
9 Text, translation, and commentary
of the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga

9.1 TEXT 1: Defining “illusoriness” (mithyātva).

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

ucyate—mithyātvaṃ hi tvayaiva pakṣāntaraniṣedhena pañcadhā niruktam. ta-
trādye kiṃ sattve saty asattvarūpaviśiṣṭasyābhāvo ’bhipretaḥ? kiṃ vā sattvātya-
ntābhāvāsattvātyantābhāvarūpadharmadvayam? yad vā sattvātyantābhāvavattve
saty asattvātyantābhāvavattvarūpaṃ viśiṣṭam? (NAB: 53.)1

Translation
[In response to the Advaita pūrvapakṣa just outlined, the following] is said: You
yourself have defined “illusoriness” (mithyātva) in five different ways by refuting
another position. With regard to the first of those [definitions of “illusoriness”, that
is, “indeterminacy” in the form of “being the locus of neither existence nor nonex-
istence” (sadasattvānadhikaraṇatva)], do [you] mean:
– M1: the absence of a qualified entity (viśiṣṭa), namely “nonexistence qualified by

existence”;
– orM2: a pair of [distinct] properties, namely (a) the constant absence of existence

and (b) the constant absence of nonexistence;
– or M3: a qualified entity in the form of “the state of possessing the constant ab-

sence of nonexistence qualified by the state of possessing the constant absence of
existence”?

Comments
The “other view” (pakṣāntara) Vyāsatīrtha refers to here is the preliminary position
that he has established for his Advaitin opponent in the “Analysis of Illusoriness”
(Mithyātvanirvacana) portion of theNyāyāmr̥ta. In that part of the text, Vyāsatīrtha
considered thirteen definitions of the term mithyātva, but he only accepted five of
those as being worthy of deeper analysis. “Indeterminacy” is the first of those five
definitions.

1 NAMu: 22v–23r; NAK: 91–92.
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Vyāsatīrtha here presents three analyses of Citsukha’s definition of “indetermi-
nacy” as sadasattvānadhikaraṇatvam. The differences between themmay seem sub-
tle, but they have a substantial impact on the arguments Vyāsatīrtha makes against
each definition in the PMBh. Madhusūdana will argue2 that the three analyses Vyā-
satīrtha proposes in this passage do not exhaust all possible interpretations of Citsu-
kha’s definition of “indeterminacy”, since we could also interpret the term anadhi-
karaṇatva (“not being the locus of …”) as referring tomutual, rather than relational,
absences.

For the most part, Vyāsatīrtha’s arguments in the PMBh are directed against
M2 and M3. In both cases, Vyāsatīrtha interprets the term “not being the locus of …”
(anadhikaraṇatva) as referring to constant absences. However, whereasM2 consists
of two distinct absences, M3 is a single, qualified/compound entity (viśiṣṭa) made up
of the two constant absences of existence/nonexistence. According to Vyāsatīrtha,
this has important logical implications for the Advaitin’s case. M2 consists of two
separate things and, if the Advaitin uses it as their definition of “illusoriness”, then
the probandumhood in his inferences is determined by two separate properties. If,
on the other hand, the Advaitin accepts M3, then only one property will determine
probandumhood in the inferences.

Vyāsatīrtha argues that adopting these definitions leads the Advaitin into dif-
ferent problems in either case, and so the majority of the PMBh is structured as a
dilemma. If the Advaitin uses M2 as the probandum in his inferences, Vyāsatīrtha
argues that he will be guilty of trying to prove something that his Mādhva opponent
already accepts, at least in one part of his conclusion (aṃśe siddhasādhana). If, on
the other hand, the Advaitin favours M3, then the probandum in his inferences will
be an “unestablished” entity (the flaw of aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā). Both amount to fa-
tal flaws for the inferences. Vyāsatīrtha further argues that both analyses lead to
a common set of flaws. Both are contradictory (vyāhati), both ultimately fall short
of proving what the Advaitin philosopher needs to prove (arthāntara), and, under
both analyses, the Advaitin’s example (the fake “silver”) would lack the probandum
(sādhyavaikalya).

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

nanu kim idaṃmithyātvaṃ sādhyate? na tāvanmithyāśabdo ’nirvacanīyatāvacana
iti pañcapādikāvacanāt [1]sadasattvānadhikaraṇatvarūpam[1] [2]anirvācyatvam[2].
tad dhi kim [3]asattvaviśiṣṭasattvābhāvaḥ[3]? uta sattvātyantābhāvāsattvātyantā-

2 See below, TEXT 4.
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bhāvarūpaṃ dharmadvayam? āho svit [4]sattvātyantābhāvavattve[4] saty asattvā-
tyantābhāvarūpaṃ viśiṣṭam? (NAB: 53–54.)3

1. sadasadanadhikaraṇatvam ASMu, ASMy
2. anirvacanīyatvam KD

3. sattvaviśiṣṭāsattvābhāvaḥ ASV, NAK (vl.)4
4. sattvātyantābhāvatve ASMy (vl.)

Translation
Objection (Vyāsatīrtha): Just what is this “illusoriness” (mithyātva), which you seek
to prove [is present in the world]? In the first place, [“illusoriness” cannot be] “inde-
terminacy” in the form of “being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence”,
[which definition is] based on the words of Padmapāda’s Pañcapādikā, which says:
“The word ‘illusory’ refers to indeterminacy.” For, is [this “indeterminacy”]:
– M1: the absence of existence-qualified-by-nonexistence;
– or M2: a pair of properties, namely (a) the constant absence of existence and (b)

the constant absence of nonexistence;
– or M3: a qualified entity in the form of “the constant absence of nonexistence

qualified by the state of possessing the constant absence of existence”?

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī)

siddhāntābhidhānaṃ pratijānīte—ucyata iti.
pañcadheti. sadasattvānadhikaraṇatvaṃ vā? sarvasmin pratipannopādhau

traikālikaniṣedhapratiyogitvaṃ vā? jñānatvena jñānanivartyatvaṃ vā? svātyantā-
bhāvādhikaraṇa eva pratīyamānatvaṃ vā? sadrūpatvābhāvo vā? iti pañcaprakā-
rair mithyātvaṃ lakṣitam ity arthaḥ.

tatrādya iti. sadasattvānadhikaraṇatvam ity atra sacchabdaḥ sattvaparaḥ. tatra
sattvaṃ kim asattvaviśeṣaṇaṃ vā? sattvāsattve pratyekam anadhikaraṇatvasya vi-
śeṣaṇaṃ vā? sacchabdāt parato ’nadhikaraṇatvaśabdarūpamadhyamapadalopisa-

3 ASMu: 48–49; ASMy: 24; ASV: 29–31; KD: 3r; NAK: 91–92.
4 Bagchi’s edition of the Advaitasiddhi (ASV) records this reading. Anantakrishna Sastri’s Kolkata
edition of the text also reports this reading as being the reading given in Balabhadra’s Advaitasid-
dhivyākhyā (NAK: 92), although Sastri does not report the variant in hisMumbai edition of theAdvai-
tasiddhi (ASMu). It is possible that Bagchi, who had extensive familiarity with the commentaries on
the Advaitasiddhi, was reporting here the reading found in Balabhadra’s commentary.
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māsāśrayaṇena sattvānadhikaraṇatvasya viśeṣaṇaṃ vābhipretam iti praśnavākyā-
rthaḥ. (NAB: 55.)5

Translation
[Vyāsatīrtha] introduces [his] statement of the final position (siddhānta)—“It is said
…” (ucyate).

“Fivefold …” (pañcadhā). What [Vyāsatīrtha] means is that “illusoriness” is de-
fined in five different ways. Is [“illusoriness”]:
– 1. “Being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence”;
– or 2. [Something’s] “being the counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence in ev-

ery substrate where [it] was taken [to exist]”;
– or 3. “Being liable to be cancelled by a cognition by virtue of the fact that [the

cancelling cognition] is a cognition”;
– or 4. [Something’s] “being experienced in the very locus of its own constant ab-

sence”;
– or 5. “The absence of the quality of being existent by essence”?

“In regard to the first of those [definitions] …” (tatrādye). In the compound “being
the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence” (sadasattvānadhikaraṇatva), the
word sat (“existent/what is existent”) means “existence” (sat-tva). In regard to this
[definition of “indeterminacy”], is existence the qualifier of nonexistence? Or are
existence and nonexistence individually the qualifiers of the state of “not being a
locus …” (anadhikaraṇatva)? Or is the quality of not being the locus of existence
understood to be the qualifier [of the quality of not being the locus of nonexistence],
by taking the [whole] compound to have an elided medial word, namely the word
“not being the locus of …” (anadhikaraṇatva), whichwould occur just after theword
“existent” (sat)? This is the meaning of [Vyāsatīrtha’s] question.

Comments
In definitions (2), (4), and (5) of “illusoriness” here, Rāmācārya gives slightly differ-
ent definitions to the ones that Vyāsatīrtha himself refers to in the Advaita pūrvapa-
kṣa of the Nyāyāmr̥ta. These modifications are all based on Vyāsatīrtha’s analyses
in the early chapters of the text, however. Rāmācārya goes on to give some gram-
matical explanation of howVyāsatīrtha derives the three interpretations of the com-
pound sadasattvānadhikaraṇatvam presented at the beginning of the PMBh.

5 NAK: 91–92; NATMu: 10v.
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9.2 TEXT 2: The charge of siddhasādhana.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

nādyaḥ, manmate sadekasvabhāve jagati tasya siddhatvāt. (NAB: 53.)6

Translation
M1 is not tenable, because, in my view, [the absence of nonexistence-qualified-by-
existence] is [already] established in the world, which is[, so far as I am concerned,]
purely existent by essence.

