-
scriber”/“described”) to specify relational abstracts by indicating their extension
and connection with other relational properties. From one point of view, a “deter-
miner” simply specifies the mode under which a thing enters into relations with
other things in reality. A very common usage of the term avacchedaka in the Nya-
yamyta literature is to specify the relational abstracts that appear in things as they
become involved in the process of making inferences. The Navya-Naiyayikas take
it that properties like “subjecthood” (paksata), “probandumhood” (sadhyata), and

1 Ingalls (1951) and Matilal (1968 et al.) both translate the term as such.
2 Phillips (2020) renders the word as such throughout his translation of the Tattvacintamani.
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“reasonhood” (hetuta) are particular instances of relational properties that appear
in individuals as they become the object of certain sorts of mental judgment.

In the standard inference where fire is inferred from the presence of smoke,
for example, we can say that:
— Determiner of probandumhood (sadhyata-avacchedaka) = fireness (vahnita),
— Determiner of subjecthood (paksata-avacchedaka) = mountainness (parvatatva),
— Determiner of reasonhood (hetutd-avacchedaka) = smokeness (dhiimatva).

The determiners in this example (“mountainness” and so on) are all universals. They
comprise the underlying qualities that, of the numerous qualities present in fire,
mountain, and smoke, serve to specify the relational abstracts “probandumhood”,
etc., in those individuals. However, relational abstracts are also determined by the
different types of relators (sambandha) accepted by the Navya-Naiyayikas. For in-
stance, in the case where we infer that there is fire on some mountain because
we see smoke there, the fire is present on that mountain through the relationship
of “contact” (samyoga), and not, say, inherence. Thus, we could further specify the
particular probandumhood in the fire/smoke inference by referring to the “proban-
dumhood that is determined by [both] the contact relator and by the property of
fireness” (somyoga-sambandha-avacchinna-vahnitva-avacchinna-sadhyata).

As discussed by Vyasatirtha and his commentators in the PMBh, it is possible
for relational abstracts to be determined by multiple qualities. For instance, the in-
ference that “Speech and mind are noneternal, because they are effects” ascribes
a single probandum (noneternality) to two different subjects—speech and mind.
In this case, one could say that the subjecthood in this inference is determined by
both speechness and mindness. Similarly, when the Advaitins claim that “The world
lacks both existence and nonexistence”, the probandum could be interpreted analyt-
ically, in which case the inference could be taken to ascribe two distinct properties
(the constant absences of existence and nonexistence) to the world. In this case, we
would say probandumhood is determined by two separate qualities—“the state of
being the constant absence of existence” and “the state of being the constant absence
of nonexistence”.

The Advaitins’ claim about the world could also be interpreted synthetically,
as one that ascribes the compound of these two separate qualities to the world. To
show this, Vyasatirtha makes use of the term visista. As Ingalls (1951: 69, fn. 137)
points out, this term is frequently used in philosophical works to mean that some-
thing is “distinguished” or “qualified” by something else, for instance as a blue pot
is distinguished/qualified by potness and the colour blue. (It is worth noting that the
term avacchinna itself is frequently used in this sense of visista by the commenta-
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tors on the Nyayamrta.?) However, Ingalls points out that the term visista can simply
mean “accompanied by”/“coupled with”, or “an accompanied/compound thing”. It
is frequently used in this sense by Vyasatirtha and his commentators in the PMBh.*
This sense of the term is often expressed using locative absolute constructions. Thus
Vyasatirtha expresses his third analysis of “indeterminacy” as follows:

sattva-atyanta-abhavavattve saty asattva-atyanta-abhavavattvam (“The state of possessing the
constant absence of nonexistence while possessing the constant absence of existence”).

This is equivalent to:

sattva-atyanta-abhavavattva-visista-asattva-atyanta-abhavavattvam (“The state of possessing
the constant absence of nonexistence qualified by/combined with the constant absence of ex-
istence”).

Another approach to a seemingly “partite” probandum which is demonstrated in
the commentarial literature on the PMBh is to say that the quality of probandum-
hood is determined by a “collectively present” (vyasajyavrtti) quality. This type of
property is closely connected with the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of numbers. With the
exception of the number one, numbers are considered to be collectively present
qualities by Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers. The Nydyakosa® explains that such qual-
ities are produced in objects through “enumerative judgments”. An enumerative
judgment is one that aggregates different things together, for instance: “This is one
pot, this is another pot; together there are two pots”. Numbers greater than one are
regarded as tropes which are produced in the substances that become the object
of such judgments. Such numbers are not entirely present (paryapti) in any one of
their loci; rather, they are only completely present in their loci taken collectively.
Hence they are said to be “collectively present” qualities. Relational abstracts are
often said to be determined by such qualities according the Navya-Naiyayikas, as
opposed to being determined by multiple distinct qualities. Ramacarya makes use

3 See Ingalls (1951: p. 40, fn. 43, and 157-158) for a discussion of how the term visista is used
in this sense. Wada (1990) seems to follow this approach in his translation of the Vyaptivada of
Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani. However, Goekoop (1967: 14) interprets the term differently in this con-
text. Goekoop says that the term avacchinna is used in this sense in connection with the nature of
an entity, since it is determined by its abstract character.

4 In the entry for the term visista (NK: 779), the Nyayakosa says that the term vaisistya can mean
“association” or “collocatedness” (atra vaisistyam ca sahityam samanadhikaranyam va jiieyam).

5 NK: 849-850.
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of this approach when defending the inference to define earth against the charge
that its reason is “uncommon”, for instance.®

The Madhvas, Advaitins, and Naiyayikas all had different positions on the onto-
logical status of the visista, and the commentators sometimes allude to this debate.
Atthe end of his commentary on the PMBh,’ Ramacarya references the debate about
the ontological status of the viSista as an entity over and above the sum of its parts.
The Madhvas and Advaitins both agree that the visista is a whole above the sum of its
parts, whereas the Naiyayikas take a reductionist stance and argue that it is nothing
but the combination of the parts that constitute it—the qualifier (visesana), the qual-
ificandum (visesya), and their relationship (sambandha). Ramacarya and Ananda
Bhattaraka® further discuss the theory regarding the different circumstances un-
der which a qualified thing can be absent from its locus.

Determiners can also be used to quantify relational abstracts in their generic
form (Ingalls, 1951: 48). They might be used to help clarify the meaning of the state-
ment “Pot-maker is cause of pot” (kulalo ghatakaranam), for example. The Navya-
Naiyayikas would say that when a potter fabricates a pot from clay, a relational ab-
stract “causeness” appears in “potter” and another relational abstract, “effectness”,
appears in “pot”. The term nirtpita (“described [by]”) is used to indicate that these
relational abstracts are connected to/correlated with one another. Thus, on one level
of analysis, the statement kulalo ghatakaranam says that there is a relational ab-
stract causeness that is “located in potter” and is “described by” an effectness that
is “located in pot” (ghata-nistha-karyata-nirapita-kulala-nistha-karanata).

However, without further parsing, it is not completely clear what is being said
when one refers to “the causeness located in potter described by the effectness lo-
cated in pot”. The statement could be interpreted as a singular statement that a par-
ticular potter is a cause of a particular pot. Then again, it could be interpreted as a
universal statement: that pots in general are brought into being by pot-makers. The
terms avacchedaka/avacchinna can help to make this distinction clear. According to
the explanation of the nineteenth-century Navya-Nyaya scholar Mahe$acandra, to
say that a relational abstract is “determined” by some property in such cases means
to say that the relational abstract is present wherever the property in question is
present.

In his introduction to the Navya-Nyaya language, the Navyanyayabhasapradipa,
MaheS$acandra explains that the primary purpose of a determiner is to delin-
eate/restrict the “location-range” of the relational property, that is, to circumscribe

6 See Chapter 9, TEXT 6. As I will explain shortly, my translation of the PMBh and its commentaries
in that chapter is divided into ten separate segments of text.

7 See below, TEXT 10, Nyayamrtatarangini.

8 TEXT2.
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the precise scope of the things in which it is present. The avacchedaka is thus
said to act as the “restrictor” (niyamaka) of the relational property, and that prop-
erty is thus said to be “restricted” (niyata) by its determiner. Thus, to speak of
“effectness determined by potness” (ghatatva-avacchinna-karyata) means to speak
of an effectness that is present in all pots; it is to speak of pots in general as be-
ing an effect of something-or-other. Thus we can say that “pots in general are
created by pot-makers” by the following expression: ghatatva-avacchinna-karyata-
nirapita-kulalatva-avacchinna-karanata (“the causeness that is determined by pot-
makerhood, and which is described by the effectness that is determined by pot-
ness”).

A closely related expression which is used frequently by the Navya-Naiyayikas
is the term -avacchedena, which is contrasted with its counterpart -samanadhika-
ranyena. Both expressions appear frequently in the commentaries on the PMBh
of Ramacarya and Ananda Bhattaraka, where they are generally used at the end
of compounds. MaheSacandra provides a clear explanation of the distinction they
draw:

[...] And the predicate (vidheya) is sometimes predicated as sharing a common locus with
the determiner of qualificandumhood (visesyata-avacchedaka-samanadhikaranyena), and
sometimes as determined by the determiner of qualificandumhood (visesyata-avacchedaka-
avacchedena). Where [the predicate is predicated] to some single case of the qualificandum,
thenitis predicated as sharing a common locus with the determiner of qualificandumhood—it
is postulated as occurring in onelocus that is common to the determiner of qualificandumhood.
For instance, in the statement “Brahmin is wise”, it is not stated that all brahmins are wise,
but rather that wisdom is present in some of the locations where the quality brahminhood is
present.

The postulation [of the predicate] as belonging to the entire qualificandum—in every qualifica-
ndum—that is, wherever the determiner of qualificandumhood is present, is the postulation
[of the predicate] as determined by the determiner of qualificandumhood; in other words,
as pervading the determiner of qualificandumhood. For instance, in the statement “Man is
mortal”, “mortality” is not postulated of just some men, but of each and every man. Mortality
is postulated as pervading manhood, that is, as being present in each and every man.’

9 vidheyasya vidhanam ca kva cid visesyatavacchedakasamanadhikaranyena, kva cic ca
visesyatavacchedakavacchedena bhavati. yasmin kasminn api visesye yad vidhanam, tat
visesyatavacchedakasamanadhikaranyena—visesyatavacchedakasya samana ekasminn adhi-
karane vrttitaya—vidhanam. yatha brahmano vidvan bhavatity anena na sarva eva brahma-
nah vidvamso bhavantiti vidhiyate; kim tu yatra yatra brahmanyam vartate, tesam madhye
kesu cid vidya vartata iti. yatra yatra visesyatavacchedako vartate, tatra sarvatraiva—
arthat sarvasminn eva—visesye vidheyasya vidhanam, visesyatavacchedakavacchedena—
visesyatavacchedakasyavacchedena, vyaptya,—vidhanam. yatha manusyo maranasila ity anena
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In this passage, Mahedacandra contrasts two expressions:

1. “Brahmin [is] wise” (brahmano vidvan),

and

2. “Man [is] mortal” (manusyo maranastlah).

Without further parsing, the meaning of these statements in Sanskrit is highly am-
biguous. It is not immediately clear in either case whether the statement is a uni-
versal or a particular statement. Does the statement “Brahmin [is] wise” mean that
“All brahmins are wise”, “Some Brahmins are wise”, or “The Brahmin is wise”? Sim-
ilarly, it is not clear as such whether the statement “Man [is] mortal” attributes the
property of mortality to a single man, some men, or all men.

Mahesacandra takes (1) as an example of a particular statement, effectively with
the sense “At least one brahmin is wise”, or what as Matilal (1968: pp. 77-78) points
out would be represented in PPL as:

(Vx) (Bx A WXx)

(where the predicates B and W represent “is a brahmin” and “is wise” respectively).
The second is a standard example of a universal statement, that is, “All men are
mortal”, or what would be represented in PPL as:

(Vx) (Hx — Mx)

(where the predicates H and M mean “is human” and “is mortal” respectively).!?
These expressions are frequently used to specify what type of judgment an in-
ference produces about its subject. Following Matilal, in this chapter I have trans-

na kesu cit manusyesu maranasilatvam vidhiyate, kim tu sarvesv eva manusyesu. manusyatvam
vyapya—sarvesy eva manusyesu—maranasilatvam vidhiyata iti. (NBhP: 129-130.)

10 The Navya-Naiyayikas often explained the expression -avacchedena using the concept of per-
vasion. The Nyayakosa explains this as follows: ... vyaptih. yatha paksatavacchedakavacchedena
sadhyasiddhav ity adau sadhyanirtupita paksatavacchedakanistha vyaptih. atra vyapakatvam apy a-
vacchedasabdasyarthah sambhavati. tatha ca paksatavacchedakavyapakatvavisistasadhyasiddhau
iti bodhyah. “[‘Determination’ (avaccheda) can mean] pervasion. For instance, in the phrase, ‘When
the probandum is established to be determined by the determiner of subjecthood ..., the pervasion
located in the determiner of subjecthood is described by the probandum. Here, the word ‘determina-
tion’ (avaccheda) may also mean the state of being the pervader (vyapakatva). And so, the [phrase]
should be understood as, ‘When there is the establishment of the probandum coupled with the state
of being the pervader of the determiner of subjecthood’.”
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lated the contrasting statements (1) paksatavacchedakavacchedena sadhyasiddhih
and (2) paksatavacchedakasamanadhikaranyena sadhyasiddhih as:

1. “Establishment of the probandum as being determined by the/a determiner of subjecthood”,

and,

2. “Establishment of the reason as sharing a common locus with the/a determiner of proban-
dumhood”.

8.2 Notes on the Sanskrit Text

For the translation, I have divided the PMBh into ten separate texts, each accom-
panied by translations and explanations of the selected commentaries on the text.
All punctuation found in Sanskrit texts is my own. Reasons presented by Vyasatir-
tha and his commentators in favour of their claims are always given following a
comma. I have marked formal inferences and fragments of formal inferences in the
Sanskrit text by placing them in inverted commas. Vyasatirtha’s Madhva commenta-
tors themselves coordinate their remarks on the Nyayamprta by giving brief extracts
from the root text (pratikas). I have indicated the pratikas found in the works of
these commentators using inverted commas, placing the Sanskrit text of the prattka
after its translation to help the reader locate the relevant part of the Nyayamyta.

The texts of the Nyayamyrta and its commentaries have been derived from the
various printed editions available to me. While I am obviously not attempting to
make a critical edition of the various works translated here, I have also collected
variant readings from these editions. I present these variants simply for the sake of
showing what is currently known about the transmission of these texts. Any variant
readings are listed just after the text in which they occur. The readings are coordi-
nated with the root text by the use of corresponding superscript numbers. The full
bibliographical details for the editions used are given in the Bibliography.

Additionally, I provide readings from a manuscript of the Advaitasiddhi that
was made available to me by the Nepalese-German Manuscript Cataloguing Project
(Acc No. 5/5599; Inventory No. 1066). The manuscript was written on paper by a sin-
gle hand in Devanagari script, with occasional marginal glosses added by a second
hand. The text starts from the beginning of the Advaitasiddhi and runs continuously
until it stops abruptly on folio 52v, at the beginning of the section in which Madhu-
sidana responds to Vyasatirtha’s arguments to prove that only truly existent things
can have causal efficacy (Advaitasiddhi, NAB, 1:569). There are no obvious clues in
the manuscript that would allow us to ascribe it a definite date.
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Tab. 8.1: Editions consulted

Siglum  Text(s) Editor Location Year
ASMu Advaitasiddhi, Siddhivyakhya, Anantakrishna Sastri Mumbai 1917
Gaudabrahmanandi,
VitthaleSopadhyayt
ASMy Advaitasiddhi, Gurucandrika D. Srinivasachar & G. Mysuru 1933
Venkatanarasimha Sastri
ASV Advaitasiddhi, Balabodhint Yogendranath Bagchi Varanasi 1971
NAB Nyayamyta et. al. Krishna Tatacharya Pandurangi Bengaluru 1994
NAMu Nyayamyta, Nyayamytaprakasa T. R. Krishnacharya Mumbai 1908
NAK Nyayamyta et. al. Anantakrishna Sastri Kolkata 1934
NATMu  Nyayamytatarangini T. R Krishnacharya Mumbai 1910
NAPB Nyayamyta, Nyayamytaprakasa A. Haridasa Bhatta Bengaluru 2008




9 Text, translation, and commentary
of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

9.1 TEXT 1: Defining “illusoriness” (mithyatva).
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

ucyate—mithyatvam hi tvayaiva paksantaranisedhena paficadha niruktam. ta-
tradye kim sattve saty asattvarupavisistasyabhavo *bhipretah? kim va sattvatya-
ntabhavasattvatyantabhavarupadharmadvayam? yad va sattvatyantabhavavattve
saty asattvatyantabhavavattvarapam visistam? (NAs: 53.)!

Translation

[In response to the Advaita piirvapaksa just outlined, the following] is said: You

yourself have defined “illusoriness” (mithyatva) in five different ways by refuting

another position. With regard to the first of those [definitions of “illusoriness”, that

is, “indeterminacy” in the form of “being the locus of neither existence nor nonex-

istence” (sadasattvanadhikaranatva)], do [you] mean:

— M": the absence of a qualified entity (viSista), namely “nonexistence qualified by
existence”;

— or M?: a pair of [distinct] properties, namely (a) the constant absence of existence
and (b) the constant absence of nonexistence;

— or M%: a qualified entity in the form of “the state of possessing the constant ab-
sence of nonexistence qualified by the state of possessing the constant absence of
existence”?

Comments

The “other view” (paksantara) Vyasatirtha refers to here is the preliminary position
that he has established for his Advaitin opponent in the “Analysis of Illusoriness”
(Mithyatvanirvacana) portion of the Nyayamyta. In that part of the text, Vyasatirtha
considered thirteen definitions of the term mithyatva, but he only accepted five of
those as being worthy of deeper analysis. “Indeterminacy” is the first of those five
definitions.

1 NAMu: 22v-23r; NAK: 91-92.

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [(c) XA | This work is licensed under the Cre-
ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110728521-009



234 — 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

Vyasatirtha here presents three analyses of Citsukha’s definition of “indetermi-
nacy” as sadasattvanadhikaranatvam. The differences between them may seem sub-
tle, but they have a substantial impact on the arguments Vyasatirtha makes against
each definition in the PMBh. Madhustidana will argue? that the three analyses Vya-
satirtha proposes in this passage do not exhaust all possible interpretations of Citsu-
kha’s definition of “indeterminacy”, since we could also interpret the term anadhi-
karanatva (“not being the locus of ...”) as referring to mutual, rather than relational,
absences.

For the most part, Vyasatirtha’s arguments in the PMBh are directed against
M? and M3. In both cases, Vyasatirtha interprets the term “not being the locus of ...”
(anadhikaranatva) as referring to constant absences. However, whereas M? consists
of two distinct absences, M? is a single, qualified/compound entity (visista) made up
of the two constant absences of existence/nonexistence. According to Vyasatirtha,
this has important logical implications for the Advaitin’s case. M? consists of two
separate things and, if the Advaitin uses it as their definition of “illusoriness”, then
the probandumhood in his inferences is determined by two separate properties. If,
on the other hand, the Advaitin accepts M3, then only one property will determine
probandumhood in the inferences.

Vyasatirtha argues that adopting these definitions leads the Advaitin into dif-
ferent problems in either case, and so the majority of the PMBh is structured as a
dilemma. If the Advaitin uses M? as the probandum in his inferences, Vyasatirtha
argues that he will be guilty of trying to prove something that his Madhva opponent
already accepts, at least in one part of his conclusion (amse siddhasadhana). If, on
the other hand, the Advaitin favours M3, then the probandum in his inferences will
be an “unestablished” entity (the flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata). Both amount to fa-
tal flaws for the inferences. Vyasatirtha further argues that both analyses lead to
a common set of flaws. Both are contradictory (vyahati), both ultimately fall short
of proving what the Advaitin philosopher needs to prove (arthantara), and, under
both analyses, the Advaitin’s example (the fake “silver”) would lack the probandum
(sadhyavaikalya).

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)
nanu kim idam mithyatvam sadhyate? na tavan mithyasabdo 'nirvacaniyatavacana

iti paficapadikavacanat Wsadasattvanadhikaranatvarapam™ @anirvacyatvam!?.
tad dhi kim Plasattvavi$istasattvabhavah!®'? uta sattvatyantabhavasattvatyanta-

2 See below, TEXT 4.
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bhavartipam dharmadvayam? aho svit [“lsattvatyantabhavavattve!! saty asattva-
tyantabhavartpam visistam? (NAB: 53-54.)3

sadasadanadhikaranatvam ASmu, ASMy
anirvacaniyatvam KD
sattvavisistasattvabhavah ASv, NAk (v1.)*
sattvatyantabhavatve ASmy (V1)

B W N e

Translation

Objection (Vyasatirtha): Just what is this “illusoriness” (mithyatva), which you seek

to prove [is present in the world]? In the first place, [“illusoriness” cannot be] “inde-

terminacy” in the form of “being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence”,

[which definition is] based on the words of Padmapada’s Paficapadika, which says:

“The word ‘illusory’ refers to indeterminacy.” For, is [this “indeterminacy”]:

— M the absence of existence-qualified-by-nonexistence;

— or M?: a pair of properties, namely (a) the constant absence of existence and (b)
the constant absence of nonexistence;

— or M3: a qualified entity in the form of “the constant absence of nonexistence
qualified by the state of possessing the constant absence of existence”?

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini)

siddhantabhidhanam pratijanite—ucyata iti.

paficadheti. sadasattvanadhikaranatvam va? sarvasmin pratipannopadhau
traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam va? jianatvena jiiananivartyatvam va? svatyanta-
bhavadhikarana eva pratiyamanatvam va? sadripatvabhavo va? iti paficapraka-
rair mithyatvam laksitam ity arthah.

tatradya iti. sadasattvanadhikaranatvam ity atra sacchabdah sattvaparah. tatra
sattvam kim asattvavisesanam va? sattvasattve pratyekam anadhikaranatvasya vi-
Sesanam va? sacchabdat parato ‘nadhikaranatvasabdartipamadhyamapadalopisa-

3 ASMu: 48-49; ASMy: 24; ASV: 29-31; KD: 3r; NAK: 91-92.

4 Bagchi’s edition of the Advaitasiddhi (ASV) records this reading. Anantakrishna Sastri’s Kolkata
edition of the text also reports this reading as being the reading given in Balabhadra’s Advaitasid-
dhivyakhya (NAK: 92), although Sastri does not report the variant in his Mumbai edition of the Advai-
tasiddhi (ASMu). It is possible that Bagchi, who had extensive familiarity with the commentaries on
the Advaitasiddhi, was reporting here the reading found in Balabhadra’s commentary.
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masasrayanena sattvanadhikaranatvasya visesanam vabhipretam iti pra§navakya-
rthah. (NAs: 55.)°

Translation

[Vyasatirtha] introduces [his] statement of the final position (siddhanta)—*It is said

..~ (ucyate).

“Fivefold ...” (paficadha). What [Vyasatirtha] means is that “illusoriness” is de-

fined in five different ways. Is [“illusoriness™]:

— 1. “Being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence”;

— or 2. [Something’s] “being the counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence in ev-
ery substrate where [it] was taken [to exist]”;

— or 3. “Being liable to be cancelled by a cognition by virtue of the fact that [the
cancelling cognition] is a cognition”;

— or 4. [Something’s] “being experienced in the very locus of its own constant ab-
sence”;

— or 5. “The absence of the quality of being existent by essence”?

