3 An outline of Madhva philosophy

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
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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 Nyayamyrta. 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 Tattvasankhyana, 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 Padarthasanigraha (“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 Tattvasankhyana, 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



3.4 Insentient beings =— 61

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, kriya) 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 bhutani
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.
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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 Tattvasarnkhyanal
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.
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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-
JjAdanasvariupamatram 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-
JjRanapramanyasya 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].”
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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.



3.8 Knowing veridicality: the witness == 75

[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,
SMG1: 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.