Comments
Vyāsatīrtha dismisses M1 summarily. Ameans of knowledge such as inferencemust
reveal to us something that we do not already know. However, if the Advaitin ac-
cepts M1 as his analysis of “illusoriness”, then he is really proving something that
his Mādhva opponent already accepts. According to Vyāsatīrtha and the Mādhvas,
theworld is, by its very essence, existent. Consequently, Vyāsatīrtha already accepts
that the world has the absence of “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence”, and so the
Advaitin is proving something that is already well-established to his opponent.

Rāmācārya and Ānanda Bhaṭṭāraka analyse this argument using the principles
of the Navya-Nyāya theory about the conditions under which the absence of a quali-
fied/compound entity (viśiṣṭa) occurs in some location. TheNyāyakośa explains that
the absence of (1) the qualifier, (2) the qualificandum, or (3) the entire qualified en-
tity itself all occasion the absence of the compound entity in question. Take, for in-
stance, some location (L) and the qualified entity “b qualified by/compoundedwith7
a”, where a is the qualifier (viśeṣaṇa), and b is the qualificandum (viśeṣya). Accord-
ing to the Navya-Naiyāyikas, the absence of the entire compound entity from L can
be occasioned by either (1) the absence of a from L, (2) the absence of b from L, or
(3) the absence of both a and b from L.8

Following this principle, we can say that any one of the following could occasion
the absence of “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence” from the world:
1. the absence of the qualifier, i.e. existence; or
2. the absence of the qualificandum, i.e. nonexistence;
3. the absence of the compound entity, i.e. “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence”.

6 NAMu: 23v; NAK: 92.
7 For an explanation of how the term viśiṣṭa is used in this context, see above, Chapter 8,
pp. 225–226.
8 See NK: 779.
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The Mādhva, who accepts that the world is by its very essence existent, necessarily
accepts (2), i.e. that the world has the absence of nonexistence. Hence he logically
accepts that the world has the absence of the entire qualified entity, and thus the
Advaitin is guilty of proving something that his Mādhva opponent already accepts.
Madhusūdana makes no attempt to defend M1 against this argument, and instead
focuses on M2 and M3 in his defence of indeterminacy.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

nādyaḥ, sattvamātrādhāre jagaty [1]asattvaviśiṣṭasattvānabhyupagamāt[1], viśiṣṭā-
bhāvasādhane siddhasādhanāt.

na dvitīyaḥ, sattvāsattvayor ekābhāve ’parasattvāvaśyakatvena vyāghātāt. nir-
dharmakabrahmavat [2]sattvarāhitye[2] ’pi sadrūpatvenāmithyātvopapattyārthā-
ntarāc ca.

śuktirūpye ’bādhyatvarūpasattva[3]virahe ’pi[3] bādhyatvarūpāsattvasya vyati-
rekāsiddhyā sādhyavaikalyāc ca.

ata eva na tr̥tīyaḥ; pūrvavad vyāghātāt, [4]arthāntarāt[4], sādhyavaikalyāc ceti
cet; maivam, sattvātyantābhāvāsattvātyantābhāvarūpadharmadvayavivakṣāyāṃ
doṣābhāvāt. … (NAB: 54.)9

1. sattvaviśiṣṭāsattvānabhyupagamāt ASV
2. sattvāsattvarāhitye ASMu, ASMy
3. vyatirekasya sattvena Σ(–KD, ASV); vyatirekasya sattve ’pi ASV
4. arthāntaratvāt KD

Translation
Objection (Vyāsatīrtha): M1 is not tenable. For, [I] do not accept that theworld, which
[for me] is the locus of existence alone, has [the compound property of] “existence-
qualified-by-nonexistence”. Hence if [you, the Advaitin,] prove [that the world has]
the absence of [this] compound entity, it follows that you are proving something
that is already established [for me].

M2 is [also] untenable. For, if one or the other of existence or nonexistence is ab-
sent [from some location], the other must be present [in that same location]; hence
it is contradictory [to prove that the world has the constant absences of both ex-
istence and nonexistence]. Moreover, [M2 is not tenable] because [if you adopt it
as the definition of “illusoriness” in your inferences,] then you are failing to prove

9 ASMu: 49–50; ASMy: 24–25; ASV: 32–34; KD: 3r; NAK: 92–96.
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what you intended to prove (arthāntara). For, even if [the world] lacks [the quality
of] existence, it is [still] possible that [it] lacks “illusoriness” [defined as such]. For,
even though [the world] lacks the quality of existence, it could nevertheless be exis-
tent by essence, just as in the case of [your] quality-free brahman[, which, according
to you Advaitins is existent by essence, despite lacking the quality of existence].

Further, [M2 is not tenable] because [if you adopt it as the probandum in your
inferences, then your example] lacks the probandum. For, even though the “silver”
superimposed on mother-of-pearl lacks “existence” in the form of “nonsublatabil-
ity”, it is not established that [the “silver”] has the [other component of the proban-
dum, that is,] the absence of “nonexistence” in the form of “sublatability”[, because
the silver clearly is liable to sublation].

For the very same reasons [the probandum in your inferences cannot be] M3.
For, just as in the case of the previous definition [(M2)], there would be a contradic-
tion, [your inferences would] fail to prove what you intended to prove (arthāntara),
and [your example would] lack the probandum.

Reply (Madhusūdana): This is all wrong! For, there is no flaw if what is meant
[by “indeterminacy”] is [M2, i.e.] “a pair of properties in the form of the constant
absence of existence and the constant absence of nonexistence”. …

Comments
Madhusūdana here repeats Vyāsatīrtha’s critique of the Advaitins’ position before
going on to indicate that he regards M2 as an acceptable definition of “illusoriness”.
Madhusūdana begins his defence of M2 in TEXT 3, below, by defending it against the
charge of contradiction.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī)

manmata iti. viśeṣyābhāvāyatto viśiṣṭābhāvo ’stīty arthaḥ. (NAB: 55.)10

Translation
“In my view …” (manmate). What [Vyāsatīrtha] means is that [the world has] the
absence of the qualified entity (viśiṣṭa)[, i.e. “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence”],
which is occasioned by the absence of the qualificandum (viśeṣya) [i.e. nonexis-
tence].

10 NAK: 92–93; NAMu: 10v.
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥takaṇṭakoddhāra)

manmata iti. asattvarūpaviśeṣyābhāvāpannasya viśiṣṭābhāvasya siddhatvena sid-
dhasādhanam iti bhāvaḥ. (NAB: 60.)

Translation
“In my view …” (manmata). Since it is [already] established [to us Mādhvas that the
world] has the absence of the compound entity[, i.e. “nonexistence-compounded-
with-existence”], which absence is occasioned by the absence of the qualificandum
in the form of nonexistence, [you] are proving something that is already established
[to your opponent]. This is the idea [behind Vyāsatīrtha’s words].

9.3 TEXT 3: The charge of contradiction.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

na dvitīyaḥ, vyāhateḥ. (NAB: 53.)11

Translation
M2 is untenable, because [it leads to a] contradiction.

Comments
See above, Chapter 6, pp. 162–173, for a detailed discussion of Vyāsatīrtha’s case that
indeterminacy is a disguised contradiction in the Nyāyāmr̥ta.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

… na ca vyāhatiḥ. sā hi sattvāsattvayoḥ parasparaviraharūpatayā vā? [1]paraspara-
virahavyāpakatayā[1] vā? parasparavirahavyāpyatayā vā?

[2]nādyaḥ[2], tadanaṅgīkārāt. tathā hi—atra trikālābādhyatvarūpasattvavyati-
reko nāsattvam, kiṃ tu kva cid apy upādhau sattvena pratīyamānatvānadhikaraṇa-
tvam; tadvyatirekaś ca sādhyatvena vivakṣitaḥ. tathā ca trikālābādhyavilakṣaṇatve
sati kva cid apy upādhau sattvena pratīyamānatvarūpaṃ sādhyaṃ paryavasitam.

evaṃ ca sati [3]na śuktirūpye[3] sādhyavaikalyam api, bādhyatvarūpāsattvavya-
tirekasya sādhyāpraveśāt. nāpi vyāghātaḥ, parasparaviraharūpatvābhāvāt.

11 NAK: 93; NAMu: 23v.
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ata eva na dvitīyo ’pi, sattvābhāvavati śuktirūpye vivakṣitāsattvavyatirekasya
vidyamānatvena vyabhicārāt.

nāpi tr̥tīyaḥ, tasya vyāghātāprayojakatvāt; gotvāśvatvayoḥ parasparaviraha-
vyāpyatve ’pi tadabhāvayor uṣṭrādāv ekatra sahopalambhāt. (NAB: 54.)12

1. parasparavirahaṃ vyāpakatayā KD

2. tatra nādyaḥ Σ(–ASV, KD)
3. śuktirūpye na KD

Translation
Nor does [M2 lead to] contradiction. For, does [this contradiction] follow because:
– Reason (R)1: existence and nonexistence are each essentially identical with the

absence of the other?
– R2: existence and nonexistence each pervade the absence of the other?
– R3: existence and nonexistence are each pervaded by the other’s absence?13

R1 is not tenable, because [I] do not accept [that existence and nonexistence are
each identical with the absence of the other]. To explain—[In this definition of “in-
determinacy”], nonexistence does not consist in the absence of existence in the form
of “omnitemporal non-sublatability”. Rather, [nonexistence] consists in the qual-
ity of “not being the locus of the state of being experienced14 as existent in some
substrate15 or other”; and, [we] mean to say that the absence of [nonexistence so-