“In regard to the first of those [definitions] ...” (tatradye). In the compound “being
the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence” (sadasattvanadhikaranatva), the
word sat (“existent/what is existent”) means “existence” (sat-tva). In regard to this
[definition of “indeterminacy”], is existence the qualifier of nonexistence? Or are
existence and nonexistence individually the qualifiers of the state of “not being a
locus ...” (anadhikaranatva)? Or is the quality of not being the locus of existence
understood to be the qualifier [of the quality of not being the locus of nonexistence],
by taking the [whole] compound to have an elided medial word, namely the word
“not being the locus of ...” (anadhikaranatva), which would occur just after the word
“existent” (sat)? This is the meaning of [Vyasatirtha’s] question.

Comments

In definitions (2), (4), and (5) of “illusoriness” here, Ramacarya gives slightly differ-
ent definitions to the ones that Vyasatirtha himself refers to in the Advaita piarvapa-
ksa of the Nyayamprta. These modifications are all based on Vyasatirtha’s analyses
in the early chapters of the text, however. Ramacarya goes on to give some gram-
matical explanation of how Vyasatirtha derives the three interpretations of the com-
pound sadasattvanadhikaranatvam presented at the beginning of the PMBh.

5 NAK: 91-92; NATMu: 10v.
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9.2 TEXT 2: The charge of siddhasadhana.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

nadyah, manmate sadekasvabhave jagati tasya siddhatvat. (NAs: 53.)°

Translation

M is not tenable, because, in my view, [the absence of nonexistence-qualified-by-
existence] is [already] established in the world, which is[, so far as I am concerned,]
purely existent by essence.

Comments
Vyasatirtha dismisses M! summarily. A means of knowledge such as inference must
reveal to us something that we do not already know. However, if the Advaitin ac-
cepts M' as his analysis of “illusoriness”, then he is really proving something that
his Madhva opponent already accepts. According to Vyasatirtha and the Madhvas,
the world is, by its very essence, existent. Consequently, Vyasatirtha already accepts
that the world has the absence of “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence”, and so the
Advaitin is proving something that is already well-established to his opponent.
Ramacarya and Ananda Bhattaraka analyse this argument using the principles
of the Navya-Nyaya theory about the conditions under which the absence of a quali-
fied/compound entity (visista) occurs in some location. The Nyadyakosa explains that
the absence of (1) the qualifier, (2) the qualificandum, or (3) the entire qualified en-
tity itself all occasion the absence of the compound entity in question. Take, for in-
stance, some location (L) and the qualified entity “b qualified by/compounded with’
a”, where a is the qualifier (visesana), and b is the qualificandum (viSesya). Accord-
ing to the Navya-Naiyayikas, the absence of the entire compound entity from L can
be occasioned by either (1) the absence of a from L, (2) the absence of b from L, or
(3) the absence of both a and b from L.2
Following this principle, we can say that any one of the following could occasion
the absence of “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence” from the world:
1. the absence of the qualifier; i.e. existence; or
2. the absence of the qualificandum, i.e. nonexistence;
3. the absence of the compound entity, i.e. “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence”.

6 NAMu: 23v; NAK: 92.

7 For an explanation of how the term visista is used in this context, see above, Chapter 8,
Pp. 225-226.

8 See NK: 779.
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The Madhva, who accepts that the world is by its very essence existent, necessarily
accepts (2), i.e. that the world has the absence of nonexistence. Hence he logically
accepts that the world has the absence of the entire qualified entity, and thus the
Advaitin is guilty of proving something that his Madhva opponent already accepts.
Madhusuidana makes no attempt to defend M! against this argument, and instead
focuses on M? and M2 in his defence of indeterminacy.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

nadyah, sattvamatradhare jagaty Masattvavisistasattvanabhyupagamat!!, visista-
bhavasadhane siddhasadhanat.

na dvitlyah, sattvasattvayor ekabhave ’parasattvavasyakatvena vyaghatat. nir-
dharmakabrahmavat sattvarahitye® *pi sadriupatvenamithyatvopapattyartha-
ntarac ca.

$uktirapye *badhyatvarupasattva®virahe ’pi®® badhyatvarupasattvasya vyati-
rekasiddhya sadhyavaikalyac ca.

ata eva na trtiyah; parvavad vyaghatat, “larthantarat¥l, sadhyavaikalyac ceti
cet; maivam, sattvatyantabhavasattvatyantabhavartipadharmadvayavivaksayam
dosabhavat. ... (NAB: 54.)°

1. sattvaviSistasattvanabhyupagamat ASv

2. sattvasattvarahitye ASmu, ASmy

3. vyatirekasya sattvena X(-KD, ASv); vyatirekasya sattve ’pi ASv
4. arthantaratvat KD

Translation

Objection (Vyasatirtha): M' is not tenable. For, [I] do not accept that the world, which
[for me] is the locus of existence alone, has [the compound property of] “existence-
qualified-by-nonexistence”. Hence if [you, the Advaitin,] prove [that the world has]
the absence of [this] compound entity, it follows that you are proving something
that is already established [for me].

M? is [also] untenable. For, if one or the other of existence or nonexistence is ab-
sent [from some location], the other must be present [in that same location]; hence
it is contradictory [to prove that the world has the constant absences of both ex-
istence and nonexistence]. Moreover, [M? is not tenable] because [if you adopt it
as the definition of “illusoriness” in your inferences,] then you are failing to prove

9 ASMu: 49-50; ASMy: 24-25; ASV: 32-34; KD: 3r; NAK: 92-96.
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what you intended to prove (arthantara). For, even if [the world] lacks [the quality
of] existence, it is [still] possible that [it] lacks “illusoriness” [defined as such]. For,
even though [the world] lacks the quality of existence, it could nevertheless be exis-
tent by essence, just as in the case of [your] quality-free brahman[, which, according
to you Advaitins is existent by essence, despite lacking the quality of existence].

Further, [M? is not tenable] because [if you adopt it as the probandum in your
inferences, then your example] lacks the probandum. For, even though the “silver”
superimposed on mother-of-pearl lacks “existence” in the form of “nonsublatabil-
ity”, it is not established that [the “silver”] has the [other component of the proban-
dum, that is,] the absence of “nonexistence” in the form of “sublatability”[, because
the silver clearly is liable to sublation].

For the very same reasons [the probandum in your inferences cannot be] M2.
For, just as in the case of the previous definition [(M2)], there would be a contradic-
tion, [your inferences would] fail to prove what you intended to prove (arthantara),
and [your example would] lack the probandum.

Reply (Madhustudana): This is all wrong! For, there is no flaw if what is meant
[by “indeterminacy”] is [M?, i.e.] “a pair of properties in the form of the constant
absence of existence and the constant absence of nonexistence”. ...

Comments

Madhustdana here repeats Vyasatirtha’s critique of the Advaitins’ position before
going on to indicate that he regards M? as an acceptable definition of “illusoriness”.
Madhustidana begins his defence of M? in TEXT 3, below, by defending it against the
charge of contradiction.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini)

manmata iti. viSesyabhavayatto visistabhavo ’stity arthah. (NAs: 55.)1°

Translation

“In my view ...” (manmate). What [Vyasatirtha] means is that [the world has] the
absence of the qualified entity (visista)[, i.e. “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence”],
which is occasioned by the absence of the qualificandum (visesya) [i.e. nonexis-
tence].

10 NAK: 92-93; NAMu: 10v.
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhara)

manmata iti. asattvariipavisesyabhavapannasya visistabhavasya siddhatvena sid-
dhasadhanam iti bhavah. (NAs: 60.)

Translation

“In my view ...” (manmata). Since it is [already] established [to us Madhvas that the
world] has the absence of the compound entityl, i.e. “nonexistence-compounded-
with-existence”], which absence is occasioned by the absence of the qualificandum
in the form of nonexistence, [you] are proving something that is already established
[to your opponent]. This is the idea [behind Vyasatirtha’s words].

9.3 TEXT 3: The charge of contradiction.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

na dvitiyah, vyahateh. (NAs: 53.)'

Translation
M? is untenable, because [it leads to a] contradiction.

Comments
See above, Chapter 6, pp. 162-173, for a detailed discussion of Vyasatirtha’s case that
indeterminacy is a disguised contradiction in the Nyayamrta.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

... na ca vyahatih. sa hi sattvasattvayoh parasparaviraharupataya va? Uparaspara-
virahavyapakatayal'! va? parasparavirahavyapyataya va?

Inadyah!?, tadanangikarat. tatha hi—atra trikalabadhyatvarupasattvavyati-
reko nasattvam, kim tu kva cid apy upadhau sattvena pratiyamanatvanadhikarana-
tvam; tadvyatireka$ ca sadhyatvena vivaksitah. tatha ca trikalabadhyavilaksanatve
sati kva cid apy upadhau sattvena pratiyamanatvarupam sadhyam paryavasitam.

evam ca sati ®Ina $uktirapyel® sadhyavaikalyam api, badhyatvarupasattvavya-
tirekasya sadhyapravesat. napi vyaghatah, parasparavirahartipatvabhavat.

11 NAK: 93; NAMu: 23v.
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ata eva na dvitiyo ’pi, sattvabhavavati Suktiripye vivaksitasattvavyatirekasya
vidyamanatvena vyabhicarat.

napi trtiyah, tasya vyaghataprayojakatvat; gotvasvatvayoh parasparaviraha-
vyapyatve ’pi tadabhavayor ustradav ekatra sahopalambhat. (NAs: 54.)"2

1. parasparaviraham vyapakataya KD
2. tatra nadyah Z(-ASv, KD)
3. Suktirapye na KD

Translation

Nor does [M? lead to] contradiction. For, does [this contradiction] follow because:

— Reason (R)!: existence and nonexistence are each essentially identical with the
absence of the other?

- R% existence and nonexistence each pervade the absence of the other?

- R3: existence and nonexistence are each pervaded by the other’s absence?'?

R! is not tenable, because [I] do not accept [that existence and nonexistence are
each identical with the absence of the other]. To explain—[In this definition of “in-
determinacy”], nonexistence does not consist in the absence of existence in the form
of “omnitemporal non-sublatability”. Rather, [nonexistence] consists in the qual-
ity of “not being the locus of the state of being experienced™ as existent in some
substrate’® or other”; and, [we] mean to say that the absence of [nonexistence so-

12 ASMu: 50-55; ASMy: 25; ASV: 34-39; KD: 3r-3v; NAK: 96-99.

13 Brahmananda explains Madhustidana’s analysis here as follows: sattvasyabhavo ’sattvam,
asattvabhavah sattvam iti va; sattvabhavavyapakam asattvam, asattvabhavavyapakam sattvam iti
va; sattvabhavavyapyam asattvam, asattvabhavavyapyam sattvam iti va vyaghate hetur ity arthah.
(Laghucandrika, ASMu: 50.) “Is the reason [that M? results in] a contradiction that: (R!) Nonexistence
consists in the absence of existence [and] existence consists in the absence of nonexistence; or (R%)
nonexistence pervades the absence of existence [and] existence pervades the absence of nonexis-
tence; or (R®) nonexistence is pervaded by the absence of existence [and] existence is pervaded by
the absence of nonexistence. This is what [Madhustidana] means.”

14 Elsewhere in the Advaitasiddhi, Brahmananda (Laghucandrika, ASMu: 51) glosses the word
prattyamanatvanadhikaranatvam with pratiyamanatvayogyatvam: “Not being fit to have the prop-
erty of being experienced”. When commenting on Vyasatirtha’s refutation of the second definition
of “illusoriness” in the Advaitasiddhi, Madhustidana (NAB: 71) defines “nonexistence” as “Not being
fit to be an object of an experience in any substrate whatsoever” (kva cid apy upadhau pratityanar-
hatvam). The language Madhustidana uses in this later portion of the text perhaps more clearly
articulates his intended meaning than his use of the present participle in the present passage of the
Advaitasiddhi.

15 The term upadhi must be interpreted to mean “substrate” or “locus” in this context. Bagchi (ASv:
53) glosses it with the term adhikarana (“locus”). Brahmananda (Laghucandrika, ASMu: 51) glosses
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defined)] is [part of] the probandum. Hence the probandum amounts to: “being cog-
nised as existent in some substrate, while being different from what is not liable to
sublation in all three times.”16

This being so, the “silver” superimposed on mother-of-pearl[, which is the ex-
ample in Anandabodha’s inferences], does not lack the probandum [as you, Vyasa-
tirtha, have claimed]. For, the absence of nonexistence in the form of “being liable
to sublation” is not inserted into the probandum. Nor is there contradiction, since
[existence and nonexistence so-defined] are not each identical with the other’s ab-
sence.

For this very same reason, R? is untenable. For, since the absence of nonex-
istence in the way [we] have defined it is found in the “silver” superimposed on
mother-of-pearl, which is devoid of existence, it follows that there is a deviation [be-
tween existence and the absence of nonexistence because the thing that was taken
to be pervaded—the absence of existence—is found together with the absence of
nonexistence, which nonexistence was taken to pervade it].

Nor is R3 tenable, because it does not lead to a contradiction. For, even though
cowness and horseness|, for instance,] are each pervaded by the absence of the
other, their respective absences are observed to be present in a single location, e.g.,
a camel.

Madhustdana’s definition of “nonexistence” as follows: “Being cognised as being existent, which
existence is present in some property-bearer (dharmin)” (kificiddharministham yat sattvam, tena
prattyamanatvam). The term upadhi also appears, apparently with the same meaning, in Prakasat-
man’s definition of mithyatva, which Vyasatirtha considers in the Nyayamrta (i.e. pratipannopa-
dhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam).

16 I translate this literally. However, there are a number of problems with interpreting Madhu-
siidana’s words here. The term vilaksanatva usually has the sense of “being different from”, i.e. a
mutual absence (anyonyabhava, bheda) rather than a relational absence (samsargabhava). How-
ever, M2, which Madhusiidana is here defending, consists of a pair of constant absences, which are
relational absences. Bagchi (ASV: 36), apparently drawing on the Laghucandrika, points out that
if we take the definition at face value, Madhusiidana could be charged with repetition (paunaruk-
tya), since he will shortly offer a definition of M? which defines it in terms of mutual absences
(see below, TEXT 4). A further problem is Madhustidana’s use here of the locative absolute phrase
trikalabadhyavilaksanatve sati. This sort of locative absolute phrase is usually used to represent a
qualified/compound (visista) entity. However, M consists in a pair of qualities rather than a quali-
fied/compound entity. Bagchi (ASV: 36) again points out that Madhusiidana could be charged with
repetition, since the definition now overlaps with M3, which is clearly stated to be a compound en-
tity. It seems that Madhustidana is simply speaking imprecisely in formulating the definition the
way he does in this passage.
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Comments
See above, Chapter 6, pp. 167-173, for a detailed discussion of Madhustdana’s argu-
ments in this passage.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 1)

.17 iti cet, maivam. asac cet, na pratiyeteti vadata tvaya uktapratitim prati prayo-
jakasya pratityanupadhikasya sattvavirodhino ’sattvasya vaktavyatvat; asattvabha-
vah sattvena pratiyamanatve paryavasanna iti tatsadhanasya vyarthatvat.

na casadvailaksanyasiddhyartham tatsadhanam iti vacyam, pratiyamanatva-
syasatsadharanatvat. tad dhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid ity asatah sattvena
pratiteh Srutyanuditatvat.

na casata iva pratiter anuvado na pratitisattam apadayatiti vacyam, asatah sa-
ttvena Wpratitimanta™ eka iti asatpratiteh sattvasyaivokteh.

na ca tad dhaika ahur iti $rutya sad eva [?'somyedam!?! agra asid iti $rutyartha-
syabhava eva pratipadyate nisedhayeti vacyam, sad eva *lsomyedam® iti $rutya-
rthabhavasyasattvenasatah sattvapratityanivaranat. (NAs: 55-56.)'8

1. pratitimata NAB, NAK
2. saumya NAB, NAK
3. saumyedam NAk

Translation

If [it is argued, as Madhusiidana does, that the charge of contradiction does not ap-
ply to M?], then this is wrong. For, if [you, the Advaitin,] argue [in favour of the
indeterminacy of the “silver”] that, “If [the ‘silver’] were nonexistent, [it] would not
be experienced”, then [you] must refer to a “nonexistence” that is characterised by
the absence of experience, which is the reason for the stated failure to experience
[the “silver”], and which stands in contradiction to existence. For, if [nonexistence is
taken to be “not being experienced as existent in some substrate” then] “the absence
of nonexistence” resolves into “being experienced as existent”, and proving that [the
silver lacks “nonexistence”] is pointless [since it is already clear that we experience
the “silver” as being existent].

17 At this point, I have omitted a short passage of the Tararngini where Ramacarya simply repeats
Madhustdana’s arguments against contradiction exactly as they are found in the text of the Advai-
tasiddhi given above.

18 NAK: 99-100; NAMu: 11r.
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Objection (Advaitin): Our purpose in proving [that the silver has the absence of
nonexistence understood as Madhustdana has defined it] is to show that [it] has
the quality of being different from what is nonexistent. Reply: Do not argue as such!
For the quality of being an object of experience belongs to what is nonexistent too.
For, sruti [itself] recounts the experience of what is nonexistent as existent when it
says, “As they say, this was nonexistent alone in the beginning ...” (ChU 6.2.1).

Objection (Advaitin): The recounting [in this passage of the Chandogya Upani-
sad] of the experience of [what is nonexistent as being existent] does not confirm
that this experience [of what is nonexistent] really took place, any more than it con-
firms that [in the beginning there was only] what is nonexistent. Reply: Do not argue
as such! For, the passage does state the reality of the experience of what is nonexis-
tent when it refers to “some ...” who have an experience of what is nonexistent as
existent.

Objection: The sruti passage, “As they say, [this was nonexistent alone in the
beginning]” (ChU 6.2.1), merely communicates the negation of the sense of the [pre-
ceding] passage of sruti, “There was being alone in the beginning, son,” in order that
[the passage that states that there was nonexistence alone in the beginning] should
be denied [by the subsequent words of the text].® Reply: Do not argue as such! For
the negation of the sense [of the previous sruti passage] by the [subsequent] sruti
passage, “This was being alone in the beginning, son,” does not rule out the fact that
what is nonexistent was experienced as existent.

Comments

Ramacarya now responds to Madhusidana’s attempt to solve the problem of contra-
diction. Madhusidana argued that the charge of contradiction fails because “nonex-
istence” is nothing more than “not being experienced as existent in some substrate

19 The famous passage of the Chandogya Upanisad being referred to here by Ramacarya sees Ud-
dalaka Aruni instruct his son, Svetaketu, about the origins of the universe. He tells Svetaketu that
the world was simply existent at its beginning, before going on to report the views of others that it
originated from nonexistence, and denying the latter view in the next passage. The part of the ChU
referred to here is 6.2.1. According to Olivelle’s (1998: 246) edition, the text reads: sad eva somyedam
agra asid ekam evadvittyam. tad dhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid ekam evadvittyam. tasmad
asatah saj jayata. kutas tu khalu somyaivam syad iti hovaca. katham satah saj jayeteti. sat tv eva
somyedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam. Olivelle (1998: 247) translates this passage as follows: “In the
beginning, son, this world was simply what is existent—one only, without a second. Now, on this
point some do say: ‘In the beginning this world was simply what is nonexistent—one only, without
a second. And from what is nonexistent was born what is existent.’ But, son, how can that possibly
be?” he continued. ‘How can what is existent be born from what is nonexistent? On the contrary,
son, in the beginning this world was simply what is existent—one only, without a second.”
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or other”. Ramacarya’s first argument is that it is quite pointless to prove that the
“silver” has the absence of the property of nonexistence as Madhusiidana has de-
fined it. If “nonexistence” is simply “not being experienced as existent”, then the
“absence nonexistence” must consist in “being experienced as existent”. However,
it is surely clear from the experience itself that the “silver” is experienced as exis-
tent. No one doubts that the victim of the illusion mistakenly takes the “silver” to be
an existent object. So what is the point in proving that the silver has that quality?

Moreover, Ramacarya argues that Madhustidana’s definition fails to truly artic-
ulate a distinction between what is “nonexistent” and what is “illusory”, because
nonexistent things too can be falsely taken to exist. He finds evidence for this in a
famous passage from the Chandogya Upanisad. In this passage, Uddalaka Aruni tells
his son Svetaketu that the world originated in existence. He then goes on to report
the views of other thinkers who argue that the world originated in nonexistence,
but rejects this view as absurd and reasserts his own claim that the world origi-
nated in existence. Ramacarya’s point is that in reporting this misconception about
the original state of the universe, the Upanisad is confirming that what is nonexis-
tent was (mistakenly) taken to exist. The obvious retort is that this is a false view
that the Upanisad adduces merely so that it can subsequently be refuted. However,
the claim that this judgment is false does not imply that it never took place. The fact
that the Upanisad reports and denies it seems to imply that some people did indeed
take what is nonexistent to exist.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamrtakantakoddhara, 1)

yad uktam, kva cid apy upadhau sattvenapratiyamanatvam asattvam vivaksitam
iti parasparavirahartipataya na vyaghata iti, tan na. etadrse ’sattve 'ngikriyamana
etadrsasya bauddhena prapafice ‘nangikarena bauddhena saha vivado na syat.
kim ca yady uktaripam asattvam, tarhy asac cet, na pratiyeteti prayojyaprayo-
jakabhavo na syat; abhedat. api ca brahmany angikrtasattvavirodhina evasattvasya
vaktavyatvenaitadrsasattvasyavaktavyatvat. (NAs: 62.)

Translation

Objection (Madhustidana): What is meant by “nonexistence” is “the state of not be-
ing experienced as though existent in some substrate or other”, and so [existence
and nonexistence] are not each identical with the absence of the other. Hence there
is no contradiction [in proving that the world has neither existence nor nonexis-
tence]. Reply: This is wrong! If [you] accept nonexistence defined as such, then, since
[even] the [nihilistic-]Buddhist does not accept that [that sort of “nonexistence”] is
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present in the world, there would be no disagreement [between you] and [those]
Buddhists[, and yet you claim there is such a disagreement].

Moreover, if nonexistence is of the form [you] have stated it to be, when you
make the argument, “If [the ‘silver’] were nonexistent, it could not be experienced”,
[the two terms involved in the argument, i.e., “not-being-experienced” and “nonex-
istence”] could not stand in relation to each other as consequent and reason [respec-
tively], since there would be no difference [between “nonexistence” and “not being
experienced”]. Moreover, since [in making this argument you yourself] must refer
to a “nonexistence” that stands in contradiction to the “existence” that [you] accept
is present in brahmanl, i.e., “omnitemporal non-sublatability”, you yourself] cannot
refer to “nonexistence” in the form of [“not being experienced as though existing in
some substrate or other”].

Comments

Most of these arguments are drawn from the Nyayampta itself, particularly the Dvi-
ttyamithyatvabhanga. See above, Chapter 6, pp. 173-184, for a discussion of the rele-
vant passages. The “Bauddha” that Ananda Bhattaraka has in mind is, of course, the
“nihilist” (Siinyavadin) who holds that the world is completely nonexistent, insofar
as it is altogether lacking in essence (nihsvaripa).

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhara, 2)

kva cid apy upadhav ity atropadheh sattvam vivaksitam, na va? adye brahmano ’pi
sadrupopadhau sattvenapratiyamanatvenasattvapatah, Suktirapye ’tivyaptis ca.

dvitiye yatkificidupadhau $asavisanader api $asavisanam astiti vakyabhasa-
dina tad dhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid ity adiSrutya ca sattvena pratitisa-
dbhavad asambhavah. (NAB: 62.)