12 ASMu: 50–55; ASMy: 25; ASV: 34–39; KD: 3r–3v; NAK: 96–99.
13 Brahmānanda explains Madhusūdana’s analysis here as follows: sattvasyābhāvo ’sattvam,
asattvābhāvaḥ sattvam iti vā; sattvābhāvavyāpakam asattvam, asattvābhāvavyāpakaṃ sattvam iti
vā; sattvābhāvavyāpyam asattvam, asattvābhāvavyāpyaṃ sattvam iti vā vyāghāte hetur ity arthaḥ.
(Laghucandrikā, ASMu: 50.) “Is the reason [thatM2 results in] a contradiction that: (R1) Nonexistence
consists in the absence of existence [and] existence consists in the absence of nonexistence; or (R2)
nonexistence pervades the absence of existence [and] existence pervades the absence of nonexis-
tence; or (R3) nonexistence is pervaded by the absence of existence [and] existence is pervaded by
the absence of nonexistence. This is what [Madhusūdana] means.”
14 Elsewhere in the Advaitasiddhi, Brahmānanda (Laghucandrikā, ASMu: 51) glosses the word
pratīyamānatvānadhikaraṇatvam with pratīyamānatvāyogyatvam: “Not being fit to have the prop-
erty of being experienced”. When commenting on Vyāsatīrtha’s refutation of the second definition
of “illusoriness” in the Advaitasiddhi, Madhusūdana (NAB: 71) defines “nonexistence” as “Not being
fit to be an object of an experience in any substrate whatsoever” (kva cid apy upādhau pratītyanar-
hatvam). The language Madhusūdana uses in this later portion of the text perhaps more clearly
articulates his intendedmeaning than his use of the present participle in the present passage of the
Advaitasiddhi.
15 The term upādhimust be interpreted to mean “substrate” or “locus” in this context. Bagchi (ASV:
53) glosses it with the term adhikaraṇa (“locus”). Brahmānanda (Laghucandrikā, ASMu: 51) glosses
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defined,] is [part of] the probandum. Hence the probandum amounts to: “being cog-
nised as existent in some substrate, while being different from what is not liable to
sublation in all three times.”16

This being so, the “silver” superimposed on mother-of-pearl[, which is the ex-
ample in Ānandabodha’s inferences], does not lack the probandum [as you, Vyāsa-
tīrtha, have claimed]. For, the absence of nonexistence in the form of “being liable
to sublation” is not inserted into the probandum. Nor is there contradiction, since
[existence and nonexistence so-defined] are not each identical with the other’s ab-
sence.

For this very same reason, R2 is untenable. For, since the absence of nonex-
istence in the way [we] have defined it is found in the “silver” superimposed on
mother-of-pearl, which is devoid of existence, it follows that there is a deviation [be-
tween existence and the absence of nonexistence because the thing that was taken
to be pervaded—the absence of existence—is found together with the absence of
nonexistence, which nonexistence was taken to pervade it].

Nor is R3 tenable, because it does not lead to a contradiction. For, even though
cowness and horseness[, for instance,] are each pervaded by the absence of the
other, their respective absences are observed to be present in a single location, e.g.,
a camel.

Madhusūdana’s definition of “nonexistence” as follows: “Being cognised as being existent, which
existence is present in some property-bearer (dharmin)” (kiñciddharminiṣṭhaṃ yat sattvam, tena
pratīyamānatvam). The term upādhi also appears, apparently with the same meaning, in Prakāśāt-
man’s definition of mithyātva, which Vyāsatīrtha considers in the Nyāyāmr̥ta (i.e. pratipannopā-
dhau traikālikaniṣedhapratiyogitvam).
16 I translate this literally. However, there are a number of problems with interpreting Madhu-
sūdana’s words here. The term vilakṣaṇatva usually has the sense of “being different from”, i.e. a
mutual absence (anyonyābhāva, bheda) rather than a relational absence (saṃsargābhāva). How-
ever, M2, which Madhusūdana is here defending, consists of a pair of constant absences, which are
relational absences. Bagchi (ASV: 36), apparently drawing on the Laghucandrikā, points out that
if we take the definition at face value, Madhusūdana could be charged with repetition (paunaruk-
tya), since he will shortly offer a definition of M2 which defines it in terms of mutual absences
(see below, TEXT 4). A further problem is Madhusūdana’s use here of the locative absolute phrase
trikālābādhyavilakṣaṇatve sati. This sort of locative absolute phrase is usually used to represent a
qualified/compound (viśiṣṭa) entity. However, M2 consists in a pair of qualities rather than a quali-
fied/compound entity. Bagchi (ASV: 36) again points out that Madhusūdana could be charged with
repetition, since the definition now overlaps with M3, which is clearly stated to be a compound en-
tity. It seems that Madhusūdana is simply speaking imprecisely in formulating the definition the
way he does in this passage.
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Comments
See above, Chapter 6, pp. 167–173, for a detailed discussion of Madhusūdana’s argu-
ments in this passage.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 1)

…17 iti cet, maivam. asac cet, na pratīyeteti vadatā tvayā uktāpratītiṃ prati prayo-
jakasya pratītyanupādhikasya sattvavirodhino ’sattvasya vaktavyatvāt; asattvābhā-
vaḥ sattvena pratīyamānatve paryavasanna iti tatsādhanasya vyarthatvāt.

na cāsadvailakṣaṇyasiddhyarthaṃ tatsādhanam iti vācyam, pratīyamānatva-
syāsatsādhāraṇatvāt. tad dhaika āhur asad evedam agra āsīd ity asataḥ sattvena
pratīteḥ śrutyānūditatvāt.

na cāsata iva pratīter anuvādo na pratītisattām āpādayatīti vācyam, asataḥ sa-
ttvena [1]pratītimanta[1] eka iti asatpratīteḥ sattvasyaivokteḥ.

na ca tad dhaika āhur iti śrutyā sad eva [2]somyedam[2] agra āsīd iti śrutyartha-
syābhāva eva pratipādyate niṣedhāyeti vācyam, sad eva [3]somyedam[3] iti śrutya-
rthābhāvasyāsattvenāsataḥ sattvapratītyanivāraṇāt. (NAB: 55–56.)18

1. pratītimata NAB, NAK
2. saumya NAB, NAK
3. saumyedam NAK

Translation
If [it is argued, as Madhusūdana does, that the charge of contradiction does not ap-
ply to M2], then this is wrong. For, if [you, the Advaitin,] argue [in favour of the
indeterminacy of the “silver”] that, “If [the ‘silver’] were nonexistent, [it] would not
be experienced”, then [you] must refer to a “nonexistence” that is characterised by
the absence of experience, which is the reason for the stated failure to experience
[the “silver”], andwhich stands in contradiction to existence. For, if [nonexistence is
taken to be “not being experienced as existent in some substrate” then] “the absence
of nonexistence” resolves into “being experienced as existent”, and proving that [the
silver lacks “nonexistence”] is pointless [since it is already clear that we experience
the “silver” as being existent].

17 At this point, I have omitted a short passage of the Taraṅginī where Rāmācārya simply repeats
Madhusūdana’s arguments against contradiction exactly as they are found in the text of the Advai-
tasiddhi given above.
18 NAK: 99–100; NAMu: 11r.
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Objection (Advaitin): Our purpose in proving [that the silver has the absence of
nonexistence understood as Madhusūdana has defined it] is to show that [it] has
the quality of being different fromwhat is nonexistent. Reply: Do not argue as such!
For the quality of being an object of experience belongs to what is nonexistent too.
For, śruti [itself] recounts the experience of what is nonexistent as existent when it
says, “As they say, this was nonexistent alone in the beginning …” (ChU 6.2.1).

Objection (Advaitin): The recounting [in this passage of the Chāndogya Upani-
ṣad] of the experience of [what is nonexistent as being existent] does not confirm
that this experience [of what is nonexistent] really took place, any more than it con-
firms that [in the beginning therewas only] what is nonexistent.Reply: Do not argue
as such! For, the passage does state the reality of the experience of what is nonexis-
tent when it refers to “some …” who have an experience of what is nonexistent as
existent.

Objection: The śruti passage, “As they say, [this was nonexistent alone in the
beginning]” (ChU 6.2.1), merely communicates the negation of the sense of the [pre-
ceding] passage of śruti, “Therewas being alone in the beginning, son,” in order that
[the passage that states that there was nonexistence alone in the beginning] should
be denied [by the subsequent words of the text].19 Reply: Do not argue as such! For
the negation of the sense [of the previous śruti passage] by the [subsequent] śruti
passage, “This was being alone in the beginning, son,” does not rule out the fact that
what is nonexistent was experienced as existent.

Comments
Rāmācārya now responds toMadhusūdana’s attempt to solve the problem of contra-
diction. Madhusūdana argued that the charge of contradiction fails because “nonex-
istence” is nothing more than “not being experienced as existent in some substrate

19 The famous passage of the Chāndogya Upaniṣad being referred to here by Rāmācārya sees Ud-
dālaka Āruṇi instruct his son, Śvetaketu, about the origins of the universe. He tells Śvetaketu that
the world was simply existent at its beginning, before going on to report the views of others that it
originated from nonexistence, and denying the latter view in the next passage. The part of the ChU
referred to here is 6.2.1. According to Olivelle’s (1998: 246) edition, the text reads: sad eva somyedam
agra āsīd ekam evādvitīyam. tad dhaika āhur asad evedam agra āsīd ekam evādvitīyam. tasmād
asataḥ saj jāyata. kutas tu khalu somyaivaṃ syād iti hovāca. kathaṃ sataḥ saj jāyeteti. sat tv eva
somyedamagra āsīd ekam evādvitīyam.Olivelle (1998: 247) translates this passage as follows: “In the
beginning, son, this world was simply what is existent—one only, without a second. Now, on this
point some do say: ‘In the beginning this world was simply what is nonexistent—one only, without
a second. And from what is nonexistent was born what is existent.’ But, son, how can that possibly
be?’ he continued. ‘How can what is existent be born from what is nonexistent? On the contrary,
son, in the beginning this world was simply what is existent—one only, without a second.”
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or other”. Rāmācārya’s first argument is that it is quite pointless to prove that the
“silver” has the absence of the property of nonexistence as Madhusūdana has de-
fined it. If “nonexistence” is simply “not being experienced as existent”, then the
“absence nonexistence” must consist in “being experienced as existent”. However,
it is surely clear from the experience itself that the “silver” is experienced as exis-
tent. No one doubts that the victim of the illusionmistakenly takes the “silver” to be
an existent object. So what is the point in proving that the silver has that quality?

Moreover, Rāmācārya argues that Madhusūdana’s definition fails to truly artic-
ulate a distinction between what is “nonexistent” and what is “illusory”, because
nonexistent things too can be falsely taken to exist. He finds evidence for this in a
famous passage from the Chāndogya Upaniṣad. In this passage, Uddālaka Āruṇi tells
his son Śvetaketu that the world originated in existence. He then goes on to report
the views of other thinkers who argue that the world originated in nonexistence,
but rejects this view as absurd and reasserts his own claim that the world origi-
nated in existence. Rāmācārya’s point is that in reporting this misconception about
the original state of the universe, the Upaniṣad is confirming that what is nonexis-
tent was (mistakenly) taken to exist. The obvious retort is that this is a false view
that the Upaniṣad adduces merely so that it can subsequently be refuted. However,
the claim that this judgment is false does not imply that it never took place. The fact
that the Upaniṣad reports and denies it seems to imply that some people did indeed
take what is nonexistent to exist.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥takaṇṭakoddhāra, 1)

yad uktam, kva cid apy upādhau sattvenāpratīyamānatvam asattvaṃ vivakṣitam
iti parasparavirahārūpatayā na vyāghāta iti, tan na. etādr̥śe ’sattve ’ṅgīkriyamāṇa
etādr̥śasya bauddhena prapañce ’naṅgīkāreṇa bauddhena saha vivādo na syāt.

kiṃ ca yady uktarūpam asattvam, tarhy asac cet, na pratīyeteti prayojyaprayo-
jakabhāvona syāt; abhedāt. api ca brahmaṇy aṅgīkr̥tasattvavirodhina evāsattvasya
vaktavyatvenaitādr̥śāsattvasyāvaktavyatvāt. (NAB: 62.)

Translation
Objection (Madhusūdana): What is meant by “nonexistence” is “the state of not be-
ing experienced as though existent in some substrate or other”, and so [existence
and nonexistence] are not each identical with the absence of the other. Hence there
is no contradiction [in proving that the world has neither existence nor nonexis-
tence].Reply: This iswrong! If [you] accept nonexistence defined as such, then, since
[even] the [nihilistic-]Buddhist does not accept that [that sort of “nonexistence”] is
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present in the world, there would be no disagreement [between you] and [those]
Buddhists[, and yet you claim there is such a disagreement].

Moreover, if nonexistence is of the form [you] have stated it to be, when you
make the argument, “If [the ‘silver’] were nonexistent, it could not be experienced”,
[the two terms involved in the argument, i.e., “not-being-experienced” and “nonex-
istence”] could not stand in relation to each other as consequent and reason [respec-
tively], since there would be no difference [between “nonexistence” and “not being
experienced”]. Moreover, since [in making this argument you yourself] must refer
to a “nonexistence” that stands in contradiction to the “existence” that [you] accept
is present in brahman[, i.e., “omnitemporal non-sublatability”, you yourself] cannot
refer to “nonexistence” in the form of [“not being experienced as though existing in
some substrate or other”].

Comments
Most of these arguments are drawn from the Nyāyāmr̥ta itself, particularly the Dvi-
tīyamithyātvabhaṅga. See above, Chapter 6, pp. 173–184, for a discussion of the rele-
vant passages. The “Bauddha” that Ānanda Bhaṭṭāraka has inmind is, of course, the
“nihilist” (śūnyavādin) who holds that the world is completely nonexistent, insofar
as it is altogether lacking in essence (niḥsvarūpa).

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥takaṇṭakoddhāra, 2)

kva cid apy upādhāv ity atropādheḥ sattvaṃ vivakṣitam, na vā? ādye brahmaṇo ’pi
sadrūpopādhau sattvenāpratīyamānatvenāsattvāpātaḥ, śuktirūpye ’tivyāptiś ca.

dvitīye yatkiñcidupādhau śaśaviṣāṇāder api śaśaviṣāṇam astīti vākyābhāsā-
dinā tad dhaika āhur asad evedam agra āsīd ity ādiśrutyā ca sattvena pratītisa-
dbhāvād asambhavaḥ. (NAB: 62.)

Translation
[In your definition of nonexistence as “not being cognised as though existent in
some substrate or other”,] do you accept that the substrate [referred to] in the
phrase “in some substrate or other” (kva cid apy upādhau) is existent, or not? If
[you accept that the substrate does exist, then], since brahman itself is[, according
to you,] not cognised as though it exists in a substrate that is existent by essence,
it follows that [brahman] too must be “nonexistent”! Moreover, the [definition of
nonexistence] would[, in that case,] apply inappropriately to the “silver” superim-
posed on mother-of-pearl [because the “silver” too is not cognised as existent in
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some existent location, since you hold that the mother-of-pearl itself is “illusory”
and therefore not existent].

If [you accept that the “substrate” referred to in this definition does not ex-
ist,] then [your definition of “nonexistence”] fails to apply to any nonexistent thing
(asambhava). For,we canhave the cognition of a hare’s horn, etc., as existent in some
location or other by means of a false statement such as, “There is a hare’s horn”, or
even by scripture itself which states, “As they say, this was nonexistent alone in the
beginning” (ChU 6.2.1).

Comments
Ānanda Bhaṭṭāraka now draws on Vyāsatīrtha’s own arguments in the Nyāyāmr̥ta
to respond to Madhusūdana’s attempts to define nonexistence. He contends that
Madhusūdana’s definition of “nonexistence” is simply inapplicable (asambhava) to
nonexistent things. Like Vyāsatīrtha, he points out that certain speech acts such as
lies, for instance, can induce cognitions that nonexistent things are real. If, for in-
stance, a young child who is unaware that hares never have horns were to be told
that they do, there would be nothing to stop her from having a cognition such as
“There is a hare with a horn in such and such a place”.

9.4 TEXT 4: The charge of arthāntara.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

nirdharmakabrahmavat sattvarāhitye ’pi sadrūpatvenāmithyātvopapattyārthānta-
rāc ca. (NAB: 53.)20

Translation
Moreover, [M2 is not a tenable definition of “illusoriness”] because [if you adopt it as
the probandum in your inferences, then those inferences would] fail to prove what
you really intend to prove (arthāntara). For, even though [the world] might lack the
quality of existence (sat-tva), [it could] still be existent by essence, and hence devoid
of “illusoriness” [defined as M2], just as [you, the Advaitin, accept that] brahman is
free from all qualities[, yet is existent by essence].

20 NAK: 103; NAMu: 24v.
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Comments
Vyāsatīrtha now argues thatM2 suffers from the flaw of arthāntara, a charge that he
will claim also applies to M3 (TEXT 7). In the classical debate manuals, arthāntara
is technically a “defeater” or “clincher” (nigrahasthāna). In the way that Vyāsatīr-
tha uses the term, it applies when an inferential argument falls short of proving
the conclusion that the person making that argument really wants to prove. In the
inference at hand, it applies because even if the Advaitin successfully proves that
the world has M2 (“the constant absence of existence and the constant absence of
nonexistence”), he has still not conclusively proved that the world does not exist.
For, it is still possible that the world is “existent” by its very essence, without having
the property of existence.

Vyāsatīrtha points out that the Advaitins themselves accept a case where some-
thing may lack the quality of existence but nevertheless still be said to “exist”: brah-
man itself. Although the Advaitins argue that brahman is really free from qualities,
including existence, they still accept that it is existent by essence. Could not the same
be said for the world? Can we not say that the world lacks both the qualities of ex-
istence and nonexistence, but is, nevertheless, essentially existent, as Vyāsatīrtha
has already indicated he accepts?21 In themselves, Ānandabodha’s inferences fail
to rule out this contingency, and thus fail to prove conclusively that the world is
“indeterminate”.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

[1]yac ca[1] [2]nirdharmakasyabrahmaṇaḥ[2] sattvarāhitye ’pi [3]sadrūpavat[3] prapañ-
casya sadrūpatvenāmithyātvopapattyārthāntaram uktam, tan na. ekenaiva sarvā-
nugatena [4]sarvatra[4] satpratītyupapattaubrahmavat [5]pratyekaṃprapañcasya[5]
satsvabhāvatākalpane mānābhāvāt, anugatavyavahārābhāvaprasaṅgāc ca.

satpratiyogikāsatpratiyogikabhedadvayaṃ vā sādhyam. tathā cobhayātmaka-
tve ’nyatarātmakatve vā tādr̥gbhedāsambhavena tābhyām arthāntarānavakāśaḥ.
(NAB: 54.)22

1. yat tu NAK
2. nirdharmakabrahmaṇaḥ KD

3. sadrūpatvavat ASV, NAK
4. sattvena sarvatra ASV (vl.), KD

5. prapañcasya pratyekaṃ ASMu, ASMy, NAK

21 See above, TEXT 2.
22 ASMu: 55–57; ASMy: 25–26; ASV: 39–41; KD: 3v; NAK: 103–107.
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Translation
[Vyāsatīrtha] has argued that just as [for us Advaitins] the quality-free brahman is
existent by essence even though it lacks the quality of existence, the world too could
be existent by essence [despite lacking the quality of existence], andwould thus lack
“illusoriness” [defined as M2]. This is wrong! For, it is possible to explain the cogni-
tions we have that each thing in the world is existent by [postulating] just a single
consecutive (anugata) thing[, i.e. the existent brahman, which is the substrate upon
which those things are superimposed]. Hence there is no reason to postulate that,
like brahman, each thing in theworld is, individually, existent by essence. Moreover,
[Vyāsatīrtha’s argument is wrong because were we to assume that each and every
thing in the world is existent by essence,] it would follow that there could be no con-
secutive discourse (anugatavyavahāra) [which groups together distinct individuals
as being “existent”].

Alternatively, let the probandum [in Ānandabodha’s inferences] consist in a
pair of differences: the difference from what is existent, and the difference from
what is nonexistent. Thus, if [the world] were essentially identical with both [what
is existent and what is nonexistent], or with either one of [them], it could not have
the relevant differences. Hence, there would be no scope for applying the flaw of
arthāntara.