Translation

[In your definition of nonexistence as “not being cognised as though existent in
some substrate or other”,] do you accept that the substrate [referred to] in the
phrase “in some substrate or other” (kva cid apy upadhau) is existent, or not? If
[you accept that the substrate does exist, then], since brahman itself is[, according
to you,] not cognised as though it exists in a substrate that is existent by essence,
it follows that [brahman] too must be “nonexistent”! Moreover, the [definition of
nonexistence] wouldl, in that case,] apply inappropriately to the “silver” superim-
posed on mother-of-pearl [because the “silver” too is not cognised as existent in
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some existent location, since you hold that the mother-of-pearl itself is “illusory”
and therefore not existent].

If [you accept that the “substrate” referred to in this definition does not ex-
ist,] then [your definition of “nonexistence”] fails to apply to any nonexistent thing
(asambhava). For, we can have the cognition of a hare’s horn, etc., as existent in some
location or other by means of a false statement such as, “There is a hare’s horn”, or
even by scripture itself which states, “As they say, this was nonexistent alone in the
beginning” (ChU 6.2.1).

Comments

Ananda Bhattaraka now draws on Vyasatirtha’s own arguments in the Nyayamyta
to respond to Madhustaidana’s attempts to define nonexistence. He contends that
Madhustudana’s definition of “nonexistence” is simply inapplicable (asambhava) to
nonexistent things. Like Vyasatirtha, he points out that certain speech acts such as
lies, for instance, can induce cognitions that nonexistent things are real. If, for in-
stance, a young child who is unaware that hares never have horns were to be told
that they do, there would be nothing to stop her from having a cognition such as
“There is a hare with a horn in such and such a place”.

9.4 TEXT 4: The charge of arthantara.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

nirdharmakabrahmavat sattvarahitye ’pi sadripatvenamithyatvopapattyarthanta-
rac ca. (NAs: 53.)%

Translation

Moreover, [M? is not a tenable definition of “illusoriness”] because [if you adoptit as
the probandum in your inferences, then those inferences would] fail to prove what
you really intend to prove (arthantara). For, even though [the world] might lack the
quality of existence (sat-tva), [it could] still be existent by essence, and hence devoid
of “illusoriness” [defined as M2], just as [you, the Advaitin, accept that] brahman is
free from all qualities|, yet is existent by essence].

20 NAK: 103; NAMu: 24v.
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Comments

Vyasatirtha now argues that M? suffers from the flaw of arthantara, a charge that he
will claim also applies to M® (TEXT 7). In the classical debate manuals, arthantara
is technically a “defeater” or “clincher” (nigrahasthana). In the way that Vyasatir-
tha uses the term, it applies when an inferential argument falls short of proving
the conclusion that the person making that argument really wants to prove. In the
inference at hand, it applies because even if the Advaitin successfully proves that
the world has M? (“the constant absence of existence and the constant absence of
nonexistence”), he has still not conclusively proved that the world does not exist.
For, it is still possible that the world is “existent” by its very essence, without having
the property of existence.

Vyasatirtha points out that the Advaitins themselves accept a case where some-
thing may lack the quality of existence but nevertheless still be said to “exist”: brah-
man itself. Although the Advaitins argue that brahman is really free from qualities,
including existence, they still accept that it is existent by essence. Could not the same
be said for the world? Can we not say that the world lacks both the qualities of ex-
istence and nonexistence, but is, nevertheless, essentially existent, as Vyasatirtha
has already indicated he accepts?21 In themselves, Anandabodha’s inferences fail
to rule out this contingency, and thus fail to prove conclusively that the world is
“Indeterminate”.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

Myac cal'l @Inirdharmakasya brahmanah!? sattvarahitye ’pi *lsadriipavat!® prapaii-
casya sadriipatvenamithyatvopapattyarthantaram uktam, tan na. ekenaiva sarva-
nugatena [Ysarvatral* satpratityupapattau brahmavat ®'pratyekam prapaficasyal®!
satsvabhavatakalpane manabhavat, anugatavyavaharabhavaprasangac ca.

satpratiyogikasatpratiyogikabhedadvayam va sadhyam. tatha cobhayatmaka-
tve ‘nyataratmakatve va tadyrgbhedasambhavena tabhyam arthantaranavakasah.
(NAB: 54.)%

yat tu NAK

nirdharmakabrahmanah KD
sadrupatvavat ASv, NAK

sattvena sarvatra ASv (vl.), KD
prapaficasya pratyekam ASmu, ASmy, NAK

G W

21 See above, TEXT 2.
22 ASMu: 55-57; ASMy: 25-26; ASV: 39-41; KD: 3v; NAK: 103-107.
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Translation

[Vyasatirtha] has argued that just as [for us Advaitins] the quality-free brahman is
existent by essence even though it lacks the quality of existence, the world too could
be existent by essence [despite lacking the quality of existence], and would thus lack
“lllusoriness” [defined as M2]. This is wrong! For, it is possible to explain the cogni-
tions we have that each thing in the world is existent by [postulating] just a single
consecutive (anugata) thing], i.e. the existent brahman, which is the substrate upon
which those things are superimposed]. Hence there is no reason to postulate that,
like brahman, each thing in the world is, individually, existent by essence. Moreover,
[Vyasatirtha’s argument is wrong because were we to assume that each and every
thing in the world is existent by essence,] it would follow that there could be no con-
secutive discourse (anugatavyavahara) [which groups together distinct individuals
as being “existent”].

Alternatively, let the probandum [in Anandabodha’s inferences] consist in a
pair of differences: the difference from what is existent, and the difference from
what is nonexistent. Thus, if [the world] were essentially identical with both [what
is existent and what is nonexistent], or with either one of [them], it could not have
the relevant differences. Hence, there would be no scope for applying the flaw of
arthantara.

Comments

Vyasatirtha has claimed that the Advaitins’ inferences fail to conclusively prove that
the world isillusory/indeterminate. Even if the Advaitin succeeds in proving that the
world has the absences of the qualities of existence and nonexistence, it might still
be existent by its very essence, and thus not “indeterminate” as the Advaitin wants
to prove. Madhustidana responds to this objection by arguing that the claim that the
world is “existent by essence” is not plausible, since this theory is simply unable to
account for the fact of “consecutive discourse” (anugatavyavahara).”® “Consecutive
discourse” refers to the fact that we frequently seem to attribute the same quality to
numerically distinct individuals. According to Bagchi’s analysis in the Balabodhint,
such discourse consists in a group of statements that attribute the same qualifier to
different qualificanda through the same relationship. In other words, consecutive
discourse consists in a group of statements of the form:

X (qualificandum) is F (qualifier) by R (relationship).

23 See above, Chapter 5, pp. 123-124, for a discussion of the different treatments of “consecutive
discourse” among the Madhvas, Naiyayikas, and Advaitins. For a discussion of the analyisis of con-
secutive characters in Navya-Nyaya, see Matilal (1968: 82-83).
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The qualificandum (x) is variable in each case: we can attribute the same qualifier
to any number of different individuals (we can say that “the pot exists”, “the cloth
exists”, and so on). However, Bagchi suggests that two things must remain constant
in each case: (1) the qualifier itself (F) and (2) the relator that relates the qualifier to
the qualificandum (R).

Why do we attribute the same property of “existence” to distinct individuals
in this way? Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers explain this fact by claiming that “exis-
tence” (satta) is a single universal (jati) that is instantiated in these various individu-
als. We speak about substances, tropes, and motions all as being “existent” because
they all instantiate the self-same property of existence. According to the Advaitins’
explanation, on the other hand, brahman itself, being essentially existent, is the sin-
gular existent thing that accounts for the fact that we cognise distinct individuals
in the empirical world as existent. We speak of these individuals as being “existent”
because they are superimposed on this substrate of pure being.

The Madhvas reject both of these theories. According to them, we speak of the
things in the world around us as “existent” not because they possess a singular uni-
versal property, or because they are somehow superimposed on brahman. The Ma-
dhva theory is rather a pluralistic claim that each and every thing in the world is,
individually, existent by its very essence. We speak of them all as being “existent”
because of the innate similarity between them in this respect.

According to Madhusiidana, there is no real proof in favour of the Madhva
theory, and it is directly contradicted by the facts about how we speak and think.
The Madhva theory lacks proof because it is cuambersome in comparison to the
Advaitins’ monistic stance. In explaining why we have the cognitions “the pot ex-
ists” (ghatah san), “the cloth exists” (patah san), and so on, the theory that brahman
is existent by essence entails that we only need to postulate the existence of a single
thing. By contrast, the theory that each and every thing in the world is, individually,
existent means that we must postulate the existence of an incalculably large num-
ber of entities. Consequently, the Advaitins’ theory seems to have the advantage of
parsimony over the Madhvas’.

In fact, Madhustidana believes that the Madhva theory completely fails to ac-
count for the phenomenon of consecutive discourse. In theorising that each and ev-
ery thing in the world is, individually, existent by essence, the Madhva is effectively
claiming that in each and every case where we refer to something as “existent”, the
qualifier is a distinct property. How can this explain the fact that we refer to all of
these diverse things as “existent”? Why should we group together numerically dis-
tinct individuals that share no common property? The Madhvas’ pluralistic theory
simply cannot account for our propensity to ascribe the property of “existence” to
so many distinct individuals.
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The upshot of all of this is that the charge of arthantara cannot apply to Ananda-
bodha’s inferences. What Vyasatirtha cites as a “contingency” which the inference
fails to rule out is no contingency at all. The pluralistic claim that the individuals
in the world are by their very essence existent is incompatible with the facts of our
speech and thought and is superseded by the Advaitins’ more parsimonious account
of why this occurs.

Madhustdana has a further line of argument against Vyasatirtha. In all three of
his analyses of the compound sadasattvanadhikaranatva, Vyasatirtha has assumed
that the word anadhikarana should be interpreted as referring to constant absences
(atyantabhava). However, the term could also be interpreted to refer to mutual ab-
sences/differences (anyonyabhava/bheda). Something may lack the quality x-ness
and still “be” x; brahman, for instance, can lack the quality of existence (sattva) but
nevertheless be existent by essence. However, something cannot be essentially the
same as x and be different from x—something cannot be identical with something
else and simultaneously have the mutual absence from that thing. Hence, if it is
interpreted to refer to mutual absences/differences, the probandum does rule out
the contingency that the world is existent by essence. Hence, argues Madhusudana,
Vyasatirtha is wrong to apply the flaw of arthantara to Anandabodha’s inferences
in this way.

Sanskrit text (Nydyamytataranginr)

nirdharmaketi. ubhayabhavasadhane ’pi brahmavat sadripatvanupamardad ity
arthah.

nanv ekenaiva sarvanugatena sarvatra satpratityupapattau brahmavat pra-
tyekam prapaficasya satsvabhavatakalpane manabhavat, anugatavyavaharabha-
vaprasangac ca. satpratiyogikasatpratiyogikabhedadvayam va sadhyam. tatha co-
bhayatmakatve ’nyataratmakatve va tadrgbhedabhavena tabhyam arthantarana-
vakasa iti Wcet™,

maivam; rajatam vinapi Suktau rajatapratitivyavaharadidarsanat. satpadar-
tham vinapi satpratityader upapattav atilaghavam iti brahmapi sadrapam na si-
dhyet. pramitatvad brahma sadrapam iti tu jagaty api tulyam.

etenanekasatkalpanariipabadhakatarkasahakrtasattvabhavanumanam eva
sadrupatvabhave ’pi paryavasyatiti, na sadripatvenarthantaram iti nirastam; tar-
kasya pramitasadrupatvanapavadakatvat. anyatha sattvabhavanumanasya lagha-
vena pratitikasattvabhave ’pi [?'paryavasanenal® jagat $inyam eva syad iti sadhuk-
tam, arthantarac ceti.
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sadasadubhayanyonyabhavasya sadhyatayam tu vyahatisadhyavaikalyadir
doso ’sty eva. (NAB: 56-57.)%

1. om. NAMu
2. paryavasane NAK

Translation

“Free from qualities ...” (nirdharmaka). For, even if [the Advaitin] establishes that
[the world has] the absences of both [existence and nonexistence, he would not]
have ruled out [the possibility that the world is,] like brahman, existent by essence.
This is what [Vyasatirtha] means.

Objection (Madhusudana): It is possible to explain the cognitions we have that
each thing in the world is existent by [postulating] just a single consecutive (anu-
gata) thingl, i.e. brahman itself], and hence there is no reason to postulate that, like
brahman, each thing in the world is, individually, existent by essence. Moreover,
[Vyasatirtha’s argument is wrong, because were we to assume that each and every
thing in the world is existent by essence,] it would follow that there would not be con-
secutive discourse (anugatavyavahdra). Or, let the probandum [in Anandabodha’s
inferences] consist in a pair of differences: the difference from what is existent, and
the difference from what is nonexistent. Thus, if [the world] were essentially identi-
cal with both [what is existent and what is nonexistent], or with either one of [them],
it could not have the relevant differences. Hence, there is no scope for the flaw of
arthantara.

Reply: Wrong! For, [we] observe that even though there is no silver present in
the mother-of-pearl, we still have a cognition of “silver”, as well as talking about [the
“silver”, reaching to pick it up,] and so on. Since we can experience [and talk about]
what is “existent” even in the absence of an existent thing, by stringent application
of the principle of parsimony it would not even be established that brahman [itself]
is existent by essence! If [you claim] that brahman is existent by essence because [it
is] an object of knowledge, then the same could [be said] of the world [which is an
object of knowledge, so far as we Madhvas are concerned].

This same [reasoning] refutes the following argument—“There is no flaw of
arthantara on the ground that [the world] might be existent by essence. For, the
inference to establish that [the world] lacks [the property of] existence—insofar
as [that inference] is assisted by the hypothetical reasoning (tarka) that rules out
[the conclusion that the world is existent by essence, since that would entail] the
postulation of numerous existent entities—ends up establishing that [the world]

24 NAK: 103-105; NAMu: 11v.
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is not existent by essence too.” For, this hypothetical reasoning cannot show that
something which is an object of knowledge is not existent by essence. If it could,
then since the inference that proves that [the world has] the absence of existence
would, on the basis of parsimony, end up proving that [the world] lacks practical
(pratitika) existence as well, it would follow that the world is simply void[, as the
nihilistic Buddhists claim]! Therefore, it was proper [of Vyasatirtha] to say, “... and
because [you are] guilty of failing to prove what you intended to prove” (arthanta-
rac ca).

On the other hand, if[, as Madhusiidana has argued,] the probandum [can] con-
sist in the mutual absences from both what is existent and what is nonexistent, then
the flaws of contradiction, [the example’s] lacking-the-probandum, and so on still
apply [to the inference].

Comments

Ramacarya here considers Madhusitidana’s response to Vyasatirtha’s charge of ar-
thantara. Madhusudana’s response to Vyasatirtha was that the principle of parsi-
mony rules out the Madhva theory that the things that make up the empirical world
are individually existent by essence. It is simply more parsimonious to assume that
there is a single, existent substrate—brahman itself—that explains why we judge
all the things in the world around us to be “existent”.

Ramacarya responds to Madhustudana’s argument with a reductio ad absurdum.
Arigorous application of the principle of parsimony does not favour the Advaitins’
monistic position; it actually favours out-and-out nihilism! It seems to be a fact that
we sometimes judge things to be present even where no such thing exists. So far as
Madhva philosophers are concerned, the case of the silver/mother-of-pearl confu-
sion shows us that we can think and talk about “silver” even though no such object
exists before our eyes. So, pushing the principle of parsimony to its logical conclu-
sion, why should we assume that even brahman itself is existent by essence? Would
it not be more parsimonious to assume that the various things in the world around
us appear as existent even in the absence of an existent substrate? Parsimony thus
seems to open the door to the nihilism of the sanyavadin.

Ramacarya shows how this objection applies to a more formal presentation of
Madhustdana’s argument. In themselves, Anandabodha’s inferences simply prove
that the world lacks the quality of “existence”. However, this inference is assisted
by the further consideration that it is more parsimonious to explain our diverse
perceptions of existence by postulating the existence of a single underlying property
than it is to assume that the innumerable things that make up the world are each
“existent by essence”. Aided by this hypothetical reasoning, the inference ends up
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proving not just that the world lacks the quality of existence, but that it cannot be
existent by essence either.

Ramacarya argues that this formal presentation of the argument is also liable
to the reductio ad absurdum just outlined. If Madhustidana claims that hypothetical
reasoning on the basis of parsimony could rule out the existence of something that
is an object of knowledge, then Anandabodha’s inferences must surely end up prov-
ing the nihilist philosopher’s position, not the Advaitins’. If we apply the principle
of parsimony rigorously, then an inference to prove that the world lacks the qual-
ity of existence would ultimately end up proving that it lacks even the provisional,
“practical” existence that the Advaitins ascribe to it. No entities are, after all, fewer
than one!

Finally, Ramacarya considers Madhustudana’s argument (above, TEXT 4) that
“indeterminacy” could be interpreted to consist in mutual absences/differences
rather than relational absences. He does not try to argue that arthantara would
apply in this case, but simply refers his Advaitin opponents to the range of other
flaws that Vyasatirtha has cited against the inferences in the PMBh.

9.5 TEXT 5: The Advaitin’s conclusion is already established.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

“prthivi itarabhinna, prthivitvat” ity atra trayodasanyonyabhavanam ivatrapi
Msattvasattvatyantabhavayoh! pratyekam prasiddhatvena katham cid aprasid-
dhavisesanatvabhave ’py asattvatyantabhavamse siddhasadhanac ca. na hi sid-
dham asiddhena @sahoccaritam!® asiddham bhavati.

“prthivi itarabhinna ...” ity atra tu jaladyekaikanyonyabhavo ’pi na prthivitvo-
pahite siddhah. (NAB: 53.)%

1. sattvatyantabhavasattvatyantabhavayoh NAk
2. sahocyamanam NAwmu (V1)

Translation

Let it be that, somehow, [adopting M? as the definition of “illusoriness”] does not
lead to [the subject in Anandabodha’s inferences] having an unestablished quali-
fier[/probandum] (aprasiddhavisesanata). For, in those [inferences], the constant
absences of existence and nonexistence could [already] be established separately

25 NAMu: 24v-25r; NAK: 105-110.
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[in what is nonexistent and what is existent, respectively], just as in the case of the
[universal-negative] inference “Earth is different from the remaining [substances
and categories], because [it has] earthness”, where the thirteen mutual absences
[of earth from the remaining substances and categories are established in different
locations before the inference is made]. Nevertheless, [M? is not tenable as a defini-
tion of “illusoriness”] because [if you adopt it as the probandum in your inferences,
then you are] proving something that is already established [to me, the Madhva,] in
that part [of the probandum] that consists in the constant absence of nonexistencel[,
since I already accept that the world lacks nonexistence]. For, what is established
does not become unestablished simply because it is mentioned alongside something
that is unestablished!?

[It might be objected that, in that case, the same flaw of partial-siddhasadhana
would apply to the earth-inference also, since the thirteen mutual absences that
make up its probandum could be established in one part of the subject—an earthen
pot, for instance—prior to the inference being made.] However, unlike [in Ananda-
bodha’s inferences], in the case of the inference “Earth is different from the remain-
ing [substances and categories, because it has earthness]”, each individual mutual
absence from water and so on is not established in something that possesses earth-
ness [before the inference takes place, and hence the flaw of siddhasadhana does
not apply to the inference].

Comments

Although Vyasatirtha believes that M? and M suffer from a common set of flaws, he
also believes they individually suffer from the flaws of “proving something that is
already established” (siddhasadhana), and “[the subject’s] having-an-unestablished-
qualifier/probandum” (aprasiddhavisesanata), respectively. Vyasatirtha now ar-
gues that if the Advaitin adopts M? as his analysis of “indeterminacy”/“illusoriness”,
then Anandabodha’s inferences prove, in part, something that the Madhvas already
accept.

Vyasatirtha assumes, arguendo, that if M? is adopted as the analysis of “indeter-
minacy”, then indeterminacy is not an “unestablished” (aprasiddha) property. He
finds precedent for this judgment in Gangesa’s analysis of the universal-negative
inference “Earth is different from the remaining substances and categories, since it
has earthness”. The inference establishes that the substance earth is different from
all the remaining substances and categories accepted in VaiSesika ontology, because
it possesses the natural kind “earthness”. The probandum (“being different from the
rest” [itarabhinnatva]) therefore consists in thirteen differences/mutual absences

26 This is a quote from Jayatirtha’s ttka on Madhva’s Mithyatvanumanakhandana. Cf. MAKh: 3.
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from the substances other than earth, and the remaining categories besides sub-
stance.

Like the probandum in the earth-inference, M? is a “partite”/complex proban-
dum. It consists of two distinct qualities which can exist separately from one an-
other: the constant absence of existence, and the constant absence of nonexistence.
Vyasatirtha here accepts that the probandum in the earth-inference is not an un-
established property. It is true that the thirteen mutual absences comprising the
probandum in the earth-inference cannot be established in a single location prior
to the inference, because nothing apart from earth can have that particular com-
bination of absences that render earth “different from everything else”. However,
each of the mutual absences that make up the probandum could be individually es-
tablished among the substances and categories besides earth before the inference
takes place. Thus, it follows that the probandum can be established prior to the in-
ference being made.

Similarly, one could argue that the two absences making up M? can be individ-
ually established before the inference is made. As Srinivasatirtha points out, the
constant absence of nonexistence is established in things that exist and, vice versa,
the constant absence of existence is established in nonexistent things. Thus one
could argue that the probandum is established before the inference takes place,
even if both of its parts have not been apprehended as sharing a common locus.
Anandabodha’s inferences might not, therefore, suffer from the flaw of aprasiddha-
visesanata. Nevertheless, Vyasatirtha argues that the inferences would still partially
prove something that the Madhvas accept. As realists, the Madhvas already accept
that the world lacks nonexistence. Hence, one part of the Advaitin’s probandum is
quite superfluous: he is trying to persuade the Madhva of something he already ac-
cepts.

One objection to this argument is that the earth-inference, which Vyasatirtha
accepts as valid throughout this chapter, could also be said to suffer from the flaw of
partial siddhasadhana if this reasoning is accepted. If the thirteen mutual absences
that make up the probandum in that inference are already established prior to the
inference’s being made, then why is the Naiyayika not guilty of proving something
that is already established? Vyasatirtha argues that this is not an apt comparison.
In Anandabodha’s inference, the constant absence of nonexistence is already estab-
lished for the Madhva in the world; in the case of the earth-inference, the thirteen
absences are only established in the substances/categories apart from earth. There
is thus no need for them to be established in something that possesses the universal
earthness (a pot for instance) before the inference is made.
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Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

na casattvavyatirekamgsasyasadbhedasya ca prapafice siddhatvenamsatah siddha-
sadhanam iti vacyam.

“gunadikam gunyadina bhinnabhinnam, samanadhikrtatvat” iti bhedabheda-
vadiprayoge tarkikadyangikrtasya bhinnatvasya siddhav apy uddesyapratity asid-
dher yatha na siddhasadhanam, tatha prakrte "pi militapratiter uddesyatvan na sid-
dhasaddhanam.

Myatha™ Ptattvabhede? ghatah kumbha iti samanadhikaranyapratiter” adar-
$anena militasiddhir uddeg$ya, tatha prakrte ’pi sattvarahite tucche drs$yatvadarsa-
nena militasya tatprayojakataya militasiddhir uddesyeti samanam. (NAB: 54.)*

1. yatha ca ASv, NAk
2. tatrabhede ASv
* Portion missing from KD

Translation

Objection (Vyasatirtha): Since it is already established [to me] that the world has
both [(a)] the part [of the probandum] consisting in the absence of nonexistence
and [(b)] the difference from what is nonexistent|[, your inferences] prove, in part,
something that [I] already accept.