Comments
Vyāsatīrtha has claimed that the Advaitins’ inferences fail to conclusively prove that
theworld is illusory/indeterminate. Even if theAdvaitin succeeds in proving that the
world has the absences of the qualities of existence and nonexistence, it might still
be existent by its very essence, and thus not “indeterminate” as the Advaitin wants
to prove. Madhusūdana responds to this objection by arguing that the claim that the
world is “existent by essence” is not plausible, since this theory is simply unable to
account for the fact of “consecutive discourse” (anugatavyavahāra).23 “Consecutive
discourse” refers to the fact that we frequently seem to attribute the same quality to
numerically distinct individuals. According to Bagchi’s analysis in the Bālabodhinī,
such discourse consists in a group of statements that attribute the same qualifier to
different qualificanda through the same relationship. In other words, consecutive
discourse consists in a group of statements of the form:

x (qualificandum) is F (qualifier) by R (relationship).

23 See above, Chapter 5, pp. 123–124, for a discussion of the different treatments of “consecutive
discourse” among the Mādhvas, Naiyāyikas, and Advaitins. For a discussion of the analyisis of con-
secutive characters in Navya-Nyāya, see Matilal (1968: 82–83).
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The qualificandum (x) is variable in each case: we can attribute the same qualifier
to any number of different individuals (we can say that “the pot exists”, “the cloth
exists”, and so on). However, Bagchi suggests that two things must remain constant
in each case: (1) the qualifier itself (F) and (2) the relator that relates the qualifier to
the qualificandum (R).

Why do we attribute the same property of “existence” to distinct individuals
in this way? Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophers explain this fact by claiming that “exis-
tence” (sattā) is a single universal (jāti) that is instantiated in these various individu-
als. We speak about substances, tropes, and motions all as being “existent” because
they all instantiate the self-same property of existence. According to the Advaitins’
explanation, on the other hand, brahman itself, being essentially existent, is the sin-
gular existent thing that accounts for the fact that we cognise distinct individuals
in the empirical world as existent. We speak of these individuals as being “existent”
because they are superimposed on this substrate of pure being.

The Mādhvas reject both of these theories. According to them, we speak of the
things in the world around us as “existent” not because they possess a singular uni-
versal property, or because they are somehow superimposed on brahman. The Mā-
dhva theory is rather a pluralistic claim that each and every thing in the world is,
individually, existent by its very essence. We speak of them all as being “existent”
because of the innate similarity between them in this respect.

According to Madhusūdana, there is no real proof in favour of the Mādhva
theory, and it is directly contradicted by the facts about how we speak and think.
The Mādhva theory lacks proof because it is cumbersome in comparison to the
Advaitins’ monistic stance. In explaining why we have the cognitions “the pot ex-
ists” (ghaṭaḥ san), “the cloth exists” (paṭaḥ san), and so on, the theory that brahman
is existent by essence entails that we only need to postulate the existence of a single
thing. By contrast, the theory that each and every thing in the world is, individually,
existent means that we must postulate the existence of an incalculably large num-
ber of entities. Consequently, the Advaitins’ theory seems to have the advantage of
parsimony over the Mādhvas’.

In fact, Madhusūdana believes that the Mādhva theory completely fails to ac-
count for the phenomenon of consecutive discourse. In theorising that each and ev-
ery thing in the world is, individually, existent by essence, the Mādhva is effectively
claiming that in each and every case where we refer to something as “existent”, the
qualifier is a distinct property. How can this explain the fact that we refer to all of
these diverse things as “existent”? Why should we group together numerically dis-
tinct individuals that share no common property? The Mādhvas’ pluralistic theory
simply cannot account for our propensity to ascribe the property of “existence” to
so many distinct individuals.
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The upshot of all of this is that the charge of arthāntara cannot apply to Ānanda-
bodha’s inferences. What Vyāsatīrtha cites as a “contingency” which the inference
fails to rule out is no contingency at all. The pluralistic claim that the individuals
in the world are by their very essence existent is incompatible with the facts of our
speech and thought and is superseded by the Advaitins’more parsimonious account
of why this occurs.

Madhusūdana has a further line of argument against Vyāsatīrtha. In all three of
his analyses of the compound sadasattvānadhikaraṇatva, Vyāsatīrtha has assumed
that theword anadhikaraṇa should be interpreted as referring to constant absences
(atyantābhāva). However, the term could also be interpreted to refer to mutual ab-
sences/differences (anyonyābhāva/bheda). Something may lack the quality x-ness
and still “be” x; brahman, for instance, can lack the quality of existence (sattva) but
nevertheless be existent by essence. However, something cannot be essentially the
same as x and be different from x—something cannot be identical with something
else and simultaneously have the mutual absence from that thing. Hence, if it is
interpreted to refer to mutual absences/differences, the probandum does rule out
the contingency that the world is existent by essence. Hence, argues Madhusūdana,
Vyāsatīrtha is wrong to apply the flaw of arthāntara to Ānandabodha’s inferences
in this way.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī)

nirdharmaketi. ubhayābhāvasādhane ’pi brahmavat sadrūpatvānupamardād ity
arthaḥ.

nanv ekenaiva sarvānugatena sarvatra satpratītyupapattau brahmavat pra-
tyekaṃ prapañcasya satsvabhāvatākalpane mānābhāvāt, anugatavyavahārābhā-
vaprasaṅgāc ca. satpratiyogikāsatpratiyogikabhedadvayaṃ vā sādhyam. tathā co-
bhayātmakatve ’nyatarātmakatve vā tādr̥gbhedābhāvena tābhyām arthāntarāna-
vakāśa iti [1]cet[1].

maivam; rajataṃ vināpi śuktau rajatapratītivyavahārādidarśanāt. satpadār-
thaṃ vināpi satpratītyāder upapattāv atilāghavam iti brahmāpi sadrūpaṃ na si-
dhyet. pramitatvād brahma sadrūpam iti tu jagaty api tulyam.

etenānekasatkalpanarūpabādhakatarkasahakr̥tasattvābhāvānumānam eva
sadrūpatvābhāve ’pi paryavasyatīti, na sadrūpatvenārthāntaram iti nirastam; tar-
kasya pramitasadrūpatvānapavādakatvāt. anyathā sattvābhāvānumānasya lāgha-
vena prātītikasattvābhāve ’pi [2]paryavasānena[2] jagat śūnyam eva syād iti sādhūk-
tam, arthāntarāc ceti.
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sadasadubhayānyonyābhāvasya sādhyatāyāṃ tu vyāhatisādhyavaikalyādir
doṣo ’sty eva. (NAB: 56–57.)24

1. om. NAMu
2. paryavasāne NAK

Translation
“Free from qualities …” (nirdharmaka). For, even if [the Advaitin] establishes that
[the world has] the absences of both [existence and nonexistence, he would not]
have ruled out [the possibility that the world is,] like brahman, existent by essence.
This is what [Vyāsatīrtha] means.

Objection (Madhusūdana): It is possible to explain the cognitions we have that
each thing in the world is existent by [postulating] just a single consecutive (anu-
gata) thing[, i.e. brahman itself], and hence there is no reason to postulate that, like
brahman, each thing in the world is, individually, existent by essence. Moreover,
[Vyāsatīrtha’s argument is wrong, because were we to assume that each and every
thing in theworld is existent by essence,] itwould follow that therewouldnot be con-
secutive discourse (anugatavyavahāra). Or, let the probandum [in Ānandabodha’s
inferences] consist in a pair of differences: the difference fromwhat is existent, and
the difference fromwhat is nonexistent. Thus, if [the world] were essentially identi-
cal with both [what is existent andwhat is nonexistent], orwith either one of [them],
it could not have the relevant differences. Hence, there is no scope for the flaw of
arthāntara.

Reply: Wrong! For, [we] observe that even though there is no silver present in
themother-of-pearl, we still have a cognition of “silver”, aswell as talking about [the
“silver”, reaching to pick it up,] and so on. Since we can experience [and talk about]
what is “existent” even in the absence of an existent thing, by stringent application
of the principle of parsimony it would not even be established that brahman [itself]
is existent by essence! If [you claim] that brahman is existent by essence because [it
is] an object of knowledge, then the same could [be said] of the world [which is an
object of knowledge, so far as we Mādhvas are concerned].

This same [reasoning] refutes the following argument—“There is no flaw of
arthāntara on the ground that [the world] might be existent by essence. For, the
inference to establish that [the world] lacks [the property of] existence—insofar
as [that inference] is assisted by the hypothetical reasoning (tarka) that rules out
[the conclusion that the world is existent by essence, since that would entail] the
postulation of numerous existent entities—ends up establishing that [the world]

24 NAK: 103–105; NAMu: 11v.
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is not existent by essence too.” For, this hypothetical reasoning cannot show that
something which is an object of knowledge is not existent by essence. If it could,
then since the inference that proves that [the world has] the absence of existence
would, on the basis of parsimony, end up proving that [the world] lacks practical
(prātītika) existence as well, it would follow that the world is simply void[, as the
nihilistic Buddhists claim]! Therefore, it was proper [of Vyāsatīrtha] to say, “… and
because [you are] guilty of failing to prove what you intended to prove” (arthānta-
rāc ca).

On the other hand, if[, as Madhusūdana has argued,] the probandum [can] con-
sist in themutual absences from bothwhat is existent andwhat is nonexistent, then
the flaws of contradiction, [the example’s] lacking-the-probandum, and so on still
apply [to the inference].

Comments
Rāmācārya here considers Madhusūdana’s response to Vyāsatīrtha’s charge of ar-
thāntara. Madhusūdana’s response to Vyāsatīrtha was that the principle of parsi-
mony rules out theMādhva theory that the things that make up the empirical world
are individually existent by essence. It is simply more parsimonious to assume that
there is a single, existent substrate—brahman itself—that explains why we judge
all the things in the world around us to be “existent”.

Rāmācārya responds toMadhusūdana’s argumentwith a reductio ad absurdum.
A rigorous application of the principle of parsimony does not favour the Advaitins’
monistic position; it actually favours out-and-out nihilism! It seems to be a fact that
we sometimes judge things to be present even where no such thing exists. So far as
Mādhva philosophers are concerned, the case of the silver/mother-of-pearl confu-
sion shows us that we can think and talk about “silver” even though no such object
exists before our eyes. So, pushing the principle of parsimony to its logical conclu-
sion, why should we assume that even brahman itself is existent by essence?Would
it not be more parsimonious to assume that the various things in the world around
us appear as existent even in the absence of an existent substrate? Parsimony thus
seems to open the door to the nihilism of the śūnyavādin.

Rāmācārya shows how this objection applies to a more formal presentation of
Madhusūdana’s argument. In themselves, Ānandabodha’s inferences simply prove
that the world lacks the quality of “existence”. However, this inference is assisted
by the further consideration that it is more parsimonious to explain our diverse
perceptions of existence by postulating the existence of a single underlying property
than it is to assume that the innumerable things that make up the world are each
“existent by essence”. Aided by this hypothetical reasoning, the inference ends up



254  9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga

proving not just that the world lacks the quality of existence, but that it cannot be
existent by essence either.

Rāmācārya argues that this formal presentation of the argument is also liable
to the reductio ad absurdum just outlined. If Madhusūdana claims that hypothetical
reasoning on the basis of parsimony could rule out the existence of something that
is an object of knowledge, then Ānandabodha’s inferences must surely end up prov-
ing the nihilist philosopher’s position, not the Advaitins’. If we apply the principle
of parsimony rigorously, then an inference to prove that the world lacks the qual-
ity of existence would ultimately end up proving that it lacks even the provisional,
“practical” existence that the Advaitins ascribe to it. No entities are, after all, fewer
than one!

Finally, Rāmācārya considers Madhusūdana’s argument (above, TEXT 4) that
“indeterminacy” could be interpreted to consist in mutual absences/differences
rather than relational absences. He does not try to argue that arthāntara would
apply in this case, but simply refers his Advaitin opponents to the range of other
flaws that Vyāsatīrtha has cited against the inferences in the PMBh.

9.5 TEXT 5: The Advaitin’s conclusion is already established.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

“pr̥thivī itarabhinnā, pr̥thivītvāt” ity atra trayodaśānyonyābhāvānām ivātrāpi
[1]sattvāsattvātyantābhāvayoḥ[1] pratyekaṃ prasiddhatvena kathaṃ cid aprasid-
dhaviśeṣaṇatvābhāve ’py asattvātyantābhāvāṃśe siddhasādhanāc ca. na hi sid-
dham asiddhena [2]sahoccaritam[2] asiddhaṃ bhavati.

“pr̥thivī itarabhinnā …” ity atra tu jalādyekaikānyonyābhāvo ’pi na pr̥thivītvo-
pahite siddhaḥ. (NAB: 53.)25

1. sattvātyantābhāvāsattvātyantābhāvayoḥ NAK
2. sahocyamānam NAMu (vl.)

Translation
Let it be that, somehow, [adopting M2 as the definition of “illusoriness”] does not
lead to [the subject in Ānandabodha’s inferences] having an unestablished quali-
fier[/probandum] (aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā). For, in those [inferences], the constant
absences of existence and nonexistence could [already] be established separately

25 NAMu: 24v–25r; NAK: 105–110.
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[in what is nonexistent and what is existent, respectively], just as in the case of the
[universal-negative] inference “Earth is different from the remaining [substances
and categories], because [it has] earthness”, where the thirteen mutual absences
[of earth from the remaining substances and categories are established in different
locations before the inference is made]. Nevertheless, [M2 is not tenable as a defini-
tion of “illusoriness”] because [if you adopt it as the probandum in your inferences,
then you are] proving something that is already established [to me, the Mādhva,] in
that part [of the probandum] that consists in the constant absence of nonexistence[,
since I already accept that the world lacks nonexistence]. For, what is established
does not become unestablished simply because it ismentioned alongside something
that is unestablished!26

[It might be objected that, in that case, the same flaw of partial-siddhasādhana
would apply to the earth-inference also, since the thirteen mutual absences that
make up its probandum could be established in one part of the subject—an earthen
pot, for instance—prior to the inference being made.] However, unlike [in Ānanda-
bodha’s inferences], in the case of the inference “Earth is different from the remain-
ing [substances and categories, because it has earthness]”, each individual mutual
absence from water and so on is not established in something that possesses earth-
ness [before the inference takes place, and hence the flaw of siddhasādhana does
not apply to the inference].

Comments
Although Vyāsatīrtha believes that M2 andM3 suffer from a common set of flaws, he
also believes they individually suffer from the flaws of “proving something that is
already established” (siddhasādhana), and “[the subject’s] having-an-unestablished-
qualifier/probandum” (aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā), respectively. Vyāsatīrtha now ar-
gues that if the Advaitin adopts M2 as his analysis of “indeterminacy”/“illusoriness”,
then Ānandabodha’s inferences prove, in part, something that theMādhvas already
accept.

Vyāsatīrtha assumes, arguendo, that if M2 is adopted as the analysis of “indeter-
minacy”, then indeterminacy is not an “unestablished” (aprasiddha) property. He
finds precedent for this judgment in Gaṅgeśa’s analysis of the universal-negative
inference “Earth is different from the remaining substances and categories, since it
has earthness”. The inference establishes that the substance earth is different from
all the remaining substances and categories accepted in Vaiśeṣika ontology, because
it possesses the natural kind “earthness”. The probandum (“being different from the
rest” [itarabhinnatva]) therefore consists in thirteen differences/mutual absences

26 This is a quote from Jayatīrtha’s ṭīkā on Madhva’sMithyātvānumānakhaṇḍana. Cf. MAKh: 3.
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from the substances other than earth, and the remaining categories besides sub-
stance.

Like the probandum in the earth-inference, M2 is a “partite”/complex proban-
dum. It consists of two distinct qualities which can exist separately from one an-
other: the constant absence of existence, and the constant absence of nonexistence.
Vyāsatīrtha here accepts that the probandum in the earth-inference is not an un-
established property. It is true that the thirteen mutual absences comprising the
probandum in the earth-inference cannot be established in a single location prior
to the inference, because nothing apart from earth can have that particular com-
bination of absences that render earth “different from everything else”. However,
each of the mutual absences that make up the probandum could be individually es-
tablished among the substances and categories besides earth before the inference
takes place. Thus, it follows that the probandum can be established prior to the in-
ference being made.

Similarly, one could argue that the two absences making up M2 can be individ-
ually established before the inference is made. As Śrīnivāsatīrtha points out, the
constant absence of nonexistence is established in things that exist and, vice versa,
the constant absence of existence is established in nonexistent things. Thus one
could argue that the probandum is established before the inference takes place,
even if both of its parts have not been apprehended as sharing a common locus.
Ānandabodha’s inferences might not, therefore, suffer from the flaw of aprasiddha-
viśeṣaṇatā. Nevertheless, Vyāsatīrtha argues that the inferenceswould still partially
prove something that the Mādhvas accept. As realists, the Mādhvas already accept
that the world lacks nonexistence. Hence, one part of the Advaitin’s probandum is
quite superfluous: he is trying to persuade the Mādhva of something he already ac-
cepts.

One objection to this argument is that the earth-inference, which Vyāsatīrtha
accepts as valid throughout this chapter, could also be said to suffer from the flaw of
partial siddhasādhana if this reasoning is accepted. If the thirteen mutual absences
that make up the probandum in that inference are already established prior to the
inference’s being made, then why is the Naiyāyika not guilty of proving something
that is already established? Vyāsatīrtha argues that this is not an apt comparison.
In Ānandabodha’s inference, the constant absence of nonexistence is already estab-
lished for the Mādhva in the world; in the case of the earth-inference, the thirteen
absences are only established in the substances/categories apart from earth. There
is thus no need for them to be established in something that possesses the universal
earthness (a pot for instance) before the inference is made.
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Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

na cāsattvavyatirekāṃśasyāsadbhedasya ca prapañce siddhatvenāṃśataḥ siddha-
sādhanam iti vācyam.

“guṇādikam guṇyādinā bhinnābhinnam, samānādhikr̥tatvāt” iti bhedābheda-
vādiprayoge tārkikādyaṅgīkr̥tasya bhinnatvasya siddhāv apy uddeśyapratīty*asid-
dher yathā na siddhasādhanam, tathā prakr̥te ’pi militapratīter uddeśyatvān na sid-
dhasādhanam.

[1]yathā[1] [2]tattvābhede[2] ghaṭaḥ kumbha iti sāmānādhikaraṇyapratīter* adar-
śanena militasiddhir uddeśyā, tathā prakr̥te ’pi sattvarahite tucche dr̥śyatvādarśa-
nena militasya tatprayojakatayā militasiddhir uddeśyeti samānam. (NAB: 54.)27

1. yathā ca ASV, NAK
2. tatrābhede ASV
* Portion missing from KD

Translation
Objection (Vyāsatīrtha): Since it is already established [to me] that the world has
both [(a)] the part [of the probandum] consisting in the absence of nonexistence
and [(b)] the difference from what is nonexistent[, your inferences] prove, in part,
something that [I] already accept.