Reply: [You] cannot argue as such! Take, for instance, the inference: “Tropes
and [other properties] are both different and non-different from things that pos-
sesses tropes and [other properties], since [they are] placed in grammatical appo-
sition [with the things that possess them”.?® This inference] is employed by the
[Mimamsakas, Madhvas, and other] proponents of the doctrine that [tropes/other
properties, on the one hand, and their substrates, on the other] are both different
and non-different from one another[, against the Naiyayika, who accepts that they
are entirely different from each other. In that inference], even though the state
of “being-different” (bhinnatva) [belonging to tropes and the things that possess
them], being accepted by the Naiyayikas, is already established [for them], the flaw
of proving[, in part,] something that is already established is not applicable. For,
the judgment that the [inference] is intended to give rise to has not [already] been
brought about [on the part of the Naiyayikas]. Similarly, in the case at hand], i.e.
Anandabodha’s inferences], since the objective [of the inferences] is to produce a

27 ASMu: 57-78; ASMy: 26—40; ASV: 42-46; KD: 3v—4r; NAK: 107-142.
28 The manuscript KP (folio 3v) gives the following marginal gloss on the reason (samanadhikr-
tatvat) in the inference: abhedasamsargakadhivisayatvayogyatvad ity arthah.
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judgment that a compound entity (milita) [consisting of the compound of the ab-
sences of existence and nonexistence is present in the subject], the flaw of proving],
in part,] something that is already established is not applicable.

[In the case of the bhedabheda-inference,] the objective is to establish a com-
pound entity[, i.e. “difference-combined-with-non-difference”], because [we] ob-
serve no judgment involving grammatical apposition in cases of things that are
not different from one another, e.g., [we do not say,] “Pot (ghata) is pot (kalasa)”.
The same is the case in the present [inference to prove that the world is illusory
because it is perceptible]. For, since [the reason in this inference,] “perceptibility”,
is absent from everything that is absolutely nonexistent, it is the compound entity
[consisting of the combination of the absences of existence and nonexistence] that
determines [the reason, i.e. perceptibility]. Hence, the goal [of the inference] is to
establish [that this] compound entity [is present in the world].

Comments

Madhustdana now responds to Vyasatirtha’s argument that Anandabodha’s infer-
ences partly prove something that is already established to the Madhvas. Madhusu-
dana employs a line of argument which Vyasatirtha will explore later in the PMBh
(see below, TEXT 9). Madhustidana’s argument is essentially that while the proban-
dum (M?) in the inferences is a partite one and consists of two separate qualities,
the cognition that the inferences seek to give rise to is, by contrast, one that has a
compound entity (milita) for its object. He uses the following inference as precedent
here:

“Tropes and [other properties] are both different and non-different from the things that pos-
sess tropes and [other properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammat-
ical apposition [with the things that possess them]” (gunadikam gunyadina bhinnabhinnam,
samanadhikrtatvat).

This inference can be analysed as follows:

— Subject: “Tropes and [other properties]” (gunadikam);

— Probandum: “Both different and non-different from the things that possess tropes
and [other properties]” (gunyadina bhinnabhinnam);

— Reason: “Since [tropes and other properties] are placed in grammatical apposi-
tion [with the things that possess them]” (samanadhikrtatvat).

This inference captures a controversy between the Buddhists, Sankhyas, Vaiyakara-
nas, and Mimamsakas on the one hand, and the Naiyayikas on the other. The ques-
tion is whether entities that inhere in their substrates (for the Naiyayikas tropes,
motions, and natural kinds) are different or non-different from those substrates.
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Whereas the Naiyayikas maintained that such properties are completely differ-
ent (bhinna) from their substrates, the Mimamsakas and others argued that the
fact that we place them in grammatical apposition (samanadhikaranya) to one an-
other when speaking about them demonstrates that properties and their substrates
are both different and non-different from one another. Importantly for Madhusu-
dana’s argument, the Madhvas themselves are committed to the standpoint of the
Mimamsakas et al., and Madhva philosophers employed this very inference in their
own works to prove their position against the Naiyayikas.

Consider the judgment, “Pot is dark blue” (ntlo ghatah). The property here is the
colour-trope “dark blue”, and the substance that possesses this trope is some pot. In
the judgment, the dark blue colour and the pot are placed in grammatical apposi-
tion to one another. “Grammatical apposition” usually refers to the placing of two
or more words in the same case ending (samanavibhakti). According to bhedabhe-
davadins like the Mimamsakas, the fact that we refer to them using this grammatical
structure demonstrates that the dark blue trope and the pot can be neither identical
with, nor totally different from, one another. We do not employ grammatical apposi-
tion in cases of words that refer to the same thing (we do not say, for example, that,
“Pot is pot [ghatah kalasah]”). Nor do we employ such a construction in the case
of two things that are completely different from one another; we do not say, for in-
stance, “Cow is horse” (gaur asvah). We only employ this grammatical construction
in the case of things that are both different and non-different from one another.

The Naiyayikas, who accept that tropes and so on are simply different from
the substrates in which they inhere, already accept one component of the proban-
dum in this inference. However, they do not accept the complete conclusion of the
inference, and so the cognition that the inference is employed to produce (the ud-
desyapratiti) has not already been brought about before the inference takes place.
The Naiyayika does not accept that tropes are both different and non-different from
one another; hence there is no reason why their prior acceptance that tropes and
their substrates are differentiated from one another should block the inference. The
Madhvas themselves, as bhedabhedavadins, must surely accept the validity of this
inference.

The same can be said of Anandabodha’s inferences to prove that the world is in-
determinate, Madhustidana argues. The Advaitin’s goal in making these inferences
is to produce a cognition of a “compound thing” (milita), consisting of the constant
absence of nonexistence combined with the constant absence of existence. Conse-
quently, as in the case of the bhedabedavadin’s inference, the fact that his Madhva

29 Bagchi (ASv: 45) attributes this view to “the Buddhists, the Bhatta Mimamsakas, the Sankhyas,
the followers of Patafijali, the Madhvas, and others”.
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opponent already accepts one part of the probandum should not serve to stop the
inference from proving to them that the world is indeterminate.

Vyasatirtha himself notes later in this chapter (TEXT 9) that there might be a
different reason that the bhedabhedavadin’s inference must seek to give rise to a
cognition of a compound entity. Madhustidana reproduces Vyasatirtha’s argument
in the present passage of the Advaitasiddhi. Let us suppose that the probandum
in the bhedabheda inference were simply “non-differentiatedness” (abhinnatva). In
that case, the inference would read:

Tropes and [other properties] are non-different from the things that possess tropes and [other
properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammatical apposition [with
the things that possess them] (gunadikam gunyadinabhinnam, samanadhikrtatvat).

In this case, the probandum (“non-differentiatedness”) would no longer pervade
the reason (the quality of being placed in grammatical apposition); Madhusidana
says that the probandum would no longer “be determinative” (prayojakata) of the
reason. For, we do not employ grammatical apposition in respect of things that are
identical to one another. We do not say, for instance, “Pot (ghata) is pot (kalasa)”.
Hence, to ensure that the inference is valid, the bhedabhedavadin has to add the state
of “being differentiated” (bhinnava) to the probandum, even though the beneficiary
of the inference (the Naiyayika) already accepts this part of the proof.

Madhusiidana argues in the present passage that the same can be said of the
mithyatva-inference. The Advaitin accepts that absolutely nonexistent things (the
“hare’s horn” and the like) can never be an object of cognition. Consequently, if the
probandum consisted simply in the constant absence of existence (sattvatyantabha-
va), the probandum would no longer pervade the reason and the inference would
be defective. Madhustidana argues that like the bhedabhedavadin, the Advaitin thus
has no choice but to establish a compound entity consisting of the constant absences
of both existence and nonexistence, even though the Madhva might already accept
that the world has the latter property.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 1)

trayodaseti. abhavam anantarbhavya trayodasatvam bodhyam. katham cid iti.
anumitivisayasyobhayabhavartpasya sadhyasyaikasminn adhikarane prasiddhya-
bhave ’pi pratyekadhikarana ubhayabhavaprasiddhir ity arthah.
asattvatyantabhavamsa iti. yatha paksatavacchedakananatve kva cid adhika-
rane paksatavacchedakavacchedena sadhyasiddher jatatvat tatpaksamse siddhasa-
dhanam, tatha sadhyatavacchedakananatve ’pi siddhasadhyamse siddhasadhanam
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eva; sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasya paksatavacchedakavacchedena siddhirtpa-
sya siddhasadhanabijasyobhayatrapi tulyatvad ity arthah. (NAs: 57.)%

Translation

“Thirteen ...” (trayodasa). It should be understood that there are thirteen [sub-
stances and categories] not including [the category of] absence. “Somehow ...”
(katham cit). What [Vyasatirtha] means is that even though the probandum, com-
prising the absences of both [existence and nonexistence], which is the object of
the inferential awareness [that Anandabodha’s inferences seek to generate], is not
established in a single location [before the inferences take place], both absences
are established to exist in separate locations [prior to the inference].

“In the part [of the probandum] comprising the constant absence of nonexis-
tence ...” (asattvatyantabhavamsa). What [Vyasatirtha] means is as follows: If more
than one [property] determines subjecthood [in an inference], then if it has already
been established that the probandum [in that inference] is determined by a deter-
miner of subjecthood in some locus or other, then [that inference] proves something
that is already established [to its beneficiary] concerning that part of the subject.
Likewise, if more than one property determines probandumhood [in an inference],
then [that inference] is proving something that is already established in respect of
that part of the probandum that is [already] established. For, the root of the flaw
of “proving something that is already established” (siddhasadhana)—the fact that
something that is qualified by a determiner of probandumhood has [already] been
established to be determined by a determiner of subjecthood—is equally present in
both cases.

Comments
Ramacarya here gives a technical discussion of under what circumstances the flaw
of siddhasadhana can be applied to an inference. He finds precedent in the fact that
the flaw applies to an inference where subjecthood (paksata) is determined by mul-
tiple properties. An example of such an inference which Vyasatirtha himself will
give below (TEXT 8) is the inference “Speech and mind are noneternal, because they
are products”. The beneficiary of this inference is presumably a Naiyayika who is
already persuaded that “speech is noneternal”, but who is not convinced that “mind
is noneternal”.

In this inference, there is more than one property that determines subjecthood.
The inference asserts something of both speech and mind, so probandumhood could

30 NAK: 105-106; NATMu: 11v-12r.
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be said to be determined by both “speechness” and “mindness”. In this case, it is al-
ready known to the beneficiary of the inference (the Naiyayika) that “Speech, in gen-
eral, isnoneternal”. This could be expressed by saying that the probandum (noneter-
nality) has been established as being “determined by a determiner of subjecthood
(i.e. speechness)”. So, when the inference is adduced, it ends up proving something
that is already established for the Naiyayika, at least in connection with that part of
the probandum.

Ramacarya reasons by analogy that the same flaw applies to an attempted infer-
ence if there are multiple properties that determine probandumhood as opposed to
subjecthood in that inference. If the Advaitin adopts M? as the probandum in Anan-
dabodha’s inferences, then one part of the probandum is already established to be
determined by a determiner of subjecthood. For, as a realist, the Madhva already
accepts that the entire domain referred to as “the world” lacks the quality of being
nonexistent.

Ramacarya concludes that in both of the inferences under consideration, sid-
dhasadhana applies because something that is qualified by a determiner of proban-
dumhood has already been established as being determined by a determiner of
subjecthood. From the Naiyayika’s perspective, “noneternality” is established to be
present in everything that has speechness, and, from the Madhva’s perspective, the
“constant absence of nonexistence” is established to be present in the world in its
entirety. So both inferences are proving, at least partially, something that is already
established to the party who is meant to benefit from them, and they are thus in-
valid.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 2)

nanu sadhyatavacchedakananatve ’py ubhayabhavagocarasamuhalambanarupai-
kanumityuddese"! namsatah siddhasadhanam, asattvatyantabhavamse ’py udde-
$yayah samuhalambanarupayah siddher ajatatvat. anumitidvayoddes$e ca siddha-
sadhanam eva, namsatah siddhasadhanam. na caivam paksatavacchedakananatve
’py uktavidhaya namsatah siddhasadhanam iti vacyam, istapatter iti cet;

satyam. samhalambananumityudde$yatva eva tasya asattvabhavamse paksa-
tavacchedakavacchedena siddham yat ?'sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnal®sadhyam,
tad®lvisayakal®'siddhirapatvena siddhasadhanatvabhidhanam ity adosah. (NAs:
57.)%

1. udde$ena NAB, NAK

31 NAK: 108; NATMu: 12r.
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2. sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnam NAk
3. visaya NATMu

Translation
Objection (Advaitin): Even if more than one property determines probandumhood
[in Anandabodha’s inferences], since the objective [of the inferences] is to produce
an inferential awareness in the form of a collective cognition that has the absences
of both [existence and nonexistence] for its object, there is not the flaw of proving,
in part, something that is already established [to you, the Madhva]. For, the collec-
tive cognition that [the inferences] seek to generate has not already been brought
about [on the part of the Madhva], even from the point of view of that part [of the
probandum] that consists in the constant absence of nonexistence. And, if the objec-
tive [of Anandabodha’s inferences] is to produce two [separate] inferential aware-
nesses, then [those inferences] are simply proving something that is already estab-
lished, and not proving in part something that is already established], since one of
those two inferential awarenesses—i.e. the one that concludes that the world has
the constant absence of nonexistence—is already established to us Madhvas]. And
do not argue that if [one] accepts this reasoning then the flaw of proving, in part,
something that is already established would not apply even if multiple properties
determine subjecthood [in an inference]. For, [we] welcome this consequence!
Reply: 1t is true [that the flaw of partial-siddhasadhana does not apply if Anan-
dabodha’s inferences seek to produce two separate inferential awarenesses]. How-
ever, there is no fault [in Vyasatirtha’s claim that Anandabodha’s inferences prove,
in part, something that is already established]. For, what [Vyasatirtha] is claiming is
that siddhasadhana [applies to Anandabodha’s inferences] because [they establish]
that the probandum qualified by a determiner of probandumhood is [already] es-
tablished to be determined by the determiner of subjecthood in respect of the part
[of the probandum] comprising the absence of nonexistence, only if the objective
[of those inferences] is to produce a collective inferential awareness [that encom-
passes both the absences of existence and nonexistence].

Comments

Ramacarya now considers a potential objection to Vyasatirtha’s charge of siddha-
sadhana. The Advaitin objector here believes that the Madhvas are caught in a
dilemma. Just what type of cognition is it that Anandabodha’s inferences are sup-
posed to bring about on the part of the realist philosopher? On the one hand, we
might assume that the mental event these inferences are intended to produce is a
“collective” (samuthalambana) cognition, which aggregates the two components of
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the probandum (M?)—the constant absence of existence and the constant absence
of nonexistence—in a single mental judgment. On the other hand, we could con-
clude that the inferences seek to generate two separate inferential awarenesses,
which judge the world to lack existence and nonexistence, respectively.

In the first case, it might be argued that siddhasadhana does not apply. The Ma-
dhvas already believe that the world has the constant absence of nonexistence, but
theyhave not arrived at this judgment as part of a collective cognition that attributes
that property to the world together with the constant absence of nonexistence. On
the other hand, if the inference is taken to produce two separate inferential aware-
nesses, then the inference is simply proving something that has already been estab-
lished to the Madhva, and there is no reason to speak about “partial” siddhasadhana
as Vyasatirtha has done. For, in that case the Madhva is already convinced of the
truth of the full contents of one of those awarenesses, i.e. the one that judges the
world to lack nonexistence.

Ramacarya does not try to respond to the latter alternative here. He appears
to concede that if the inferences seek to give rise to two separate inferential aware-
nesses, then the flaw of partial-siddhasadhana cannot apply. However, Ramacarya
insists that (partial) siddhasadhana does apply if the inferences seek to produce a
collective cognition, and he claims that in the Nyayamyrta Vyasatirtha only applies
the flaw under this assumption. Assuming that the inferences seek to produce a
single, collective judgment, then there are two parts to that judgment: the part com-
prising the absence of existence, and the part comprising the absence of nonexis-
tence. In the part of the probandum comprising the absence of nonexistence, it is
already established to the Madhva that the constant absence of nonexistence is de-
termined by the determiner of subjecthood. That is, it is established to the Madhva
that the constant absence of nonexistence is present throughout the domain that is
referred to as the “world”. Thus the inferential awareness, which has that part of the
probandum for its object, is proving in part something that is already established
to Madhva philosophers.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 3)

nanv apeksabuddhivisayatvader vyasajyavrttidharmasya sadhyatavacchedakata-
yam nams$atah siddhasadhanam. ata evanupadam eva vaksyati—sadhyatavacche-
dakaikyan namse siddhasadhanam ititi cet, satyam. tatra vyahatyadir eva doso
bodhyah.

nanu sadhyakotinivistasyasattvatyantabhavasya pakse Msiddhau yadi sid-
dhasadhanam, tada “prthivitarabhinna” ity atra trayodasanyonyabhavanam api
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ghato na jaladir iti ?'prthivitvavati?! pratitya ghatadau siddheh sutaram siddhasa-
dhanam syad ity ata aha—!prthivitill.

prthivitvopahita iti. ghatadibhinnaprthivitvopahita ity arthah. yathasrute tra-
yodasanyonyabhavanam prthivitvasamanadhikaranyasyapi ghatadau siddhyokta-
dosatadavasthyat. (NAs: 57.)%

1. siddhya NAk
2. om. NAK, NATMu
3. om. NAK

Translation

Objection: If a single collectively-present (vyasajyavrtti) property—-“being the object
of an aggregating cognition” (apeksabuddhivisayatva), for instance—is the property
that determines subjecthood, then [Anandabodha’s inferences] do not prove, in part,
something that is already established [to the Madhva]. Thus will [Vyasatirtha him-
self] say word-for-word—*“Since there is only a single determiner of probandum-
hood, there is not the flaw of proving, in part, something that is already established”.
Reply: True enough! In that case, pay mind to the [other faults cited by Vyasatirtha
against M? in this chapter], that is, contradiction and so on.

Objection: Let us assume that [Anandabodha’s inferences can be said] to prove
something that is already established [simply] on the ground that the constant ab-
sence of nonexistence, which is added on to the end of the probandum, is [already]
established in the subject [from the Madhva’s point of view]. In that case, the infer-
ence “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and categories, because it
has earthness]”, must a fortiori prove something that is already established [for its
beneficiary]. For, [before the inference takes place] the thirteen mutual absences
[from the substances and categories apart from earth] are established in the pot,
etc., which possesses earthness, on the basis of cognitions such as, “Pot is not wa-
ter [or any of the remaining twelve categories and substances]”. In response to this
objection, Vyasatirtha says—“Earth ...”.

“In what possesses earthness ...” (prthivitvopahita). What [Vyasatirtha] means
by this expression is: “In [some] locus of earthness that is different from a pot and so
on”. For, if [Vyasatirtha’s expression] were taken literally, then since it is established
in the pot and so on that the thirteen mutual absences share a common locus with
earthness, the stated flaw [of proving, in part, something thatis already established,]
would still apply [to the earth-inference].

32 NAK: 108-110; NATMu: 12r.
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Comments

The arguments that Ramacarya has so far considered in connection with M? in this
part of the Tarangint all assume that if we treat “indeterminacy” as a pair of separate
properties, then the probandumhood in Anandabodha’s inferences must be deter-
mined by multiple properties. That is, the properties “being the constant absence of
existence” (sattvatyantabhavatva) and “being the constant absence of nonexistence”
(asattvatyantabhavatva) both determine probandumhood. One could argue, how-
ever, that probandumhood here is determined by a single property that is present
in both of these things. One could say, for instance, that the absences of existence
and nonexistence only become the probandum when they are grasped in a single
collective cognition that apprehends them both at the same time. In that case, the
determiner of probandumhood could be said to be the quality of “being grasped in
a single aggregating cognition” (apeksabuddhivisayatva).

The quality of being an object of such a cognition is considered by Nyaya-
Vaidesika philosophers to be a “collectively-present” quality: it is connected with
multiple distinct individuals, but it is not completely present in any single one of
them. It is only completely present in the aggregate of those individuals. The prob-
lem with all of this is that Vyasatirtha himself will go on to concede (see below, TEXT
8) that if the probandumhood in an inference is determined by only one property,
then partial siddhasadhana cannot apply to it. Ramacarya does not try to dispute
this objection, but simply points out that the various other flaws Vyasatirtha has
cited would still apply to the inference in that case.

The final problem that Ramacarya considers here is that if we accept that sid-
dhasadhana applies to Anandabodha’s inferences for the reasons outlined, then it
follows that the earth-inference might be taken to be invalid based on the very same
reasoning. Vyasatirtha has argued that because a single one of the absences that
make up the probandum in Anandabodha’s inferences is established before the in-
ference takes place, the inferences must be dismissed as proving something that is
already established. In the earth-inference, however, it might be argued that the
entire set of mutual absences that make up the probandum are established in at
least some members of the class of things we call “earth” before the inference takes
place. We might observe in the case of some individual substance composed of earth
atoms—an earthen pot, for instance—that it is different from the various other sub-
stances before the inference takes place.

In the Nyayamrta, Vyasatirtha simply says, without further explanation, that
the absences making up the probandum in the earth-inference cannot be estab-
lished in any locus of earthness before the inference takes place. Ramacarya argues
here that we must interpret Vyasatirtha’s expression elliptically, as claiming that
those absences are not established to be present in any part of earth besides the
earthen pot before the inference takes place. Ramacarya is not particularly clear
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about what he means by this interpretation. Presumably, he means to argue that the
fact that the probandum is already established in one part of the subject before the
earth-inference takes place should not stop the inference from proving that earth
in general has the individual absences that comprise its probandum.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhdra, 1)

katham cid aprasiddheti. abhavadvayasyaikasminn adhikarane prasiddhyabhave
’pi bhinnasraye prasiddhatvad ity asayena katham cid ity uktam iti bhavah.
asattvatyantabhavamsa iti. nanu paksatavacchedakavacchedenoddesyasid-
dhau hi siddhasadhanata. evam ca prakrta ubhayabhavagocarasamihalambana-
numiter uddesyatvena namsatah siddhasadhanam, udde$yayah samthalamba-
nanumiter ajatatvat. anumitidvayoddesyatve ca siddhasadhanam eva, namsatah
siddhasadhanam. tatha cams$atah siddhasadhanodbhavam ayuktam. ... (NAB: 61.)

Translation

“Somehow unestablished ...” (katham cid aprasiddha). For, even though the pair of
absences [comprising the constant absence of existence and the constant absence
of nonexistence] are not established in any one location [prior to the inference’s
taking place], they are [already] established in separate locations. With this in mind
[Vyasatirtha] says: “Somehow ...” (katham cit). This is the idea [behind Vyasatirtha’s
words here].

“In the part [of the probandum] comprising the constant absence of nonexis-
tence ...” (asattvatyantabhavamse). Objection: The flaw of proving something that
is already established applies only when the thing that [the inference in question]
seeks to prove is [already] established to be determined by the determiner of sub-
jecthood [from the point of view of the beneficiary of the inference]. And so, in the
case at hand, since the objective [of Anandabodha’s inferences] is [to produce] a
collective (samithalambana) inferential knowledge that has the absences of both
[existence and nonexistence] for its object, there is not the flaw of proving, in part,
something that is already established [to you Madhvas]. For, the thing that [the infer-
ence] seeks to give rise to—the [aforementioned] collective inferential knowledge—
has not been produced [prior to the inference’s taking place]. And, if the objective
[of the inference is to produce] two separate inferential awarenesses, then there is
simply the flaw of proving what is already established, and not the flaw of proving
in part what is already established. Thus it is wrong to apply the charge of proving,
in part, something that is already established [to Anandabodha’s inferences]. ...