Reply: [You] cannot argue as such! Take, for instance, the inference: “Tropes
and [other properties] are both different and non-different from things that pos-
sesses tropes and [other properties], since [they are] placed in grammatical appo-
sition [with the things that possess them”.28 This inference] is employed by the
[Mīmāṃsakas, Mādhvas, and other] proponents of the doctrine that [tropes/other
properties, on the one hand, and their substrates, on the other,] are both different
and non-different from one another[, against the Naiyāyika, who accepts that they
are entirely different from each other. In that inference], even though the state
of “being-different” (bhinnatva) [belonging to tropes and the things that possess
them], being accepted by the Naiyāyikas, is already established [for them], the flaw
of proving[, in part,] something that is already established is not applicable. For,
the judgment that the [inference] is intended to give rise to has not [already] been
brought about [on the part of the Naiyāyikas]. Similarly, in the case at hand[, i.e.
Ānandabodha’s inferences], since the objective [of the inferences] is to produce a

27 ASMu: 57–78; ASMy: 26–40; ASV: 42–46; KD: 3v–4r; NAK: 107–142.
28 The manuscript KD (folio 3v) gives the following marginal gloss on the reason (samānādhikr̥-
tatvāt) in the inference: abhedasaṃsargakadhīviṣayatvayogyatvād ity arthaḥ.
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judgment that a compound entity (milita) [consisting of the compound of the ab-
sences of existence and nonexistence is present in the subject], the flaw of proving[,
in part,] something that is already established is not applicable.

[In the case of the bhedābheda-inference,] the objective is to establish a com-
pound entity[, i.e. “difference-combined-with-non-difference”], because [we] ob-
serve no judgment involving grammatical apposition in cases of things that are
not different from one another, e.g., [we do not say,] “Pot (ghaṭa) is pot (kalaśa)”.
The same is the case in the present [inference to prove that the world is illusory
because it is perceptible]. For, since [the reason in this inference,] “perceptibility”,
is absent from everything that is absolutely nonexistent, it is the compound entity
[consisting of the combination of the absences of existence and nonexistence] that
determines [the reason, i.e. perceptibility]. Hence, the goal [of the inference] is to
establish [that this] compound entity [is present in the world].

Comments
Madhusūdana now responds to Vyāsatīrtha’s argument that Ānandabodha’s infer-
ences partly prove something that is already established to the Mādhvas. Madhusū-
dana employs a line of argument which Vyāsatīrtha will explore later in the PMBh
(see below, TEXT 9). Madhusūdana’s argument is essentially that while the proban-
dum (M2) in the inferences is a partite one and consists of two separate qualities,
the cognition that the inferences seek to give rise to is, by contrast, one that has a
compound entity (milita) for its object. He uses the following inference as precedent
here:

“Tropes and [other properties] are both different and non-different from the things that pos-
sess tropes and [other properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammat-
ical apposition [with the things that possess them]” (guṇādikaṃ guṇyādinā bhinnābhinnam,
samānādhikr̥tatvāt).

This inference can be analysed as follows:
– Subject: “Tropes and [other properties]” (guṇādikam);
– Probandum: “Both different and non-different from the things that possess tropes

and [other properties]” (guṇyādinā bhinnābhinnam);
– Reason: “Since [tropes and other properties] are placed in grammatical apposi-

tion [with the things that possess them]” (samānādhikr̥tatvāt).

This inference captures a controversy between the Buddhists, Sāṅkhyas, Vaiyākara-
ṇas, and Mīmāṃsakas on the one hand, and the Naiyāyikas on the other. The ques-
tion is whether entities that inhere in their substrates (for the Naiyāyikas tropes,
motions, and natural kinds) are different or non-different from those substrates.



9.5 TEXT 5: The Advaitin’s conclusion is already established.  259

Whereas the Naiyāyikas maintained that such properties are completely differ-
ent (bhinna) from their substrates, the Mīmāṃsakas and others29 argued that the
fact that we place them in grammatical apposition (sāmānādhikaraṇya) to one an-
other when speaking about them demonstrates that properties and their substrates
are both different and non-different from one another. Importantly for Madhusū-
dana’s argument, the Mādhvas themselves are committed to the standpoint of the
Mīmāṃsakas et al., andMādhva philosophers employed this very inference in their
own works to prove their position against the Naiyāyikas.

Consider the judgment, “Pot is dark blue” (nīlo ghaṭaḥ). The property here is the
colour-trope “dark blue”, and the substance that possesses this trope is some pot. In
the judgment, the dark blue colour and the pot are placed in grammatical apposi-
tion to one another. “Grammatical apposition” usually refers to the placing of two
or more words in the same case ending (samānavibhakti). According to bhedābhe-
davādins like theMīmāṃsakas, the fact thatwe refer to themusing this grammatical
structure demonstrates that the dark blue trope and the pot can be neither identical
with, nor totally different from, one another.We do not employ grammatical apposi-
tion in cases of words that refer to the same thing (we do not say, for example, that,
“Pot is pot [ghaṭaḥ kalaśaḥ]”). Nor do we employ such a construction in the case
of two things that are completely different from one another; we do not say, for in-
stance, “Cow is horse” (gaur aśvaḥ). We only employ this grammatical construction
in the case of things that are both different and non-different from one another.

The Naiyāyikas, who accept that tropes and so on are simply different from
the substrates in which they inhere, already accept one component of the proban-
dum in this inference. However, they do not accept the complete conclusion of the
inference, and so the cognition that the inference is employed to produce (the ud-
deśyapratīti) has not already been brought about before the inference takes place.
The Naiyāyika does not accept that tropes are both different and non-different from
one another; hence there is no reason why their prior acceptance that tropes and
their substrates are differentiated fromone another should block the inference. The
Mādhvas themselves, as bhedābhedavādins, must surely accept the validity of this
inference.

The same can be said of Ānandabodha’s inferences to prove that the world is in-
determinate, Madhusūdana argues. The Advaitin’s goal in making these inferences
is to produce a cognition of a “compound thing” (milita), consisting of the constant
absence of nonexistence combined with the constant absence of existence. Conse-
quently, as in the case of the bhedābedavādin’s inference, the fact that his Mādhva

29 Bagchi (ASV: 45) attributes this view to “the Buddhists, the Bhāṭṭa Mīmāṃsakas, the Sāṅkhyas,
the followers of Patañjali, the Mādhvas, and others”.
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opponent already accepts one part of the probandum should not serve to stop the
inference from proving to them that the world is indeterminate.

Vyāsatīrtha himself notes later in this chapter (TEXT 9) that there might be a
different reason that the bhedābhedavādin’s inference must seek to give rise to a
cognition of a compound entity. Madhusūdana reproduces Vyāsatīrtha’s argument
in the present passage of the Advaitasiddhi. Let us suppose that the probandum
in the bhedābheda inference were simply “non-differentiatedness” (abhinnatva). In
that case, the inference would read:

Tropes and [other properties] are non-different from the things that possess tropes and [other
properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammatical apposition [with
the things that possess them] (guṇādikaṃ guṇyādinābhinnam, samānādhikr̥tatvāt).

In this case, the probandum (“non-differentiatedness”) would no longer pervade
the reason (the quality of being placed in grammatical apposition); Madhusūdana
says that the probandum would no longer “be determinative” (prayojakatā) of the
reason. For, we do not employ grammatical apposition in respect of things that are
identical to one another. We do not say, for instance, “Pot (ghaṭa) is pot (kalaśa)”.
Hence, to ensure that the inference is valid, the bhedābhedavādinhas to add the state
of “being differentiated” (bhinnava) to the probandum, even though the beneficiary
of the inference (the Naiyāyika) already accepts this part of the proof.

Madhusūdana argues in the present passage that the same can be said of the
mithyātva-inference. The Advaitin accepts that absolutely nonexistent things (the
“hare’s horn” and the like) can never be an object of cognition. Consequently, if the
probandum consisted simply in the constant absence of existence (sattvātyantābhā-
va), the probandum would no longer pervade the reason and the inference would
be defective. Madhusūdana argues that like the bhedābhedavādin, the Advaitin thus
has no choice but to establish a compound entity consisting of the constant absences
of both existence and nonexistence, even though the Mādhva might already accept
that the world has the latter property.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 1)

trayodaśeti. abhāvam anantarbhāvya trayodaśatvaṃ bodhyam. kathaṃ cid iti.
anumitiviṣayasyobhayābhāvarūpasya sādhyasyaikasminn adhikaraṇe prasiddhya-
bhāve ’pi pratyekādhikaraṇa ubhayābhāvaprasiddhir ity arthaḥ.

asattvātyantābhāvāṃśa iti. yathā pakṣatāvacchedakanānātve kva cid adhika-
raṇe pakṣatāvacchedakāvacchedena sādhyasiddher jātatvāt tatpakṣāṃśe siddhasā-
dhanam, tathā sādhyatāvacchedakanānātve ’pi siddhasādhyāṃśe siddhasādhanam
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eva; sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinnasya pakṣatāvacchedakāvacchedena siddhirūpa-
sya siddhasādhanabījasyobhayatrāpi tulyatvād ity arthaḥ. (NAB: 57.)30

Translation
“Thirteen …” (trayodaśa). It should be understood that there are thirteen [sub-
stances and categories] not including [the category of] absence. “Somehow …”
(kathaṃ cit). What [Vyāsatīrtha] means is that even though the probandum, com-
prising the absences of both [existence and nonexistence], which is the object of
the inferential awareness [that Ānandabodha’s inferences seek to generate], is not
established in a single location [before the inferences take place], both absences
are established to exist in separate locations [prior to the inference].

“In the part [of the probandum] comprising the constant absence of nonexis-
tence …” (asattvātyantābhāvāṃśa). What [Vyāsatīrtha] means is as follows: If more
than one [property] determines subjecthood [in an inference], then if it has already
been established that the probandum [in that inference] is determined by a deter-
miner of subjecthood in some locus or other, then [that inference] proves something
that is already established [to its beneficiary] concerning that part of the subject.
Likewise, if more than one property determines probandumhood [in an inference],
then [that inference] is proving something that is already established in respect of
that part of the probandum that is [already] established. For, the root of the flaw
of “proving something that is already established” (siddhasādhana)—the fact that
something that is qualified by a determiner of probandumhood has [already] been
established to be determined by a determiner of subjecthood—is equally present in
both cases.