268 —— 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhdra, 2)

... iti maivam. sadhyatavacchedakananatvena sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasyai-
kasya sadhyasya paksatavacchedakavacchedena siddhau siddhasadhanam syad
eva.

na ca samihalambananumiter uddesyatvat, uddesyasiddhau katham siddha-
sadhanam iti vacyam. pratyekanumiter uddesyatvena samihalambananumiter ud-
desSyatvabhavat.

na ca tathatve sampurnasiddhasadhanasyaiva sambhavena katham amsatah
siddhasadhanabhidhanam iti vacyam. sadhyadvaya ekasadhyasya siddhatvabhi-
prayena tathabhidhanat. (NAs: 61.)

Translation

... Reply: This is wrong! For, [if M? is the probandum in Anandabodha’s inferences,]
then multiple properties determine probandumhood [because the qualities of
sattvatyantabhavatva and asattvatyantabhavatva both determine it]. Hence, if
one [of the two] probanda, being qualified by a determiner of probandumhood, is
established to be determined by the determiner of subjecthood, then the flaw of
proving what is already established does indeed apply.

Objection: Since the inferences seek to produce a collective awareness [that at-
tributes both the constant absence of existence and the constant absence of nonexis-
tence to the world], and since this has not been established [prior to the inferences’
taking place], how can [the inferences] prove something that is already established?
Reply: Do not argue as such! For, since [the inferences] seek to bring about [two
distinct] inferential awarenesses that separately [ascribe the two probanda to the
subject, those inferences] do not seek to bring about a collective cognition [which
ascribes both of those properties to the world].

Objection: If that is so, then the flaw of proving something that is already estab-
lished in full [and not in part] would apply [to Anandabodha’s inferences]. So why
do you claim that the flaw of proving in part something that is already established
applies? Reply: This is wrong! For this claim was made on the ground that a single
probandum out of a pair of probanda is already established [to us Madhvas].

Comments

In these two texts, Ananda Bhattaraka responds to essentially the same argument
against the charge of siddhasadhana that Ramacarya considered in the correspond-
ing part of the Tarangini (above, NAT 2). According to this argument, the flaw of
siddhasadhana cannot be applied to Anandabodha’s inferences, since they seek to
generate a collective awareness that the world is both existence and nonexistent.
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The Madhva has not already arrived at this conclusion, so how could the inferences
prove something that is already established to him? Ananda Bhattaraka insists in
these passages that the objective of Anandabodha’s inferences cannot be to produce
a collective inferential knowledge. Rather, the inferences must produce two sepa-
rate inferential awarenesses which ascribe each absence to the world separately.
This of course leaves him with the problem of explaining why Vyasatirtha cited the
flaw of proving in part something that is already established (amsatah siddhasa-
dhana) rather than full-blown siddhasadhana. His response is to argue that the term
amsatah should be taken to refer to a single member of a pair of probanda, rather
than one component of a partite probandum.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhdra, 3)

yat tv am$e siddasadhanapariharartham uktam, “gunadikam gunyadina bhinna-
bhinnam” iti atreva viSistapratiter uddesyatvan namse siddhasadhanam iti, tan na.
tatrabhede samanadhikaranyabhavena visistapratiter uddesyatvasambhavat. pra-
krte ca sattvabhavavati tucche drSyatvasya vidyamanatvena taduddesyatvabhavat.

na ca tucche dr$yatvam eva neti vacyam. jiianavisayatvarapadrsyatvasya tu-
cche ’sattve ’sadvailaksanyajfianadyanupapatter mila eva uktatvena tucche drsya-
tvasyavasyakatvat; drSyatvantarasya hetikaranasambhavasyagre ’bhidhasyama-
natvat. tasmad ams$atah siddhasadhanam durvaram. (NAB: 62.)

Translation
Objection: Now, [Madhustudana] has said the following to avert the flaw of prov-
ing in part something that is already established: “Just like in the inference ‘Tropes
and so on are both different and non-different from the things that possess tropes
and so onl[, since tropes are placed in grammatical apposition with the things that
possess them]’, the goal [of Anandabodha’s inferences] is to produce a cognition of a
qualified entity [i.e. the “constant absence of nonexistence qualified by the constant
absence of existence”]. Hence the flaw of partial-siddhasadhana does not apply [to
our inferences]”.

Reply: This is wrong! In [the inference to prove that tropes are both differ-
ent and non-different from their substrates,] the objective must be to produce a
cognition of a qualified entity, since [the reason]—“being placed in grammatical
apposition”—is absent in the case of [things that are] non-different [from one an-
other; we do not say “Pot (ghatah) is pot (kalasah)”, for instance]. In the inference at
hand, however, since [the reason]—perceptibility—is present in what is absolutely
nonexistent, which is devoid of existence [(which is the second component of the
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probandum)], it follows that the inference cannot seek to produce [a cognition of
the absence of nonexistence qualified by existence].

Nor can it be argued that perceptibility is not present in what is absolutely
nonexistent. For, [Vyasatirtha] has said in the root text [i.e. the Nyayamrta itself]
that if perceptibility—defined as “being the object of a cognition”—is not present
in what is nonexistent, then it follows that the cognition of the state of being differ-
ent from what is nonexistent and so on are impossible[, yet you yourself refer to
such things in your arguments in favour of indeterminacy]. And [Vyasatirtha] will
demonstrate later on [in the Nyayamrta] that no other sort of “perceptibility” can
be the reason [in the first of Anandabodha’s inferences].®® Therefore, the flaw of
partial-siddhasadhana cannot be refuted.

Comments

In the corresponding passage of the Advaitasiddhi, Madhustdana claimed, by anal-
ogy to the inference pressed against the Naiyayikas to prove that tropes are both
different and non-different from their substrates, that Anandabodha’s inferences
must seek to prove that the world has the absence of existence coupled with the ab-
sence of nonexistence. For, assuming that Anandabodha’s inference was formulated
as follows:

“The world is not existent, since [it is] perceptible” (jagad asat, drsyatvat),

then the probandum would be present somewhere where the reason is absent. For,
the probandum (the absence of existence) is present in nonexistent things like the
hare’s horn, which, according to the Advaitins, is not perceptible and thus lacks the
reason. Ananda Bhattaraka here simply points out that the assumption which this
argument rests on is moot. In making this argument, Madhusiidana is of course as-
suming that nonexistent things are not perceptible, but Madhva philosophers have
long since argued that such things can indeed become the object of cognitive states.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 1)

nanu “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra jaladitrayodasanyonyabhavanam aikadhika-
ranyenaprasiddhav api tejahprabhrtisu Mpratyekam prasiddhyaprasiddhipari-
haravat, atrapi sattvatyantabhavasattvatyantabhavayor aikadhikaranyenaprasid-
dhav api saty asattvatyantabhavasyasati ca sattvatyantabhavasya ca pretyekam

33 Ananda Bhattaraka is apparently referring here to the chapter of the first book of the Nyayamrta
where Vyasatirtha critiques the concept of perceptibility (NAB, 1:126-131).
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prasiddhyaprasiddhaviSesanatvabhavad iti cet; satyam. aprasiddhavisesanatva-
bhave ’py asattvatyantabhavartpamsasya siddhatvena siddhasadhanata syad ity
aha prthivity adina. (NAs: 64.)3

1. pratyekam pratyekam NAmu

Translation

Objection: In the inference “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and
categories, because it has earthness]”, even though the thirteen mutual absences
from water and so on are not established to share a single location [before the in-
ference takes place], the non-establishment [of the probandum] is averted because
the [thirteen mutual absences from water and so on] are established individually
in fire, etc. [before the inference takes place]. Likewise, even though the constant
absence of existence and the constant absence of nonexistence are not established
as being present in a single location [before Anandabodha’s inferences are made],
since the constant absence of nonexistence is established in what is existent, and
the constant absence of existence is established in what is nonexistent, [indetermi-
nacy itself could be said to be well-established, and the subject in Anandabodha’s
inferences] would not have an unestablished qualifier.

Reply: True enough. However, even if it is the case that [the subject in Anan-
dabodha’s inferences] does not have an unestablished qualifier, nevertheless, since
the part [of the probandum] comprising the constant absence of nonexistence is al-
ready established [in the subject prior to the inference, Anandabodha’s inferences]
would prove something that is already established [to us Madhvas]. With this in
mind [Vyasatirtha] says: “Earth ...” (prthivi), and so on.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 2)

abhavam anantarbhavya trayodasatvam bodhyam.

pratyekam iti. saty asati cety arthah. aikadhikaranyavacchedena sadhyasid-
dher uddesyatvenatraikadhikaranyavacchedena sadhyaprasiddher abhavad apra-
siddhaviSesanata syad evety aSayena katham cid ity uktam.

nanu kevalasyasattvatyantabhavasya siddhatve ’py asiddhena sattvatyanta-
bhavena sahocyamanatvad asiddhatvam eveti namse siddhasadhanatety aha—na

34 NAMu: 24v; NAPB: 45-46.



272 —— 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

hiti. tathatve “parvatah vahniman pasanavams$ ca” ity atrapi siddhasadhanata
nodbhavyeteti bhavah. (NAs: 64.)®

Translation
It should be understood that there are thirteen [substances and categories] not in-
cluding [the category of] absence.

“Separately ...” (pratyekam). What [Vyasatirtha] means is that [the constant ab-
sences of nonexistence and existence] are established in what exists and what does
not exist[, respectively]. Since the objective [of Anandabodha’s inferences] is to es-
tablish the probandum as determined by the property of “sharing a common locus”,
and since [in Anandabodha’s inferences] the probandum is not established insofar
asitis determined by the property of sharing a common locus [before the inference
takes place], it might still be the case that [the subject in the inference] has an un-
established qualifier. With this in mind [Vyasatirtha] says: “Somehow ...” (katham
cit).

Objection: The constant absence of nonexistence, uncompounded [with any fur-
ther property], is established [to the Madhva as being present in the world before
the inferences are formulated]. Nevertheless, since [we Advaitins] are speaking of
[the constant absence of nonexistence] alongside the constant absence of existence,
which is unestablished, [the constant absence of nonexistence] is itself unestab-
lished, and hence the inferences do not prove in part something that is already
established. In response to this [objection, Vyasatirtha] says: “For it is not ...” (na
hi). If it were the case [that something that is established becomes unestablished
simply by virtue of being asserted alongside something that is unestablished], then
the flaw of proving something that is already established could not be applied to the
case of the [fallacious] inference “The mountain possesses both fire and stone ...”],
where that inference is made for the benefit of someone who already knows that
the mountain has stone on it]. This is the idea [behind Vyasatirtha’s argument].

Sanskrit text (Nydayamytaprakdsa, 3)

nanv evam “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atrapi jaladitrayodasanyonyabhavanam sa-
dhyatvat, jaladyekaikanyonyabhavanam api ghato na jaladir iti pratitya ghatatva-
vacchedena siddhatvat, ams$e siddhasadhanatapattir ity anumanam dustam syad
ity ata aha—prthiviti.

35 NAMu: 24v; NAPB: 46.



9.5 TEXT 5: The Advaitin’s conclusion is already established. =— 273

jaladyekaikanyonyabhavasya ghate ghatatvavacchedena siddhav api paksa-
tavacchedakibhutaprthivitvavacchedena ghate na siddhih, ato namse siddhasa-
dhanatety arthah. paksatavacchedakasamanadhikaranyenaiva sadhyasiddher ud-
desyatvat, tasya$ cajatatvad iti bhavah.

prthivitvopahite. ghata iti Sesah. prakrte ca paksatavacchedakasamanadhika-
ranyenanaivasadvailaksanyasya siddhatvat siddhasadhanateti drastavyam. (NAB:
64-65.)%

Translation

Objection: If [the above argument to prove that siddhasdadhana applies to Ananda-
bodha’s inferences were valid], then [the valid inference] “Earth is different from
the remaining [substances and categories, because it has earthness]” would [also]
be flawed. For, [in this inference] the probandum consists of the thirteen mutual ab-
sences from water and [the remaining substances and categories apart from earth.
And], since each individual absence from water and so on is established to be de-
termined by potness by the judgment “Pot is not water, etc.”, it would follow that
[this] inference [too] is flawed because it proves in one part [of the subject, i.e. the
pot,] something that is already established. Thus does Vyasatirtha say: “Earth ...”
(prthivi).

Even though the individual mutual absences from water and so on are estab-
lished in a pot as determined by potness [before the formulation of the inference,]
they are not established in a pot as determined by earthness, which is the prop-
erty that determines subjecthood [in the earth-inference], and therefore the flaw
of proving in part something that is already established does not apply [to the
earth-inference]. This is what [Vyasatirtha] means. For, the objective [of the earth-
inference] is to establish the probandum insofar as it shares a common location
with the determiner of subjecthood [i.e. earthness], and that has not come about
[before the inference is made]. This is the idea [behind what Vyasatirtha says].

“In something that possesses earthness ...” (prthivitvopahite). “In a pot” needs
to be supplied. Observe that in the present case [of Anandabodha’s inferences], by
contrast, since the state of being different from what is nonexistent is already estab-
lished to share a common locus with the determiner of subjecthood [because the
Madhva already accepts that the world lacks nonexistence], the flaw of siddhasa-
dhana applies.

36 NAMu: 24v-25r; NAPB: 46.
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9.6 TEXT 6: The flaw of the “example’s lacking the probandum”.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

drstantasya sadhyavaikalyac ca. prthivitvahetus tu kevalavyatireki. trayodasanyo-
nyabhavariupasadhyasya vyatirekanirtpanam tu bhinnasritanam api trayodasa-
nyonyabhavanam samuhalambanaikajianoparadhatvamatrena yuktam. (NAs:
53.)%

Translation

Moreover, [M? is not tenable] becausel, if it is adopted as the definition of “illusori-
ness”,] then the example [in Ananabodha’s inferences (the “silver”)] would lack the
probanduml, since I do not accept that the silver has the constant absence of nonex-
istence]. The reason [in the earth-inference]—earthness—on the other hand, is a
universal-negative reason [and so, unlike Anandabodha’s inferences, that inference
does not require an example. It might be objected that in the absence of an exam-
ple, the probandum in the earth-inference could not be established before the infer-
ence takes place.] However [in the earth-inference] the cognition of the absence of
the probandum, which [probandum] consists in the thirteen mutual absences [from
the remaining substances and categories apart from earth], is only possible since,
even though the thirteen mutual absences each occupy different locations, they are
grasped in a single collective cognition [before the inference is made].

Comments
For Madhustdana’s answer to the charge that the example lacks the probandum
(sadhyavaikalya), see the translation of the Advaitasiddhi above, TEXT 3.
Vyasatirtha now argues that if the Advaitins adopt M? as the probandum in
Anandabodha’s inferences, then those inferences must suffer from the flaw known
as “[the example’s] lacking-the-probandum” ([drstantasyal sadhyavaikalyam). The
example in an inference should be a familiar, non-controversial case that possesses
both the probandum and the reason. Unlike the Advaitins, the Madhvas accept that
the “silver” superimposed on mother-of-pearl is completely nonexistent, like the
hare’s horn. Hence, while the Madhvas accept that the fake silver has the constant
absence of existence, they do not accept that it further has the constant absence of
nonexistence. From their perspective, the example therefore lacks the probandum
understood as these two separate properties.

37 NAMu: 25r-25v; NAK: 110.
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Vyasatirtha anticipates an objection to this argument. If we accept that the fact
that one component of the probandum is missing from an “example” means that
the inference is invalidated, then would not the Naiyayikas’ inference to define
earth also suffer from this flaw? Ramacarya explains this objection as follows. Like
Anandabodha’s inferences to establish that the world is “indeterminate”, the earth-
inference seemingly involves a “partite” probandum. In the case of the Advaitin’s
inferences, the probandum consists of two separate absences: the constant absence
of existence, and the constant absence of nonexistence. In the case of the earth-
inference, the probandum consists of the thirteen mutual absences/differences
from the substances and categories apart from earth.

The problem is that in the earth-inference there is no single individual that can
serve as the example insofar as it possesses all thirteen mutual absences. While
each of the substances/categories apart from earth contain twelve of the mutual
absences that make up the probandum, they must all lack one of the thirteen mutual
absences, because they cannot be different from themselves. Fire, for instance, may
be different from water and the remaining substances and categories, but it cannot
be different from itself. Vyasatirtha has claimed that if an example in an inference
lacks a single one of the qualities that make up the probandum, then the flaw of
“lacking the probandum” applies. So if none of the substances/categories apart from
earth can have all of the qualities that together comprise the probandum, then does
not this inference suffer from sadhyavaikalya too? Vyasatirtha therefore reminds
his Advaitin opponent that the reason in the earth-inference is a universal-negative
(kevalavyatirekin) one. As such, the inference does not depend on an example in the
same way that inferences that depend on a positive pervasion relationship between
the probandum and the reason do. In a universal-negative inference, there can be
no example, since the probandum only exists within the subject.

Vyasatirtha’s answer begs a further question, however. If there is no example,
then how can the probandum in the earth-inference be known before the inference
is formulated? The probandum in an inference must be somehow established be-
fore the inference takes place, but to claim that there is no positive example is, in
effect, to claim that we know of no other single instance where the probandum is
present prior to the inference. In response, Vyasatirtha says that we can have a cog-
nition of the probandum in the earth-inference since we apprehend each absence
in a different location before the inference brings them together in a single, collec-
tive cognition. Hence the probandum can be established prior to the inference, even
though its components have not already been judged to be present in one single lo-
cation.
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Sanskrit text (Nydayamytatarangini, 1)

drstantasyeti. asattvabhavasya sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasya Suktirtipyadav a-
bhavad ity arthah.

nanu badhyatvartipasattvavyatirekasya tatrabhave ’pi kva cid apy upadhau sat-
tvena pratiyamanatvanadhikaranatvartupasattvavyatireko rupyadav apy asty eva,
tasya tattvena pratlyamanatvat.

maivam. sattvena pratiyamanatvarupasyasattvavyatirekasya sadhanam vyar-
tham ity uktatvena badhyatvarapasattvavyatirekasyaiva sadhayitum ucitatvena sa-
dhyavaikalyapariharat. (NAs: 58.)%

Translation

“Ofthe example ...” (drstantasya). For, the “silver” superimposed on mother-of-pearl
and [other objects that appear in perceptual illusions] lack the absence of nonexis-
tence, which [absence of nonexistence] is qualified by a determiner of probandum-
hood. This is what [Vyasatirtha] means.

Objection (Madhustidana): Even though the absence of “nonexistence” in the
form of “sublatability” might be absent from [the “silver” superimposed on mother-
of-pearl], nevertheless the absence of “nonexistence” in the form of “not being the lo-
cus of the property of being cognised as though existent in some substrate or other”
is present even in the “silver” and [other objects of perceptual illusions]. For, [the
“silver”] is cognised as though it were existent. [Hence the example cannot be said
to lack the probandum, since it does have the absence of “nonexistence”].

Reply: This is untenable! For, [earlier in this text,? I] have stated that proving
[that the “silver” has] the absence of nonexistence, insofar as that absence takes the
form of “being cognised as existent [in some substrate or other]”, is pointless|, since
it is already well-established that the “silver” is mistakenly cognised as existing in
some substrate]. Hence it follows that it is proper [for you] only to prove the absence
of “nonexistence” in the form of “sublatability”, and so [you] have failed to refute
the charge that [the example] lacks the probandum.

Comments

In the Advaitasiddhi, Madhustdana has argued that the charge of sadhyavaikalya
does not apply to Anandabodha’s inferences on the ground that his own defini-
tion of “nonexistence” makes this charge inapplicable. If “existence” means “non-

38 NAK: 110; NATMu: 12r-12v.
39 See above, Nyayamyrtatarangini, TEXT 3, for a translation of the passage Ramacarya refers to
here.
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sublatability”, and “nonexistence” is taken to be the opposite of this (i.e. “sublatabil-
ity”), then it is clearly impossible to claim that the silver in question has the “absence
of nonexistence”. The claim in that case would be that the silver “lacks sublatabil-
ity”, but it is clear that the silver does stand to be sublated by subsequent veridical
judgments about the mother-of-pearl.

However, Madhustidana’s attempt to define nonexistence seems to render the
charge inapplicable. According to Madhusiidana’s definition, to say that something
is nonexistent simply means to say that that thing is “not cognised as existing in
some substrate”. The absence of nonexistence defined as such amounts to the quality
of “being cognised as existing in some substrate”. The Madhva must surely agree
with the Advaitin that the “silver” is cognised as existing in some substrate, and
so they must surely agree that the “silver” has the absence of “nonexistence” as
Madhustidana has defined it.

Ramacarya here dismisses Madhusidana’s argument on the basis of the argu-
ments he has already made against Madhustidana’s attempts to define nonexistence
earlier in the Tarangini (see above, TEXT 3). Advaitin philosophers try to prove
through circumstantial implication (arthapatti) that the “silver” lacks nonexistence.
However, if “nonexistence” consists in something’s “not being an object of cognition
as existing in some substrate”, then their efforts are pointless. For, it is already es-
tablished through experience that the “silver” in question is mistakenly cognised
as existing where there is really mother-of-pearl. What Madhustidana should really
try to prove, says Ramacarya, is that the “silver” has the absence of nonexistence
defined as “sublatability”, but clearly the silver does have the property of sublata-
bility.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 2)

nanv abhavadvayasya sadhyatayam rupye sattvabhavasya sattve ’pi asattvabhava-
bhavena yadi sadhyavaikalyam, tarhi “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra jale tejahpra-
bhrtidvadasabhedanam sattve ’pi jalabhedasyabhavena sadhyavaikalyam. evam
tejahprabhrtisv api svasvetarapratiyogikadvadasabhedasattve pi svasvabhedabha-
vat sadhyavaikalyam eva syad ity asankyaha—prthivitvahetus tu kevalavyatirekiti.

tatha ca na tatra drstantapekseti na tatprayuktasadhyavaikalyadidosavakasa
iti bhavah.

nanu prthivitvahetau drstantanapeksane sadhyaprasiddhyabhavena sadhya-
vyatirekaniripanam na syad ity ata aha—trayodaseti. sadhyatavacchedakavacchin-
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nanam trayodasanyonyabhavanam svasvadhikarane vidyamananam jfiane sati
sadhyavyatirekanirtipanam syad ity arthah. (NAs: 58.)*0

Translation

Objection: Let us assume that[, as Vyasatirtha has claimed, the example in Ananda-
bodha’s inferences] lacks the probandum on the ground that—the probandum con-
sisting in the pair of absences [of existence and nonexistence]—the silver, though it
possesses the absence of existence, lacks the absence of nonexistence. In that case,
it follows that [the example also] lacks the probandum in the case of the [valid] in-
ference “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and categories, because
it has earthness]”. For, even though twelve of the differences [that make up the
probandum]—the differences from fire and [the eleven remaining substances and
categories apart from earth]—are present in water|, for instance,] water cannot be
different from water|, that is, from itself]. Likewise, even though fire [and the re-
maining substances and categories] possess twelve differences that have for their
counterpositives [the twelve substances and categories] that are other than them-
selves, they cannot each be different from themselves. Hence [the example in the
(valid) earth-inference] would lack the probandum, just as [you claim the example
in Anandabodha’s inferences does].

With this doubt in mind [Vyasatirtha] says: “By contrast, the reason—earthness—
is a universal-negative one ...” (prthivitvahetus tu kevalavyatirekt). The idea [behind
Vyasatirtha’s words] is that[, since it has a universal-negative reason, the earth-
inference] does not depend on an example, and hence there is no scope for the
application of the flaw of [the example’s] “lacking the probandum” and [the exam-
ple’s “lacking the reason”], which only apply [if the inference has an example to
lack those properties in the first place].

Objection: If the reason [in the earth-inference]—earthness—does not depend
on an example, then the probandum must be unestablished, and thus the absence
of the probandum could not be cognised [before the inference takes place]. With
this in mind, [Vyasatirtha] says: “Thirteen ...” (trayodasa). Provided that [one has] a
cognition of the thirteen mutual absences, each qualified by a determiner of proban-
dumhood, and each existing in their own locus, [one] can cognise the absence of the
probandum.

40 NAK: 110-111; NATMu: 12v.
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 3)

nanv evam ekaikanyonyabhavadhikaranasyapi sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasa-
dhyadhikaranataya tadvyavrttasya hetor asadharanyam syad ity asankaparihara-
yoktam—samuhalambanaikajfianoparudhatvamatreneti. ekaikanyonyabhavasya
na sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnatvam, sadhyatavacchedakasya samihalamba-
naikajianopartadhatvasya vyasajyavrtter dharmasya pratyekabhavesv aparyap-
teh. tatha ca pratyekabhavadhikaranasya na sapaksatvam, sadhyatavacchedaka-
vacchinnasadhyarahitatvat.

tad uktam, tavadabhavayogl hy atra sapakso bhavati, na tu tadekadesakatipa-
yabhavavan, sadhyatayas tavaty Maparyapter!! iti. sattvatyantabhavades tu pra-
tyekam sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnatve ’pi nasadharanyam, dystantasya sattvad
iti bhavah. (NAB: 58.)4

1. NAB, NAk, and NATMu all read paryapter here. I have emended this to read with
the editions of the Tattvacintamani, which is the text that Ramacarya is quoting
here.

Translation
Objection: In that case, the locus of each of the individual mutual absences [that
comprise the probandum in the earth-inference] must be a locus of the probandum
qualified by a determiner of probandumhood. Hence the reason[—earthness—],
which is absent from [each of those individuals], would be an “uncommon” pseudo-
reason[, because it is absent from something that is known to possess the proban-
dum qualified by a determiner of probandumhood]. In order to assuage this doubt,
[Vyasatirtha] says: “Only by virtue of being grasped in a single collective cogni-
tion ...” (samuhalambanaikajfianoparudhatvamatrena). Each individual mutual
absence is not qualified by a determiner of probandumhood. For, the determiner of
probandumhood—the quality of “being grasped in a single collective cognition”—
is a “collectively present” (vyasajyavrtti) property, and is therefore not completely
present (aparyapti) in each [of the locations that contain the thirteen mutual ab-
sences] taken individually. And so, the locus of each [mutual] absence is not a
homologue (sapaksa), since it lacks the probandum as qualified by the determiner
of probandumhood.

As it is said [by Gangesa in the Kevalavyatirekivada of the Tattvacintamanil:
“[The reason in the earth inference is not “uncommon”]. For, only that which has
these absences in their entirety qualifies as a homologue in this instance, and not

41 NAK: 111; NATMu: 12v-13r.
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something that possesses some of the absences in a certain part, because proban-
dumhood is not completely present (aparydpteh) in just that much.”*?> Even though
the constant absences of existence and [nonexistence] are, by contrast [to the ab-
sences that make up the probandum in the earth-inference], individually qualified
by a determiner of probandumhood, the [reasons in Anandabodha’s inferences
are not] pseudo-reasons of the “uncommon” variety, because[, unlike the earth-
inference,] there is an example [in these inferences, i.e. the “silver”]. This is the
idea [behind what Vyasatirtha says here].

Comments

Ramacarya here considers the objection that the reason in the earth-inference could
be said to be defective given the stance Vyasatirtha takes on it in this part of the Nya-
yamrta. An “uncommon” pseudo-reason is one that fails to occur in some location
thatisknown to possess the probandum. Let us imagine that each of the thirteen mu-
tual absences that make up the probandum in that inference are each established in
a separate location—the absence of fire is established in water, the absence of wa-
ter in fire, and so on. In this case, each of the things that make up the probandum
could be considered a homologue (sapaksa), that is, a location where the proban-
dum is known to be present. For, each could be said to possess “a probandum as
qualified by a determiner of probandumhood” by possessing just one of the thir-
teen mutual absences in question. What Ramacarya seems to have in mind here is
that the abstract properties belonging to the individual absences—*“the state of be-
ing the mutual absence of water” (jalanyonyabhavatva), and so on—all determine
probandumhood individually.

In response, Ramacarya says that by the expression “only by virtue of be-
ing grasped in a single, collective cognition” (samithalambanaikajfianoparidha-
tvamatrena), Vyasatirtha is indicating the property that determines probandum-
hood in the earth-inference. The thirteen separate mutual absences make up the
probandum only insofar as they are grasped together in such a cognition. More
technically: probandumhood is determined not by the thirteen separate qual-
ities belonging to the individual absences, but by a single, collectively present
(vyasajyavrtti) quality that is only completely present in all thirteen absences taken
collectively. Hence, while each component of the probandum is known to be present
in some location other than earth before the inference takes place, the locus of each
individual absence cannot qualify as a homologue, since it lacks the probandum as
qualified by the determiner of probandumhood. As a severally present quality, the

42 This is a quote from the Kevalavyatirekivada of the Tattvacintamani (ACN, 1:622). See Phillips
(2020: 795-796) for a translation and explanation of this passage.
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state of “being the object of a collective cognition” cannot be completely present
in any of those absences; hence they cannot be said to be individually “qualified
by the determiner of probandumhood”. To support this position, Ramacarya cites
the Kevalavyatirekivada of Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani, where Gange$a seems to
endorse this line of reasoning.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 1)

drstantasyeti. dharmadvayasya sadhyatvan manmate $uktirtipye sattvatyantabha-
vasya sattve ’py asattvasyaiva sattvena tadatyantabhavasya tatrabhavat sadhyavai-
kalyam ity arthah.

nanv evam tarhi “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atrapi trayodasabhedanam sadhya-
tvaj jaladau tejahprabhrtidvadasabhedanam sattve ’pi jalabhedasyabhavat sadhya-
vaikalyam. evam tejahprabhrtisv api svasveterapratiyogikadvadasabhedasattve pi
svasvabhedabhavat sadhyavaikalyam eva syad ity ata aha—prthivitveti. yatretara-
tvam, tatra prthivitvabhava iti vyatireke jaladir drstanta iti bhavah. (NAB: 65.)*3

Translation

“Of the example ...” (drstantasya). For, the probandum [defined as M?] consists in a
pair of qualities [i.e. the constant absences of existence and nonexistence]; and, in
my view, the silver superimposed on mother-of-pearl lacks the constant absence of
nonexistence, since it possesses nonexistence despite lacking existence. Hence [the
example in Anandabodha’s inferences] lacks the probandum. This is what [Vyasa-
tirtha] means.

Objection: In that case, [the example] in the inference “Earth is different from
the remaining [substances and categories, because it has earthness]” would [also]
lack the probandum. For, [in that inference] the probandum consists of thirteen
mutual absences[/differences]. Hence, even though the twelve differences from fire
and so on are present in water and so on, the difference from water [itself] would
not be present there. Likewise, even though the twelve differences that have as their
counterpositive each and every thing different from [water and so on] themselves
would be present in fire and so on, the difference [of each substance/category] from
itself could not be present there. With this [objection] in mind [Vyasatirtha] says:
“Earthness ...” (prthivitva). The idea behind [Vyasatirtha’s words here is that] wa-
ter and so on serve as the example for the negative-pervasion “Where there is the
property of being other than [earth], there is the absence of earthness”.

43 NAMu: 25r; NAPB: 46-47.
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakdsa, 2)

nanu prthivitvahetau vyatirekini drstantabhave trayodasanyonyabhavanam sa-
dhyabhttanam prasiddhyabhavena sadhyavyatirekaniripanam na syad ity ata
aha—trayodas$eti. jaladitrayodasanyonyabhavanam tejahprabhrtisu pratyekam
pratyekam jfiananantaram ete trayodasanyonyabhava iti samuhalambanarupai-
kajianopartagdhanam prasiddhisambhavena vyatirekaniripanam sambhavatiti
bhavah. (NAB: 65.)%

Translation

Objection: Since there is no example in the case of the universal-negative reason
“earthness”, it follows that the thirteen mutual absences that comprise the proban-
dum cannot be established [before the inference takes place]; hence there cannot
be the cognition of the absence of the probandum. With this in mind [Vyasatirtha]
says: “Thirteen ...” (trayodasa). The thirteen mutual absences of water [and the re-
maining substances and categories apart from earth] can be established insofar as
they are grasped in a single, collective cognition (“These are the thirteen mutual
absences”), which occurs after they are each cognised individually in fire [and the
remaining substances and categories apart from earth]. Hence there can be the cog-
nition of the absence of the probandum. This is the idea [behind what Vyasatirtha
says here].

9.7 TEXT 7: Extension of the above flaws to the third definition.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

ata eva na trtiyah; vyahateh, arthantarat, Wsadhyavaikalyac' ca. (NAs: 53.)°

1. drstante sadhyavaikalyac NAs (vi.), NAmu (V1)

Translation

For these very reasons is M3 not tenable—because of contradiction, because [it
would] fail to prove what [you, the Advaitins,] intend to prove, and because [your
putative example] lacks the probandum.

44 NAMu: 25r-25v; NAPB: 47.
45 NAK: 111; NAMu: 25r-25v.
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Comments

Vyasatirtha now begins his critique of M3. He claims that three of the charges that

were levelled against M? apply equally to M>.

Ramacarya anticipates an objection to the claim that M® suffers leads to a con-
tradiction in the same way that M? does. In M?, the probandum is taken to be a pair
of distinct qualities—the constant absence of existence, and the constant absence of
nonexistence. In M3, by contrast, these qualities are compounded into a single “qual-
ified”/compound thing—*“the property of possessing the constant absence of nonex-
istence qualified by the property of possessing the constant absence of existence”.
Given this distinction, can the charge of contradiction really be applied in the same
way to M2 as it was to M?? Ramacarya argues that this is not a significant distinc-
tion from the point of view of the charge of contradiction. Two things can only be
related as qualifier and qualified if they share a common locus; hence proving that
M3 is present in some locus necessarily entails proving that the constant absences
of existence and nonexistence are present there, and this must surely amount to a
contradiction.

According to Vyasatirtha, M3 further leads to the flaw of arthantara, because,
like M?, it fails to establish what the Advaitin really wants to establish. Like M2, M3
proves that the world has the “constant absence of existence”. However, as Vyasatir-
tha has argued (in TEXT 4), it is always possible that the world—like the Advaitin’s
brahman—is existent by its very essence, even though it lacks the property of exis-
tence. In themselves, neither M? nor M2 rule out this possibility. Moreover, in case
M3 is adopted as the probandum, the Advaitins’ example—the “silver”—still lacks
the probandum from the Madhva’s point of view. “Illusoriness” still consists in part
in the “constant absence of nonexistence”, and the Madhvas, who accept that the
“silver” is simply nonexistent, do not accept that the silver possesses such an ab-
sence.

So far, Vyasatirtha has claimed that the following flaws apply to M!-M3:

— M": Proving something that is already established (siddhasadhana).

- M?: Contradiction (vyahati); failing to prove what one intends to prove (arthan-
tara); proving something that is already established (siddhasadhana); the exam-
ple’s lacking the probandum (drstantasya sadhyavaikalya).

— M2 Contradiction (vyahati); failing to prove what one intends to prove (arthan-
tara); the example’s lacking the probandum (drstantasya sadhyavaikalya).

In the remaining portion of the PMBh, Vyasatirtha will argue that while M? does
not lead to siddhasadhana, it still leads to the flaw of “[the subject’s] having-an-
unestablished-qualifier” (aprasiddhavisesanata).
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Sanskrit text (Nydyamytataranginr)

nanv ata evety atidista vyahatir anupapanna. ekatra viruddhobhayapratiyogika-
tyantabhavasadhane hi sa syat; na catrobhayatyantabhavau sadhyav ity ata aha—
vyahater iti. ubhayatyantabhavayoh samanadhikaranyoktau vyahativad ubhaya-
tyantabhavayoh samanadhikaranyena sambandhena viSesanavisesyabhavoktav
api vyahatir ity arthah. (NAs: 58.)%6

Translation

Objection: It is unreasonable [for Vyasatirtha] to further apply contradiction [to
M3 as well as M2, as he does when he says,] “For these very same reasons [is M3
not tenable] ...”. For, [contradiction] would ensue only if [we Advaitins] proved
that the constant absences that have two contradictory [properties—existence and
nonexistence—]for their counterpositives, are present in one and the same location.
But, in the case at hand [(M3)] the constant absences of both [existence and nonex-
istence] are not both probanda.

Reply: To this objection [Vyasatirtha] responds: “Because of contradiction ...”
(vyahateh). Just as a contradiction ensues if [you] state that the constant absences
of both [existence and nonexistence] share a common locus, if [you] assert that the
constant absences of both [existence and nonexistence] are, as a result of their being
connected as sharing a common locus, related as qualifier and qualified, there is still
a contradiction. This is what [Vyasatirtha] means.

9.8 TEXT 8: Siddhasadhana might not apply to the third
definition.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

kim ca yatha “anitye vanmanasi”¥’ ity atra "'paksatavacchedakananatvenamse!!l
siddhasadhanatve ’pi, “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra paksatavacchedakaikyan [?'na-
méel? siddhasadhanam; tathehapi yady api katham cit sadhyatavacchedakaikyan
namse siddhasadhanatvam ... (NAB: 53.)48

1. paksatavacchedakananatvenamsatah NAwmu (vl.)

46 NAK: 111; NATMu: 13r.

47 All the editions read vanimanase here. I follow Phillips (2020: 789), who emends the same expre-
ssion in the text of the Anumanacintamani on the advice of Ramanuja Tatacharya.

48 NAMu: 25v; NAK: 112.
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2. nams$atah NAmu (vl.)

Translation

Moreover, let it be that, somehow, in case [you adopt M3 as the probandum in Anan-
dabodha’s inferences,] then [those inferences] do not prove, in part, something that
is already established [to me, the Madhva]. For, the inference “Speech and mind are
noneternal[, because they are products]” does prove in part something that is al-
ready established [to the Naiyayika who is supposed to benefit from it,] since more
than one property determines subjecthood [in that inference]. By contrast, the in-
ference “Earth is different [from the remaining substances and categories, because
it has earthness]” does not prove in part something that is already established, since
there is only one property that determines subjecthood [in that inference, i.e. earth-
ness]. Likewise [in Anandabodha’s inferences, if M3 is adopted as the probandum,]
then there is only one property [(“the quality of possessing the constant absence
of nonexistence qualified by the quality of possessing the constant absence of ex-
istence”)] that determines subjecthood[; hence the inference does not prove some-
thing that is already established]. ...

Comments

In TEXT 5, Vyasatirtha argued that M proves, in part, something that is already
established to him as a realist, because he already accepts that the world has the
“constant absence of nonexistence”. Vyasatirtha now tentatively concedes that if
M3 is taken to be the probandum in Anandabodha’s inferences, then those infer-
ences might not prove something that he already accepts. Both M? and M® ultimately
amount to the claim that something lacks both existence and nonexistence. How-
ever, M? treats them as two distinct properties, whereas M compounds them to-
gether, as a single “qualified” property. Thus, if M® is adopted as the probandum,
there is only one determiner of probandumhood. This has important implications
for evaluating this definition of indeterminacy/illusoriness.

Vyasatirtha cites the inference “Speech and mind are noneternal, because they
are products” as precedent in this matter. Gangesa, who uses this example in the
Kevalavyatirekivada of the Tattvacintamani, argued that the flaw of partial siddha-
sadhana only applies in this inference because there is more than one property that
determines subjecthood.® The subject in the inference is a partite one, consisting
of two separate entities: speech and mind. Consequently, both speechness (vaktva)
and mindness (manastva) determine subjecthood. According to Srinivasatirtha, the

49 See ACN: 613. See Phillips (2020: 789) for a translation and discussion of this passage.
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flaw of siddhasadhana applies, since it is already established to the Naiyayika that
speech is noneternal. Vyasatirtha reasons on the basis of this example that the same
does apply if multiple properties determine probandumhood in an inference, but
does not if there is just one property determining probandumhood. Unlike M2, M3
consists in a single compound entity. Consequently, by analogy, it cannot be said to
suffer from the flaw of partial siddhasadhana.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytataranginr)

kim ceti. yady api namgatah siddhasadhanam, napi vyarthaviSesyatvam; tathapy
aprasiddhavisesanatvam ity anvayah.

paksatavacchedakananatveneti. yady api paksatavacchedakananatve ’py ukta-
vidhaya namstah siddhasadhanam, tathapi matantarenedam bodhyam.

paksatavacchedakaikyad iti. paksatavacchedakaikye ’ms$atah siddhasadha-
nam na bhavaty eva. tatha hi—paksatavacchedakadharmasamanadhikaranyena
sadhyasiddhau hi siddhasadhanam eva, namsatah siddhasadhanam; tadrs$asi-
ddher evanumanasadhyatvat. tadasiddhau ca tacchankaiva nasti. na hi pakse
sadhyasiddhimatrena tat, kim tu paksatavacchedakadharmasamanadhikaranyena
sadhyasiddhya. anyatha dhiimavattvena parvate vahnini$caye "pi siddhasadhana-
prasangad ity arthah.

sadhyatavacchedakaikyad iti. sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasadhyasiddher a-
bhavad ity arthah. (NAB: 58-59.)°°

Translation
“Moreover ...” (kim ca). The connection [between this passage and TEXT 10 of the
Nyayamyta] is as follows: “Even thoughl[, if M® is adopted as the probandum in
Anandabodha’s inferences, those inferences] do not prove in part something that is
already established, and [their probandum] does not have a purposeless qualifican-
dum [...] nevertheless, [their subject] has an unestablished qualifier[/probandum]”.
“Since multiple properties determine subjecthood ...” (paksatavacchedakana-
natvena). Even though [when M3 is adopted as their probandum, Anandabodha’s
inferences] might not prove in part something that is already established in the
way described [by Vyasatirtha earlier in this text],! nevertheless if [one] were of

50 NAK: 112; NATMu: 13r.
51 See the translation of the Nyayamyta above, TEXT 5, for the argument that Ramacarya is refer-
ring to here.
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a different persuasion, [one] might conclude [that the inferences do in fact suffer
from siddhasadhana in this way].

“Because there is only one property that determines subjecthood ...” (paksata-
vacchedakaikyat). If there is only a single determiner of subjecthood [in an infer-
ence], then [that inference] cannot prove in part something that is already estab-
lished. To explain: If it is already established that the probandum shares a common
locus with the property that determines subjecthood [in such an inference], then
[that inference] is simply proving something that is already established, and not
proving in part something that is already established. For, it is precisely the fact
that [the probandum shares a common locus with the property that determines
subjecthood] that an inference seeks to establish. And if it is not [already] estab-
lished [that the probandum shares a common locus with the property that deter-
mines subjecthood], then there cannot be the slightest doubt [that the inference
suffers from siddhasadhanal. For, [an inference does not prove something that is
already established] simply because [its] probandum is established to be present
in the subject, but because the probandum is established to share a common locus
with the property that determines subjecthood. Otherwise, it would follow that if
[one] were already certain that fire was present on a mountain [merely] insofar as
[the mountain] is something that possesses smoke, [an inference to prove that there
is fire on the mountain insofar as it is a mountain] would be proving something that
is already established], yet this is wrong, for it would clearly tell us something new].

“Because there is only one determiner of probandumhood ...” (sadhyatavacche-
dakaikyat). Because it has not [yet] been established that the probandum qualified
by the determiner of probandumhood [is present in the subject]. This is what [Vya-
satirtha] means.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 1)

visistasadhanapakse 'm$e siddhasadhanatidesah kuto na kriyata iti Sankayam a-
smin pakse 'mse siddhasadhanasyanavakasam vadan, tatha vyarthal''visesyatvara-
pam! dosantaram ca nastiti vadan, aprasiddha/®!visesanatvakhyam!?! dosantaram
aha—kim cety adina. kim caprasiddhaviSesanatvam ity anvayah.

paksatavacchedakananatveneti. tatha ca vaktvavacchedenanityatvasya sid-
dhatvad iti bhavah.

paksatavacchedakaikyad iti. paksatavacchedakaikye hi paksatavacchedakasa-
manadhikaranyena sadhyasya siddhatvat sampurnasiddhasadhanam eva, nam-
$atah siddhasadhanam. “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra tu prthivitvartipapaksatava-
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cchedakasamanadhikaranyena sadhyasiddhiripoddesyapratiter asiddhatvenamse
siddhasadhananavakasad ity arthah. (NAB: 65.)%

1. viSesyatvakhyam NAmu (V1)
2. viSesanatvartipam NAmu (v1.)

Translation

“Why have you not extended the charge of proving in part something that is already
established to the view that [Anandabodha’s inferences] prove that a qualified en-
tity [i.e. M3 is present in the world]?” In [response] to this doubt[, Vyasatirtha] states
that according to the view that [“indeterminacy” is a qualified entity,] there is no
scope for the flaw of proving in part something that is already established. Likewise,
he states that there is not another flaw, namely, having a purposeless qualificandum
(vyarthavisesyatva). [Nevertheless, Vyasatirtha] states that another flaw—[the sub-
ject’s] having an unestablished qualifier—applies [to the inferences in this case]:
“Moreover ...” (kim ca). “Moreover [...] there is the flaw of [the subject’s] having-
an-unestablished-qualifier”: this is the connection [between this passage and the
subsequent one].33

“Because more than one property determines subjecthood ... ” (paksatavacche-
dakananatvena). For, noneternality is established to be determined by [one of the
properties that determines subjecthood, i.e.] speechness. This is the idea [behind
Vyasatirtha’s words here].

“Because only one property determines subjecthood ... ” (paksatavacchedakai-
kyat). For, when only one property determines subjecthood, if the probandum is
established as sharing a common locus with the determiner of subjecthood, then
the flaw of proving in toto something that is already established applies, and not
proving in part something that is already established. In the inference “Earth is dif-
ferent from the remaining [substances and categories, because it has earthness]” on
the other hand, the flaw of proving in part something that is already established is
not applicable. For, the cognition that [the inference] seeks to produce—the proof
that the probandum shares a common locus with the determiner of subjecthood (i.e.
earthness)—has not already taken place [in the beneficiary of the inference before
the inference is formulated]. This is the idea [behind Vyasatirtha’s words here].

52 NAMu: 25v; NAPB: 47-48.
53 The passage of the Nyayamyta that Srinivasatirtha is referring to here is translated below in
TEXT 10.
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 2)

sadhyatavacchedaketi. paksatavacchedakananatva evamse siddhasadhanavat sa-
dhyatavacchedakananatva evams$e siddhasadhanata. ata eva dharmadvayasadha-
napakse ‘'m$e siddhasadhanatokta. paksatavacchedakaikye ‘'mse siddhasadhana-
tvabhavavat sadhyatavacchedakaikye ’pi namse siddhasadhanam. evam ca prakrte
viSistasyaikasya sadhyatvena sadhyatavacchedakaikyena tadavacchinnasadhya-
syasiddhatvan namge siddhasadhanavakasa ity arthal.

viSistam viSesanadyatmakam iti pakse sadhyatavacchedakaikyam nasty evety
asayena katham cid ity uktam. (NAB: 65.)>*

Translation

“The property that determines probandumhood ...” (sadhyatavacchedaka). The flaw
of partial siddhasadhana applies only if more than one property determines sub-
jecthood [in an inference]. In the same way, that flaw only applies if more than one
property determines probandumhood [in an inference]. It is for this very reason
that [Vyasatirtha] stated [earlier in this chapter] that the flaw of partial siddhasa-
dhana applies to [Anandabodha’s inferences if one takes] the stance that [those in-
ferences] prove that [the world has] a pair of properties [i.e. the constant absence
of existence, and the constant absence of nonexistence]. Just as the flaw of partial
siddhasadhana does not apply [to an inference if only one property determines sub-
jecthood], likewise does it fail to apply if only one property determines probandum-
hood. Hence, in the [inferences] at hand, since the probandum is a single qualified
entity [i.e. M?], it follows that only one property determines probandumhood. Thus,
since the probandum qualified by [the single determiner of probandumhood] has
not been established [to be present in the subject], the flaw of siddhasadhana is in-
applicable. This is what [Vyasatirtha] means.

“According to the view that a qualified entity consists of [nothing more than its
parts, i.e.] the qualifier, [the qualificandum, and the relationship between the two, if
M3 is taken as the probandum, then] there is not just one property that determines
probandumhoodl, since in that case probandumhood is determined by the three
components of the qualified thing]”. It is with this [doubt] in mind that [Vyasatirtha]
says: “Somehow ...” (katham cit).

54 NAMu: 25v-261; NAPB: 48.
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9.9 TEXT 9: The third definition does not have a purposeless
qualificandum.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

. napi vyarthaviSesyatvam. “vimatam upadanaparoksajfiapticikirsakrtimajja-
nyam ...” ity atra krtigrahanenaive$varasiddhav api cikirsader iva, “gunadikam
gunyadina bhinnabhinnam, samanadhikrtatvat” ity atra tarkikangikrtabhinnatva-
syeva ca, vyapakavisesananam uddesyapratityarthatvat; iha tu! sadvilaksanatve
saty asadvilaksanam iti pratiter uddesyatvat.

yadi cabhede saty api ghatah kalasa iti samanadhikaranyadarsanad aprayoja-
katvanirasaya visistadhis tatroddesya, tarhi tucche sadvailaksanye saty api drsya-
tvadarsanad ihapi soddesyeti samam .... (NAB: 53.)°

1. ca NAMu

Translation

... And, [if we adopt M3 as the definition of “illusoriness”, then the probandum in
Anandabodha’s inferences] would not have a pointless qualificanduml, i.e. “the con-
stant absence of nonexistence”]. For, qualifiers attached to the property that per-
vades [the reason] can have the purpose of [giving rise to] the judgment that [the
inference] is intended to produce (uddesyapratiti). This is so, for instance, in the
case of [the qualifiers] “a desire to make” (cikirsa) and [“an immediate knowledge
of the material cause” (upadana-aparoksa-jiiapti)], in the [Naiyayikas’] inference [to
prove the existence of god],

“The object of [our] dispute [i.e. the world] is produced by one who has an immediate knowl-
edge of [its] material causes, a desire to make, and effort [itself] ...”,

where the existence of god could be established simply by stating that [he possesses]
effort. Likewise is this the case for the [qualifier] “being different” (bhinnatva) in the
[probandum of the inference],

“Tropes and [other properties] are both different and non-different from the things that pos-
sess tropes and [other properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammat-
ical apposition [with the things that possess them]”,

55 NAB: 25v-26v; NAK: 112-113.
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which s [already] accepted by the Naiyayikas [who accept that tropes, etc., and their
substrates are simply different from one another]. For, in the present case [of Anan-
dabodha’s inferences], the objective [of the inferences is to produce] a cognition of
the form: “[The world is] different from what is nonexistent, while being different
from what is existent”.

On the other hand, it might be held that the [bhedabheda-inference] seeks to
generate a cognition of a qualified entity in order to ensure that its [reason] de-
termines [its probandum]. For, we do not observe that grammatical apposition is
employed when [two things] are [simply] non-different from each other, as in the
expression, “Pot (ghata) is pot (kalasa)”, for instance. In that case, it could also be
said of [Anandabodha’s inferences] that they seek to generate a cognition [of a qual-
ified entity] for the same reason. For, even though the state of being different from
what is existent is present in what is absolutely nonexistent, we observe that [the
reason]—perceptibility—is not present there [so far as the Advaitin is concerned].

Comments

In the preceding text, Vyasatirtha has conceded that if we adopt M* as the proban-
dum in Anandabodha’s inferences, then those inferences cannot be charged with
proving something that is already established. Still, the probandum might be sub-
ject to a further flaw. In M3, the constant absence of existence is the qualifier, and
the constant absence of nonexistence is the qualificandum. Since the Madhva ac-
cepts that the constant absence of nonexistence is present in the world, it could be
argued that the qualificandum serves no purpose. However, Vyasatirtha argues that
this flaw does not apply here. He finds precedent in two inferences. The first is the
inference of the Naiyayikas to prove that all effects in the world around us are cre-
ated by a god (isvara). More specifically, Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers argued that
inference can establish that the various effects in the world are created by a being
who has three qualities: (1) a direct knowledge of the stuff out of which the world
is to be formed (upadana-aparoksa-jiiapti); (2) a desire to create (cikirsa) the world;
and (3) the creative effort (krti) itself.

Vyasatirtha assumes that the Naiyayika could prove that there is a god if the
probandum in the inference were simply krtimajjanyam: “produced by one who
possesses effort”. It would suffice for someone seeking to prove the existence of a
creator to say that the effects in the world are produced by a being who possesses
creative effort, without further mention of that being’s awareness of the material
cause out of which the world is to be fashioned or desire to create. Nevertheless,
these extra qualifiers might still serve a purpose in the inference. The person who
employs the inference does so in order to produce a particular judgment (the “target-
cognition” [uddesyapratiti]) on the part of the person to whom the inference is di-



292 — 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

rected. Vyasatirtha concedes that since the qualifiers are enlisted specifically for the
purpose of giving rise to this cognition, they might not be regarded as pointless.

Vyasatirtha argues that this reasoning might also apply to another well-known
inference. This is the inference that attempts to establish that properties such as
tropes (guna), motions (karman), and universals (jati) are both different and non-
different from the substrates in which they inhere. This inference has already been
discussed above (Advaitasiddhi, TEXT 5), since Madhustdana himself adopted much
of Vyasatirtha’s reasoning in his defence of Anandabodha’s inferences. Again, the
inference would be directed against a Naiyayika by members of one of the many
schools (including the Madhvas) who accept that properties are both different and
non-different from their substrates. Since the Naiyayika already accepts that these
properties are different from their substrates, it might be argued that the qualifier in
the inference (“being different”) is pointless. However, it might also be argued in this
case that the extra qualifier has the purpose of giving rise to the specific judgment
that the person making the inference against the Naiyayika wishes to produce in
them. It is the product of a definite intention to produce a particular cognitive result.

However, Vyasatirtha realises that there might be a different reason for adding
the non-controversial part to the probandum in the bhedabheda inference. Let us
assume that we abandoned the part of the probandum that the Naiyayika already
accepts (“differentiatedness”, bhinnatva). In that case the inference would read as
follows:

“Tropes and [other properties] are non-different from the things that possess tropes and [other
properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammatical apposition [with
the things that possess them]” (gunadikam gunyadinabhinnam, samanadhikrtatvat).

This inference is faulty, because the probandum no longer pervades the reason.
Words that refer to identical things are not placed in grammatical apposition with
one another; again, we do not say, “Pot (ghata) is pot (kalasa)”, for instance. Hence
the reason (“being placed in grammatical apposition”) would be absent from some-
thing that possesses the probandum.

So Vyasatirtha says that it is necessary to qualify non-difference with differ-
ence in the probandum in order that the quality of “being placed in grammatical
apposition” should be a “determiner” (prayojaka) of the probandum. Ramacarya
and Srinivasatirtha both explain that the term prayojaka is used in a special sense
here. The word usually entails that the reason can only be present if accompanied
by the probandum. If this is not the case, then the reason is said to be “inconclusive”
(aprayojaka) in the sense that it cannot definitively prove that the inferential sub-
ject has the probandum. However, according to these commentators, Vyasatirtha
is using the term to mean that the reason is absent even though the probandum
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is present. In other words, the reason as it stands (“being placed in grammatical
apposition”) is absent from something that possesses the probandum (“being non-
different”), that is, the case of synonymous words.*® So adding the non-controversial
quality of “differentiatedness” to the inference seems to have a purpose beyond
merely that of giving rise to the particular cognition that the person making the
inference has in mind.

In this case, how can the bhedabheda-inference serve as precedent for Vyasa-
tirtha’s judgment that Anandabodha’s inferences need not suffer from vyarthav-
isesyatva if we adopt M® as their probandum? Vyasatirtha responds to this con-
cern by noting that the same reason might hold for adding the non-controversial
“possessing the constant absence of nonexistence” (asattvatyantabhavavattvam)
quality to the probandum in Anandabodha’s inferences. Things that are nonex-
istent (the hare’s horns and the like) lack perceptibility, at least according to
the Advaitins. Consequently, it is necessary for the Advaitins to add the non-
controversial component—*“the constant absence of nonexistence”—to the con-
troversial component—*“the constant absence of existence”—in order to ensure
that cognisability should function as a valid reason for proving that the world is
illusory.

56 Srinivasatirtha explains as follows: nanu bhedabhedanumanadrstanto na yuktah. tatra
Wgunadikam™ gunyadinabhinnam ity eva krte *bhedarupasadhyavati ghatakalasadau ghatah ka-
lasa iti prayogadarsanena samanadhikrtatvarupahetvabhavenabhedarupasadhyam prati samana-
dhikrtatvasya prayojakatvabhavat. hetur astu sadhyam mastv ity evamruapaprayojakatatra nabhi-
preta. kim nama tasmin saty abhavatah, tena vinapi bhavatah, tada'®prayojakatvad® iti vacanat
sadhye saty apy abhavato hetoh sadhye prayojakatvabhavat. ato ’prayojakatanirasaya bhedavisista-
dhis tatroddesya. (Nyayamyrtaprakasa, NAB, 1:66.) Emendations: (1) I have emended this from the
NAB reading, which adds the compound gunyadikam after gunadikam. (2) I have emended this to
reflect the reading of this quotation found in the Tarangini. “Objection: The example of the infer-
ence [to persuade the Naiyayika that tropes and so on are] both different and non-different [from
their substrates] is not appropriate. For, in that case if the inference were simply formulated as:
‘Trope, etc., are not different from the thing that possesses the trope and so onl[, since they are
placed in grammatical apposition with the thing that possesses them]’, then [the reason,] ‘being
grammatically coordinated’, would not be determinative in respect of the probandum. For, [we] do
not observe the use of the expression ‘A pot (ghatah) is a pot (kalasa)’ in the case of things such as
‘pot’ (ghatah) and ‘pot’ (kalasa), [which are identical with one another and therefore] possess the
probandum in the form of ‘non-difference’. In this context, ‘not being determinative of” (aprayojaka-
ta) does not mean that the reason may be present where the probandum is absent. Rather, it means
that the reason is not determinative of the probandum because the reason is absent even though
the probandum is present, as in the expression ‘For, something that is absent when x is present, [or]
present when x is absent, is not determinative of x’.”
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 1)

napi vyarthavidesyatvam iti. yathe§varanumane krtimajjanyam iti sadhyakarana-
matrenapiévarasiddhav api cikirsader viSesanasya na vaiyarthyam, vyapakavise-
sananam udde$yapratityarthatvat.

yatha bhedabhedavadina tarkikam prati prayukte bhinnadbhinnam iti sadhye
bhinnatvaviSesanasya tarkikangikrtatve ’pi na vaiyarthyam, tatpratiter uddesya-
tvat; tathehapi sadvilaksanatve saty asadvilaksanatvam iti pratiter uddesyatvan na
vyarthaviSesyatvam ity arthah.

samanadhikrtatvad iti. $uklah pata iti samanadhikaranyavattvad ity arthah.
(NAB: 59.)%7

Translation

“[1f we adopt M3 as the definition of “illusoriness”, then the probandum in Ananda-
bodha’s inferences] would not have a pointless qualificandum ...” (napi vyarthavi-
Sesyatvam). In the [Naiyayikas’] inference [to prove the existence] of god, even
though the existence of god could be established if the probandum were merely
stated to be “produced by one who possesses effort” (krtimat-janyam), the quali-
fiers “[possessing] a desire to make” (cikirsa) and [“having an immediate cognition
of the material cause” (upadana-aparoksa-jiiapti)] are not without purpose. For, the
qualifiers attached to the thing that pervades [the reason (i.e. “effort”)] are there to
give rise to the judgment that [the inference] is intended to produce.

[Ox] take [the inference] where one who believes that [tropes and so on] are
both different and non-different [from the substrates in which they inhere] uses
the probandum “both different and non-different” (bhinnabhinna) to persuade the
Naiyayika [of their position]. Here, even though the qualifier [in the probandum]—
“differentiatedness” (bhinnatva)—is [already] accepted by the Naiyayika [who ac-
cepts that tropes and other properties are simply different from the substrates in
which they inhere, that qualifier] is not without purpose. For, [the inference] seeks
to bring about that cognition [(i.e. a cognition of difference compounded with non-
difference)]. Likewise, in the present case of [Anandabodha’s inferences], since [the
inferences] aim to produce the judgment “[The world has] the quality of being differ-
ent from what is nonexistent qualified by the quality of being different from what
is existent”, it cannot be objected that the qualificandum portion [of M?] is without
purpose.

“Because [tropes and so on] are placed in grammatical apposition [with their
substrates] ...” (samandadhikrtatvat). [Vyasatirtha] means: “Because [tropes and

57 NAK: 111; NATMu: 13r.



9.9 TEXT 9: The third definition does not have a purposeless qualificandum. =— 295

their substrates] possess the quality of being placed in grammatical apposition, as
in the statement ‘The cloth is white™.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 2)

nanv 1$varanumane jiianadighatitam sadhyatrayam evabhipretam iti na tad dr-
stantah. bhedabhedanumane tv aprayojakatvapariharaya bhinnatvavisesanasyod-
desyatety asankya prakrte *pi tathety aha yadi ceti.

“gunadikam gunyadinabhinnam, samanadhikrtatvat” ity eva krte ’bhedartupa-
sadhyavaty api ghatakalasadav avidyamanasya samanadhikyrtatvasyabhedartpa-
sadhyam praty aprayojakatvam syat. tad uktam—tasmin saty abhavatal, tena vi-
napi bhavatah, tadaprayojakatvad iti. ato *prayojakatvam ity arthah. (NAs: 59.)%

Translation

Objection: In the [Naiyayika’s] inference [to prove that the world is created by] god,
what is really meant is that there are three separate probanda—a [direct] cogni-
tion [of the material cause, a desire to create, and effort itself]. Hence, that infer-
ence cannot serve as precedent [for showing that the qualificandum in M2 is with-
out purpose]. In the case of the inference to prove that [tropes and so on] are both
different and non-different [from their substrates], on the other hand, it might be
supposed that the qualifier “differentiatedness” [is inserted into the probandum]
in order to avert the contingency that [otherwise the reason] would not determine
[the probandum]. Acknowledging that the same could be said in the present case
[of the Advaitins’ inferences, Vyasatirtha] says: “And if ...” (yadi ca).

Let us assume that the inference [pressed against the Naiyayikas] was simply
“Tropes and [other properties] are non-different from the things that possess tropes
and [other properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammati-
cal apposition [with the things that possess them]”. In that case, the reason (“being-
placed-in-grammatical-apposition”) would not be determinative of the probandum
(“being non-different”), since [the quality of being placed in grammatical apposi-
tion] is absent from the case of “pot (ghata) and pot (kalasa)”, even though they
possess the probandum in the form of being non-different [from one another]. As
it is said: “Something (y) is not determinative of something else (x) if y is absent
when x is present [or] y is present even when x is absent”. Therefore, [the reason]
would not be determinative [of the probandum if the reason simply consisted in
“non-difference”]. This is what [Vyasatirtha] means.

58 NAK: 111-112; NATMu: 13v.
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9.10 TEXT 10: The flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

... tathapy aprasiddhavisesanatvam. “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra tv anekadharma-
sadhanapaksa eva pratyekaprasiddhya sadhyaprasiddhir ukta. anyatha sasadinam
pratyekam prasiddhya $asasrngollikhitatvasyapi sa syat. (NAB: 53.)%°

Translation

... Nevertheless, [if we adopt M® as the probandum in Anandabodha’s inferences,
then the subject of those inferences] has an unestablished qualifier/probandum
(aprasiddhavisesanata). In the case of the inference “Earth is different from the re-
maining [substances and categories, because it has earthness]”, on the other hand, it
is only according to the view that [that inference] proves multiple, distinct qualities
[to be present in the substance earth] that [I] accept that the probandum is estab-
lished on the ground that [each of the absences that comprise it] are established
separately. Otherwise, since hare[, horn, and the quality of “being-scratched”] are
individually established, it would follow that the state of “being scratched by a hare’s
horn” would be equally [well-established, and hence we could make inferences in-
volving hares’ horns and other nonexistent entities].

Comments
This text marks the end of Vyasatirtha’s concessions about M3, and concludes the
long argument begun above in TEXT 7. Vyasatirtha has tentatively conceded in TEXT
8 and TEXT 9 that if the Advaitin adopts M® as their preferred analysis of “indetermi-
nacy”, then Anandabodha’s inferences might not be accused of proving something
that is already established (siddhasadhana). He has also conceded that the qualifi-
candum in M3 (“possessing the constant absence of nonexistence”) is not pointless.
Nevertheless, he argues that even if these flaws do not apply, M® is an unestablished
quality, and, as such, it cannot serve as the probandum in Anandabodha’s infer-
ences. Madhva philosophers accept that we can, in fact, make inferences involving
empty terms. However, Vyasatirtha here seems to adopt the stance of the Naiyayikas
and assume that such inferences can never be valid.

The Advaitin might argue that the constant absences of existence and nonex-
istence can be established separately, as distinct qualities in different locations
prior to the inferences’ being made. This might be true, but they are not established

59 NAMu: 26v-27r; NAK: 113-143.
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as qualifier/qualificandum in a single location. The fact that they are individually
established is beside the point so far as M is concerned. Advaitin philosophers
of course argue that the qualified property in question is established in the sil-
ver superimposed on mother-of-pearl, but Vyasatirtha and the Madhvas deny that
this is so.

Vyasatirtha anticipates an objection to this argument, based on the inference
to define earth. When discussing this inference in TEXT 6, Vyasatirtha assumed that
the probandum in the inference consists of thirteen separate mutual absences. He
concluded that the entire probandum could still be said to be established if all of
these absences were established individually, in different substrates, before the in-
ference takes place. However, as Srinivasatirtha points out, the probandum in the
earth-inference could also be interpreted as a compound/qualified entity. Instead of
assuming that the probandum is composed of thirteen distinct qualities (the differ-
ence from water and the other substances and categories besides earth/substance),
we might say that the probandum consists in the difference from inherence (the
final category on the Nyaya-Vaisesika list of categories, excepting absence), quali-
fied by the aggregate of differences from the twelve remaining substances and cate-
gories. In other words the probandum would be the qualified entity “b qualified by
a”, where:

a =the mutual absence of water, fire, wind, etc.
b =the mutual absence of inherence.

The problem is that under this analysis the probandum in the earth-inference seems
to be an unestablished quality. None of the tropes/categories apart from earth could
contain such a compound of properties. Water, for instance, might be said to be dif-
ferent from all substances and categories apart from itself, but water obviously can-
not be different from water/itself. The same is true of all the remaining substances
and categories—none will have the complete combination of differences that to-
gether render earth “different from the remaining substances and categories”.

Vyasatirtha’s solution to this problem is simply to emphasise that from his point
of view, the earth-inference is valid if, and only if, we interpret the probandum to
consist of several distinct properties, rather than a qualified entity. This is consistent
with what he has already said about the earth-inference when analysing M? (see
above, Nyayamprta, TEXT 6).

Vyasatirtha strengthens his argument with a reductio ad absurdum. If we ac-
cept that a qualified/compound entity is established provided its individual com-
ponents are established, then we open the door to all sorts of absurd inferences.
Srinivasatirtha gives the example of the inference “The earth is scratched by a
hare’s horn, because it possesses earthness”. This is an example of an invalid in-
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ference, which explains a part of reality by asserting the existence of an unexam-
pled/nonexistent thing. However, if we assume that the probandum consists in a
qualified entity, it could be argued that since the components which make up the
probandum (the hare, horn, etc.) are separately established prior to the inference,
the compound of those things is also established. Hence a clearly unacceptable
inference could be regarded as valid if we accept that qualified/compound entities
are established simply because their components are individually established.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

ata eva sattvatyantabhavavattve saty asattvatyantabhavartpam visistam sadhyam
ity api sadhu.

na ca militasya visistasya va sadhyatve tasya kutrapy aprasiddhyaprasiddhavi-
$esanatvam. pratyekam Wprasiddhyal" militasya visistasya va sadhane ?!$asasrn-
gayoh pratyekam prasiddhyal? ®l$asiyasrnga®'sadhanam api syad iti vacyam. ta-
thavidhaprasiddheh Suktirtpya evoktatvat.

na ca nirdharmakatvad brahmanah sattvasattvariopadharmadvayasinyatvena
tatrativyaptih. sadriupatvena brahmanas tadatyantabhavanadhikaranatvat, nir-
dharmakatvenaivabhavarupadharmanadhikaranatvac ceti dik. (NAs: 55.)6°

1. siddhya ASmu, ASmy
2. om. KD
3. dasasrnga KD

Translation
The very reasons [so far outlined in defence of M?] also show that there is no prob-
lem with the claim that the probandum is a qualified/compound entity in the form
of “[possessing] the constant absence of nonexistence while possessing the constant
absence of existence” [i.e. M3].

Objection (Vyasatirtha): If the probandum [in Anandabodha’s inferences] were
a compound (milita) or a qualified entity (visista), then, since [the probandum]
would be unestablished in any location [before the inferences take place, the sub-
ject in the inferences] would have an unestablished qualifier. For, if we could
establish a compound or qualified entity provided that each of its components
were individually established, it would follow that since hare and horn are both
established individually, we could infer the existence of a horn belonging to a hare!

60 ASMu: 79-90; ASMy: 40-46; ASV: 47-51; KD: 4r; NAK: 143-155.
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Reply: Do not argue as such! For, we have already pointed out that [the proban-
dum] defined as such is already established in the “silver” superimposed on mother-
of-pearl.

Objection: [If “illusoriness” is defined as M* then] it applies inappropriately
to brahman. For|, in your view,] brahman is free from qualities. It therefore must
lack the pair of qualities “existence” and “nonexistence” [and thus must possess M?,
which consists in the compound of the absences of these two qualities].

Reply: This is wrong! For, since brahman is[, in our view,] existent by essence, it
does not have the constant absence [of existence]. And, the very fact that [brahman]
is free of qualities means that it cannot have a negative quality [any more than it can
have a positive one, and hence it cannot possess the constant absences of existence
and nonexistence]. This is the direction of [my thought].

Comments

In his answer to the first objection in this passage, Madhustidana is referring to
his response to the charge of sadhyavaikalya in TEXT 8. Recall that Madhusidana
has defined nonexistence as “not being the locus of the state of being cognised as
existent in some substrate” (kva cid apy upadhau sattvena prattyamanatvanadhika-
ranatvam). Madhustdana therefore argued that “indeterminacy” consists in: “Be-
ing cognised as existent in some location while being different from what is not
sublatable in all three times” (trikalabadhyavilaksanatve sati kva cid apy upadhau
sattvena prattyamanatvam). The Madhvas do not claim that the “silver” in question
lacks the first part of the probandum defined in this way, because they agree that
it lacks omnitemporal non-sublatability. Moreover, the Madhvas cannot deny that
this “silver” has the second part of the probandum. They clearly cannot deny that
the “silver” is falsely taken to exist in the mother-of-pearl by the victim of the illu-
sion. Consequently, the flaw of sadhyavaikalya evaporates, and with it Vyasatirtha’s
objection.

Madhustdana takes up one final problem before the end of this chapter of the
Advaitasiddhi. If brahman lacks qualities, it must lack the qualities of existence and
nonexistence. This being so, could it not be said that brahman has the “constant ab-
sence of nonexistence qualified by the constant absence of existence” and, therefore,
that it too must possess Vyasatirtha’s third analysis of “illusoriness”? In response,
Madhusiudana points out that the fact that the Advaitins accept that brahman is ex-
istent by essence surely implies that it cannot have the “constant absence of exis-
tence”. He sketches a further response to this line of argument. Absences are proper-
ties, just like “existence” and “nonexistence”. If brahman cannot possess “existence”
and “nonexistence” because they are qualities, it cannot possess the absences of
those qualities either. Consequently, it cannot have the absences of existence and
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nonexistence, and it cannot be said to possess “indeterminacy”, however that term
is interpreted.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 1)

tathapy aprasiddhavidesanatvam iti. vidistasadhyasya saty asati caprasiddhatvad
ity arthah. na ca suktirtipya evobhayabhavaprasiddhir astiti vacyam, tatra sattvena
pratiyamanatvanadhikaranatvaripasattvasyabhave vidyamane ’pi badhyatvaru-
pasyasattvasya vyatireko nastiti prag avocama. (NAB: 59.)%!

Translation

“Nevertheless, [if “illusoriness” is interpreted as M, then the subject in Ananda-
bodha’s inferences] has an unestablished qualifier/probandum ...” (tathapy aprasi-
ddhavisesanatvam). For, the qualified thing that constitutes the probandum [(M3)]
is established neither in what is existent nor in what is nonexistent|, since each has
only the constant absence of the state of being the other]. This is what [Vyasatirtha]
means. Do not argue that both absences are established in the “silver” superimposed
on mother-of-pearl. For, as I have said earlier [in my commentary on the PMBh],
even though the absence of nonexistence in the form of “not being the locus of the
quality of being experienced as existent” is absent [from the “silver”], nevertheless
[the silver] does not have the absence of nonexistence in the form of “sublatability”[;
and this is the “nonexistence” that you, the Advaitin, must be committed to proving
of the world].

Comments

The earlier passage that Ramacarya refers to here is his response to Madhusi-
dana’s arguments against the charge of contradiction, which is translated above
(Nyayamrtatarangint, TEXT 3).

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 2)

nanu yadi sattvabhavavisesitasattvabhavartpavisistasadhyaprasiddhyaprasiddha-
viSesanatvam, tada jaladidvadasanyonyabhavavisSesitasamavayanyonyabhavaru-
paviSistasadhyasyapy aprasiddhatvena pratyekanyonyabhavanam prasiddhya sa-
dhyaprasiddhyupavarnanam virudhyetety ata aha—prthiviti.

61 NAK:113; NATMu: 14r.
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“prthivl itarabhinna” ity atra jaladidvadasabhedavisSesitasamavayabhedara-
pam viSistam na sadhyam, na va trayodasabhedanam aikadhikaranyam sadhya-
tavacchedakam, yenaprasiddhavisesanatvam syat. kim tu svasvadhikarane vidya-
mananam trayodasanyonyabhavanam apeksabuddhivisayatvasamiihalamabanai-
kajiianoparudhatvadirtpavyasajyavrttidharmavacchinnasadhyatakanam sadhya-
tvam. tatha ca naprasiddhih, na vasadharanyam ity uktam iti bhavah. (NAs: 59.,)62

Translation

Objection: If [one accepts that the] subject [in Anandabodha’s inferences] has an
unestablished qualifier simply because the probandum, which is a qualified entity
in the form of “the absence of nonexistence qualified by the absence of existence”,
is unestablished, then [Vyasatirtha] would be contradicting [his earlier] claim that
the probandum [in the earth-inference] is established because the [thirteen] mutual
absences are individually established [in different locations prior to the inference’s
being made]. For, the probandum [in the earth-inference], which is a qualified entity
in the form of the “mutual absence of inherence qualified by the twelve mutual
absences of water [and the remaining substances and categories apart from earth
and inherence]” is unestablishedl, since it cannot exist in any location apart from
earth]. In response [to this objection], Vyasatirtha says—*“Earth ...” (prthivi).

In the [inference], “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and cat-
egories, because it has earthness]”, the probandum is not a qualified entity consist-
ing in the difference from inherence qualified by the twelve differences from water
and [the remaining substances and categories apart from earth and inherence]. Nor
is the state of sharing a common locus that belongs to the thirteen differences the
determiner of probandumhood, by virtue of which the [subject] would have an un-
established qualifier/probandum. No, probandumhood belongs to the thirteen mu-
tual absences each existing in their respective locus, and each possessing proban-
dumhood determined by a collectively present property in the form of “being the
object of an aggregating cognition”, [or] “being grasped in a single collective cog-
nition”, etc. Thus it is said that [the probandum in the earth-inference] is not un-
established, nor is [its] reason[—earthness—]Ja pseudo-reason of the “uncommon”
variety. This is the idea [behind Vyasatirtha’s words here].

62 NAK: 113; NATMu: 13v-14r.
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 3)

nanu sattvabhavasattvabhavayor viSesanaviSesyayoh prasiddhya tad visistam api
prasiddham eva. viSistasya viSesanaviSesyabhyam anatirekat; anyatha ksanikatva-
patter ity ata aha—anyatheti. pratyekaprasiddhya yadi viSistaprasiddhih, tadety ar-
thah. visistam tu tvanmate ’py atiriktam eveti bhavah. (NAs: 59-60.)%

Translation

Objection: Since the absences of existence and nonexistence, which are, respectively,
the qualifier and the qualificandum [in M3], are [individually] well-established, it
follows that the qualified entity [comprising them] must be well-established too. For,
a qualified entity is nothing more than [its] qualifier and qualificandum. Otherwise,
it would follow that [everything] is momentary [as Buddhist philosophers claim]!
With this [objection] in mind, Vyasatirtha says: “Otherwise ...” (anyatha). What [Vya-
satirtha] means is: “If the qualified thing is well-established because the [qualifier
and the qualificandum are,] individually, well-established, then [invalid inferences
like the one to prove that the earth is scratched by a hare’s horn would have to be
considered as valid]”.

Comments

Ramacarya’s final comment in this chapter reflects a debate about the ontological
status of the “qualified entity” (visista). Nyaya-Vaidesika philosophers take a reduc-
tionist stance and argue that the visista is nothing over and above the combination
of the qualifier, the qualificandum, and the relationship between the two. Madhva
philosophers, by contrast, recognise the visista as a separate entity, a whole over
and above the sum of its parts.®* Ramacarya frames Vyasatirtha’s argument as a
response to a line of argument assuming the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory to be correct.
If, as Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophers claim, the visista is nothing but the sum of its
components, then surely the visista should be established if those components are
individually established?

Ramacarya responds that taking this position seems to lead to the absurd conse-
quence that Vyasatirtha points out in the Nyayamrta. Why should we not conclude
that the “hare’s horn” is established simply because we are familiar with hares and
horns separately? Ramacarya points out, moreover, that this argument would be in-
consistent with the Advaitins’ own ontological positions. According to Ramacarya,
the Advaitins themselves reject the reductionist stance of Nyaya-Vai$esika philoso-

63 NAK: 133; NATMu: 13v.
64 See Sharma (1986: 101-103) for an account of the theory of visistas in these different traditions.
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phers and hold, like the Madhvas, that the visista is an entity over and ahove the
sum of its parts.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 1)

nanu yadi sattvatyantabhavavattve saty asattvatyantabhavarapavisistasadhane
’prasiddhaviSesanatvam, tada “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atrapi jaladidvadasanyo-
nyabhavavattve sati samavayanyonyabhavartpavisistasyaiva sadhyatvam angikr-
tya tasya kutrapy aprasiddhatvenaprasiddhaviSesanatvam tatrapi syat. tatha ca
trayodasanyonyabhavanam pratyekam prasiddhya sadhyaprasiddhivyutpadanam
vyahatam syad ity ata aha—prthiviti. (NAs: 66.)%

Translation

Objection: Let us assume that [the subject in Anandabodha’s inferences] has an un-
established qualifier/probandum on the grounds that what is established [by those
inferences is “indeterminacy” interpreted as] a qualified entity in the form of “the
constant absence of nonexistence qualified by the state of possessing the constant
absence of existence”. In that case, if we accept that the probandum in the infer-
ence “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and categories, because
it has earthness]” is simply a compound entity in the form of the mutual absence
of inherence qualified by the state of possessing the [remaining] twelve mutual ab-
sences from water and so on, then it follows that since that [compound entity] is not
established in any locus [before the inference takes place], the flaw of [the subject’s]
having-an-unestablished-qualifier applies equally [to the (valid) earth-inference].
And so [Vyasatirtha’s earlier] statement that the probandum [in the earth-inference]
is established since the thirteen mutual absences are established separately [before
the inference takes place] would be contradicted. For this reason does [Vyasatirtha]
say: “Earth ...” (prthivi).%

65 NAMu: 26v—27r; NAPB: 49.

66 Srinivasatirtha probably has in mind here an objection that Gangesa considers in the siddhanta
portion of his Kevalavyatirekivada of the Tattvacintamani (TCA: 609-612). See Phillips (2020: 788—
789) for a translation and a discussion of this passage.
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakdsa, 2)

sadhanapaksa eveti. noktaritya visistasadhanapaksa iti vakyadesah. visistasya sa-
dhyatapakse tu samudayalambanarapaikajiianopariidhatvam adaya na sadhyapra-
siddhisampadanam sambhavatiti drastavyam.

nanu visistasya sadhyatve ’pi naprasiddhavisesanatvam, sadvailaksanyadi-
nam visakalitanam prasiddhisambhavad ity ata aha—anyatheti. “bhah $asavisa-
nollikhita, bhutvat” ity atrapy aprasiddhavidesanatvam sarvasammatam na syat.
tatrapi $asadinam visakalitanam prasiddhisambhavad iti bhavah. (NAs: 66.)%

Translation
“Only according to the view that [the earth-inference proves that earth has multiple,
distinct qualities] ...” (sadhanapaksa eva). What needs to be added to [Vyasatirtha’s]
statement is: “... [and] not according to the view that what is established is a com-
pound entity, in the way [I] have just outlined”. It should be observed that if we do
accept that the probandum is a qualified entity, then it cannot be established insofar
as [its individual components] are grasped in a single, collective cognition.
Objection: Even if the probandum [in the Advaitin’s inferences] is a compound
entity, it does not follow that the flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata applies, because the
states of being different from what is existent [and of being different from what is
nonexistent] can be established separately[, in different locations, before the infer-
ence takes place]. In response to this, [Vyasatirtha] says: “Otherwise ...” (anyatha).
In the inference “The earth has been scratched by a hare’s horn, because [it has]
earthness”, there would not be universal agreement that the flaw of aprasiddhavi-
Sesanata applies. For, [in this inference] too, the hare [and the horn] might be in-
dividually well-established [in different locations before the inference takes place].
This is the idea [behind Vyasatirtha’s words here].

67 NAMu: 27v; NAPB: 49.
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This book has analysed only a tiny fragment of the Nydyamyrta and its commentaries.
The literature generated by Vyasatirtha’s work sprawled over three centuries, and
its philosophical contents and historical influence are only just beginning to be ap-
preciated by modern scholarship. Only a small amount of this literature has been
published, and barely a fraction of it has been translated into a modern language.
Nevertheless, the new interest among modern scholars in the early-modern period
inIndia in which Vyasatirtha wrote and the history of the Vijayanagara Empire itself
have ensured that Vyasatirtha’s work has increasingly become a subject of research
in the last years.

The Nyayamrta and its literature touch upon virtually every topic discussed
by Indian philosophers, but in the opening chapters of the text the discussion re-
peatedly comes back to issues surrounding the nature of existence/nonexistence
and empty terms. While these topics had already been discussed extensively by the
Naiyayikas in their debates with Buddhist philosophers, the Advaitins’ doctrine of
indeterminacy brought them to the forefront of philosophical discussion among
Vedanta traditions in the early modern period. The Madhva theory of nonexis-
tence/empty terms, which has been discussed extensively in this book, is one of
their most controversial philosophical positions. In “seizing the hare by the horns”
and concluding that the objects we seem to see in perceptual errors simply do
not exist, Vyasatirtha went against the grain of Indian philosophical thought. The
Advaitins’ arguments for indeterminacy trade on a deep scepticism about the idea
of object-free cognitions among Indian philosophers, who widely assumed that
such cognitions could not arise at all, or at least found it impossible to account for
how they could have the character of perceptual awarenesses. Traditions like the
Naiyayikas and the Prabhakaras thus argued that we must somehow correlate all
the contents of erroneous cognitions with parts of the real world, a move which
was also designed to neutralise the challenge that such episodes seem to pose to
their realist metaphysical positions.

Vyasatirtha sees little advantage, in the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion, in
attempting to ascribe to the silver component of the illusion any sort of object-
correlate in the real world. Nevertheless, on inspection his explanation of how the
illusion occurs is not that different from the Naiyayikas’. As Vyasatirtha makes
clear in the Nyayamrta, while he accepts that cognitions can lack an object, this
does not mean he believes that they can arise in the absence of objects altogether.
His explanation of the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion still requires that our fac-
ulties are connected with external objects, either directly or by means of memory
impressions. The perceptual character of the “silver” part of the cognition can only

8 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. [(c) XA | This work is licensed under the Cre-
ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110728521-010
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be explained by postulating that the judgment is partly produced by contact with
an object that actually exists in the immediate objective situation that gives rise to
the illusion, i.e. the mother-of-pearl. Similarly, the “silver” part of the judgment can
only be explained by reference to a memory impression of a piece of silver existing
in some other part of the world that serves as the “prototype” inspiring the fake
silver fused into the erroneous perception. So, for Vyasatirtha, while our cognition
of “silver” strictly lacks an object, it certainly does not present an example of an
awareness that arises in the absence of objects altogether.

Vyasatirtha thus argues that it is his Madhva explanation that strikes the best
balance in explaining the mother-of-pearl/silver confusion. On the one hand, it cap-
tures what Vyasatirtha takes to be our intuition that the “silver” simply does not ex-
ist; on the other hand, it explains how such perception-like cognitions can arise from
a synthesis of our previous experiences with perceptual processes, ruling out the
possibility that cognitions can arise without the influence of objects. From Vyasatir-
tha’s perspective, his theory thus presents an intuitive but powerful explanation of
perceptual error which can give a satisfactory answer to the Advaitins’ claims that
perceptual illusions are inexplicable without opening the back door to the dreaded
nihilist/sanyavadin.

In the Refutation of the First Definition of Illusoriness, Vyasatirtha breathes new
life into the old charge that indeterminacy is actually a disguised contradiction. His
main contribution to this issue is to explain this objection to indeterminacy by
grounding it in his definitions of existence and nonexistence themselves. Vyasatir-
tha’s definitions, which explain existence/nonexistence in terms of spatio-temporal
instantiation, render them jointly-exhaustive states and thus provide a substantial
basis to the claim of earlier philosophers that denying them both of the same thing
leads to a contradiction. His arguments prompted Madhusidana to reappraise
the classical Advaitins’ defence of indeterminacy against this charge. According
to Madhustidana, there is no contradiction in indeterminacy, because existence
and nonexistence are simply not jointly exhaustive states. Contrary to Vyasatir-
tha, Madhustdana claims that existence is simply the quality of not being liable
to sublation, and nonexistence is nothing more than the incapacity to be mistaken
for an existent object. So claiming that the silver—which is both liable to future
sublation and appears to us as existent—lacks these properties does not lead to a
contradiction.

Yet again, the Madhva response to these arguments of Madhustidana turns on
how “nonexistence” should be understood. In the Madhva literature after Vyasatir-
tha, we can trace two lines of attack against Madhustidana’s position on contradic-
tion. The first is that his definition of nonexistence is incompatible with key aspects
of Advaita philosophy. In the first place, Madhustidana’s case seems to reduce part
of the argument for indeterminacy from circumstantial implication (“If the silver
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were nonexistent, we could not experience it”) to a mere tautology. Secondly, it is
not clear in that case whether or not the argument truly articulates a difference of
the Advaitins with the nihilistic Buddhists, who were taken by Brahmanical philoso-
phers to claim that the world is “nonexistent” in the sense that it is altogether lack-
ing in essence (nihsvaripa). Madhva philosophers also argued that Madhustdana’s
case is simply an inadequate definition of nonexistence. At least certain things that
would usually be labelled “nonexistent” do seem to be falsely taken to exist. Why
should not a naive child, for instance, be duped into believing that hares really have
horns? One solution for the Advaitin would be to classify such terms as indetermi-
nate in that case, but they then risk collapsing the seemingly rigid line they draw
between the states of indeterminacy and nonexistence.

As this volume has shown, these debates about nonexistent entities/empty
terms were further bound up closely with questions about the nature and limits of
inferential knowledge. In the Tarkatandava, Vyasatirtha presents a detailed chal-
lenge to the Naiyayikas’ belief that we need to exclude empty terms from formal
inferences. He argues that we can correctly ascribe qualities to nonexistent things,
and that we can even make certain valid inferences about them. His argument
for this in the Tarkatandava is not only that such judgments/inferences are intu-
itively true, but that it is impossible to coherently argue that we are unable to make
them. How could one argue in favour of the stance that empty terms cannot have
properties, for instance, without oneself making a kind of inference that ascribes
properties to them? Just like the Advaitins, who are apparently forced to speak of
nonexistent things even as they denied we can experience them, Vyasatirtha argues
that the Naiyayikas are drawn ineluctably into making inferences about nonexis-
tent things that contradict the very thesis they are trying to prove. According to
Vyasatirtha, if we are to explain such judgments and inferences, we are forced to
accept that there are “location-free qualities” which, unlike colours, universals, and
so on, do not require an existent locus. While the silver or the sky-flower may be
a fabrication of our sense faculties, the qualities of nonexistence, “counterpositive-
ness”, and so on, which we correctly ascribe to them, are qualities that exist as part
of the real world.

These questions about perception, existence, and nonexistence continued to be
debated in the centuries following Vyasatirtha’s death by leading thinkers from the
Madhva and Advaita traditions. The Nyayamrta literature was clearly Vyasatirtha’s
most enduring influence over the Advaita tradition and his work shaped the con-
tours of a debate which came to dominate interactions between the two traditions
for the next three hundred years. The recent work of scholars like McCrea and Du-
quette, which has largely been driven by interest in Vyasatirtha’s influence over the
Advaitins, has shown how he tacitly came to influence their thought for centuries
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after his death, even as leading Advaitin philosophers publicly poured scorn on his
school.

This volume has given glimpses into the impact that Vyasatirtha had on Ma-
dhusiidana and his commentators in particular. One of the obvious effects of Ma-
dhusudana’s encounter with Vyasatirtha’s work was to help draw Madhustudana
into the world of Navya-Nyaya learning. Vyasatirtha’s engagement with Gangesa’s
thought was probably one of the factors that made his work attractive and challeng-
ing to philosophers like Madhustidana and Appayya in the first place. While Ma-
dhusidana seems to have studied Navya-Nyaya independently at Navadvipa, it is
clear that Vyasatirtha’s work helped shape his intellectual engagement with Navya-
Nyaya since it challenged him to articulate the philosophy of the classical Advai-
tins using the new ideas and terminology of the Navya-Naiyayikas. It is clear from
the passages of the Advaitasiddhi discussed in this volume that Vyasatirtha’s argu-
ments prompted a reappraisal of the work of the classical Advaitins on the part of
Madhusiuidana and his commentators. The Refutation of the First Definition of Illu-
soriness itself shows how Vyasatirtha’s work prompted Madhusudana to rethink his
defence of Anandabodha’s inferences as he followed Vyasatirtha in using Gangesa’s
work on universal-negative inference in particular to defend their validity. Vyasatir-
tha’s arguments also clearly led Madhustdana to rethink the Advaitins’ solution to
the charge of contradiction, prompting him to re-frame the philosophical questions
surrounding existence in the language of Navya-Nyaya and Vyasatirtha’s work.

A central theme of this volume has been the complex influence that Gangesa
exerted over Vyasatirtha’s work itself. Besides being influenced by the style and
technical vocabulary of Gangesa’s writing, he was also influenced by Gangesa’s in-
tricate defence of the Nyaya theory of inference in the Tattvacintamani. By care-
fully applying Gangesa’s work on universal-negative inference in the Refutation of
the First Definition of Illusoriness, Vyasatirtha intended to show with legalistic pre-
cision that Madhva and Jayatirtha’s arguments against Anandabodha’s inferences
were still valid in the light of Ganges$a’s new arguments.

Yet Gangesa’s work also presented a direct challenge to the Madhva philos-
ophy that Vyasatirtha was committed to defending. Despite the disinterest in re-
sponding to Vyasatirtha’s work on the part of the Naiyayikas, the Tarkatandava
presents one of the most thoroughgoing critiques of Navya-Nyaya written by a
philosopher outside the tradition. Indeed, the philosophical debate between the
Madhvas and the Naiyayikas was perhaps one of the greatest philosophical show-
downs that never took place in India’s intellectual history. The recent publications
of the Dvaita Vedanta Sams$odhana Mandiram show that Madhva commentators
on the Nyayamrta continued to study and respond to Navya-Nyaya works well
into eighteenth century. These works, which were often deeply influenced by the
thought of Raghunatha and Gadadhara Bhatta (fI. 1660), allow us to trace the con-
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tinuing engagement of the Madhvas with the Navya-Nyaya tradition during this
period. The works of Vyasatirtha and his commentators from Puntamba, as well as
Satyanatha, Raghavendra, and Mannari Krsnacarya provide an extensive cache of
quotes from Navya-Nyaya works of the Mithila and Bengal schools which could aid
the philological study of Navya-Nyaya texts.

In contrast to those who have dismissed this period as one where old ideas were
dressed in new garb, these texts were intellectually creative and sometimes radical
in their reappraisals of established philosophical doctrines. Satyanatha’s Abhina-
vatandava is perhaps the most outstanding work in the Madhva tradition in this
regard. In contrast to Vyasatirtha, who generally plays down the innovative charac-
ter of his work, Satyanatha was a self-consciously original and iconoclastic thinker
who was as unafraid to rethink Madhva philosophy as he was to challenge the lu-
minaries of the Navya-Nyaya tradition. The use of the word abhinava (“neo-") in
the title of Satyanatha’s work itself echoes the language of the Bengali Navya-Nyaya
tradition, suggesting an inclination to innovation and original thought. Moreover,
Satyanatha frames his work as a direct commentary on the Brahmatarka, a work
ascribed by the Madhvas to Visnu incarnated as Veda-Vyasa himself. The majority
of Madhva texts from this period remain unpublished, including particularly the
remaining commentaries on the Tarkatandava, especially that of Krsnacarya, and
the volumes of works on the Nyayamprta. Some of these manuscripts have been doc-
umented by Western scholarship, yet many remain unknown, preserved only in
private Madhva collections. These new philosophical avenues can thus only be ex-
plored through careful philological work and cooperation with traditional scholars.
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Brahmasatrabhasya (of Sankara) 29,79, 81

Brahmatarka 39, 40, 53, 309

Brahmanya Tirtha 25, 26, 46, 47
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Nyayasatra 67

Nyayamytakantakoddhara 33-36, 223

Nyayamrtamadhari 44

Nyayamytaprakasa 47,135,140, 181, 223
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Padarthatattvanirapana 10,119, 125

Parimala 155
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Tattvasankhyana 53, 54, 57-60, 63, 118, 125

Tattvasanikhyanatika 54, 60
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Tattvoddyotatikatippani 131

Trivikramapanditacarya 16

Tuluva (dynasty of the Vijayanagara Empire)
15, 45
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