Comments
Rāmācārya here gives a technical discussion of under what circumstances the flaw
of siddhasādhana can be applied to an inference. He finds precedent in the fact that
the flaw applies to an inference where subjecthood (pakṣatā) is determined by mul-
tiple properties. An example of such an inference which Vyāsatīrtha himself will
give below (TEXT 8) is the inference “Speech andmind are noneternal, because they
are products”. The beneficiary of this inference is presumably a Naiyāyika who is
already persuaded that “speech is noneternal”, but who is not convinced that “mind
is noneternal”.

In this inference, there is more than one property that determines subjecthood.
The inference asserts something of both speech andmind, so probandumhood could

30 NAK: 105–106; NATMu: 11v–12r.
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be said to be determined by both “speechness” and “mindness”. In this case, it is al-
ready known to the beneficiary of the inference (theNaiyāyika) that “Speech, in gen-
eral, is noneternal”. This could be expressed by saying that the probandum (noneter-
nality) has been established as being “determined by a determiner of subjecthood
(i.e. speechness)”. So, when the inference is adduced, it ends up proving something
that is already established for the Naiyāyika, at least in connection with that part of
the probandum.

Rāmācārya reasons by analogy that the same flawapplies to an attempted infer-
ence if there are multiple properties that determine probandumhood as opposed to
subjecthood in that inference. If the Advaitin adopts M2 as the probandum in Ānan-
dabodha’s inferences, then one part of the probandum is already established to be
determined by a determiner of subjecthood. For, as a realist, the Mādhva already
accepts that the entire domain referred to as “the world” lacks the quality of being
nonexistent.

Rāmācārya concludes that in both of the inferences under consideration, sid-
dhasādhana applies because something that is qualified by a determiner of proban-
dumhood has already been established as being determined by a determiner of
subjecthood. From the Naiyāyika’s perspective, “noneternality” is established to be
present in everything that has speechness, and, from the Mādhva’s perspective, the
“constant absence of nonexistence” is established to be present in the world in its
entirety. So both inferences are proving, at least partially, something that is already
established to the party who is meant to benefit from them, and they are thus in-
valid.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 2)

nanu sādhyatāvacchedakanānātve ’py ubhayābhāvagocarasamūhālambanarūpai-
kānumity[1]uddeśe[1] nāṃśataḥ siddhasādhanam, asattvātyantābhāvāṃśe ’py udde-
śyāyāḥ samūhālambanarūpāyāḥ siddher ajātatvāt. anumitidvayoddeśe ca siddha-
sādhanam eva, nāṃśataḥ siddhasādhanam. na caivaṃ pakṣatāvacchedakanānātve
’py uktavidhayā nāṃśataḥ siddhasādhanam iti vācyam, iṣṭāpatter iti cet;

satyam. samūhālambanānumityuddeśyatva eva tasyā asattvābhāvāṃśe pakṣa-
tāvacchedakāvacchedena siddhaṃyat [2]sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinna[2]sādhyam,
tad[3]viṣayaka[3]siddhirūpatvena siddhasādhanatvābhidhānam ity adoṣaḥ. (NAB:
57.)31

1. uddeśena NAB, NAK

31 NAK: 108; NATMu: 12r.
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2. sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinnaṃ NAK
3. viṣaya NATMu

Translation
Objection (Advaitin): Even if more than one property determines probandumhood
[in Ānandabodha’s inferences], since the objective [of the inferences] is to produce
an inferential awareness in the form of a collective cognition that has the absences
of both [existence and nonexistence] for its object, there is not the flaw of proving,
in part, something that is already established [to you, the Mādhva]. For, the collec-
tive cognition that [the inferences] seek to generate has not already been brought
about [on the part of the Mādhva], even from the point of view of that part [of the
probandum] that consists in the constant absence of nonexistence. And, if the objec-
tive [of Ānandabodha’s inferences] is to produce two [separate] inferential aware-
nesses, then [those inferences] are simply proving something that is already estab-
lished, and not proving in part something that is already established[, since one of
those two inferential awarenesses—i.e. the one that concludes that the world has
the constant absence of nonexistence—is already established to us Mādhvas]. And
do not argue that if [one] accepts this reasoning then the flaw of proving, in part,
something that is already established would not apply even if multiple properties
determine subjecthood [in an inference]. For, [we] welcome this consequence!

Reply: It is true [that the flaw of partial-siddhasādhana does not apply if Ānan-
dabodha’s inferences seek to produce two separate inferential awarenesses]. How-
ever, there is no fault [in Vyāsatīrtha’s claim that Ānandabodha’s inferences prove,
in part, something that is already established]. For, what [Vyāsatīrtha] is claiming is
that siddhasādhana [applies to Ānandabodha’s inferences] because [they establish]
that the probandum qualified by a determiner of probandumhood is [already] es-
tablished to be determined by the determiner of subjecthood in respect of the part
[of the probandum] comprising the absence of nonexistence, only if the objective
[of those inferences] is to produce a collective inferential awareness [that encom-
passes both the absences of existence and nonexistence].

Comments
Rāmācārya now considers a potential objection to Vyāsatīrtha’s charge of siddha-
sādhana. The Advaitin objector here believes that the Mādhvas are caught in a
dilemma. Just what type of cognition is it that Ānandabodha’s inferences are sup-
posed to bring about on the part of the realist philosopher? On the one hand, we
might assume that the mental event these inferences are intended to produce is a
“collective” (samūhālambana) cognition, which aggregates the two components of
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the probandum (M2)—the constant absence of existence and the constant absence
of nonexistence—in a single mental judgment. On the other hand, we could con-
clude that the inferences seek to generate two separate inferential awarenesses,
which judge the world to lack existence and nonexistence, respectively.

In the first case, it might be argued that siddhasādhana does not apply. The Mā-
dhvas already believe that the world has the constant absence of nonexistence, but
theyhavenot arrived at this judgment as part of a collective cognition that attributes
that property to the world together with the constant absence of nonexistence. On
the other hand, if the inference is taken to produce two separate inferential aware-
nesses, then the inference is simply proving something that has already been estab-
lished to theMādhva, and there is no reason to speak about “partial” siddhasādhana
as Vyāsatīrtha has done. For, in that case the Mādhva is already convinced of the
truth of the full contents of one of those awarenesses, i.e. the one that judges the
world to lack nonexistence.

Rāmācārya does not try to respond to the latter alternative here. He appears
to concede that if the inferences seek to give rise to two separate inferential aware-
nesses, then the flaw of partial-siddhasādhana cannot apply. However, Rāmācārya
insists that (partial) siddhasādhana does apply if the inferences seek to produce a
collective cognition, and he claims that in the Nyāyāmr̥ta Vyāsatīrtha only applies
the flaw under this assumption. Assuming that the inferences seek to produce a
single, collective judgment, then there are two parts to that judgment: the part com-
prising the absence of existence, and the part comprising the absence of nonexis-
tence. In the part of the probandum comprising the absence of nonexistence, it is
already established to the Mādhva that the constant absence of nonexistence is de-
termined by the determiner of subjecthood. That is, it is established to the Mādhva
that the constant absence of nonexistence is present throughout the domain that is
referred to as the “world”. Thus the inferential awareness, which has that part of the
probandum for its object, is proving in part something that is already established
to Mādhva philosophers.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 3)

nanv apekṣābuddhiviṣayatvāder vyāsajyavr̥ttidharmasya sādhyatāvacchedakatā-
yāṃ nāṃśataḥ siddhasādhanam. ata evānupadam eva vakṣyati—sādhyatāvacche-
dakaikyān nāṃśe siddhasādhanam itīti cet, satyam. tatra vyāhatyādir eva doṣo
bodhyaḥ.

nanu sādhyakoṭiniviṣṭasyāsattvātyantābhāvasya pakṣe [1]siddhau[1] yadi sid-
dhasādhanam, tadā “pr̥thivītarabhinnā” ity atra trayodaśānyonyābhāvānām api
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ghaṭo na jalādir iti [2]pr̥thivītvavati[2] pratītyā ghaṭādau siddheḥ sutarāṃ siddhasā-
dhanaṃ syād ity ata āha—[3]pr̥thivīti[3].

pr̥thivītvopahita iti. ghaṭādibhinnapr̥thivītvopahita ity arthaḥ. yathāśrute tra-
yodaśānyonyābhāvānāṃ pr̥thivītvasāmānādhikaraṇyasyāpi ghaṭādau siddhyokta-
doṣatādavasthyāt. (NAB: 57.)32

1. siddhyā NAK
2. om. NAK, NATMu
3. om. NAK

Translation
Objection: If a single collectively-present (vyāsajyavr̥tti) property—“being the object
of an aggregating cognition” (apekṣābuddhiviṣayatva), for instance—is the property
that determines subjecthood, then [Ānandabodha’s inferences] donot prove, in part,
something that is already established [to the Mādhva]. Thus will [Vyāsatīrtha him-
self] say word-for-word—“Since there is only a single determiner of probandum-
hood, there is not the flaw of proving, in part, something that is already established”.
Reply: True enough! In that case, pay mind to the [other faults cited by Vyāsatīrtha
against M2 in this chapter], that is, contradiction and so on.

Objection: Let us assume that [Ānandabodha’s inferences can be said] to prove
something that is already established [simply] on the ground that the constant ab-
sence of nonexistence, which is added on to the end of the probandum, is [already]
established in the subject [from the Mādhva’s point of view]. In that case, the infer-
ence “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and categories, because it
has earthness]”, must a fortiori prove something that is already established [for its
beneficiary]. For, [before the inference takes place] the thirteen mutual absences
[from the substances and categories apart from earth] are established in the pot,
etc., which possesses earthness, on the basis of cognitions such as, “Pot is not wa-
ter [or any of the remaining twelve categories and substances]”. In response to this
objection, Vyāsatīrtha says—“Earth …”.

“In what possesses earthness …” (pr̥thivītvopahita). What [Vyāsatīrtha] means
by this expression is: “In [some] locus of earthness that is different from a pot and so
on”. For, if [Vyāsatīrtha’s expression] were taken literally, then since it is established
in the pot and so on that the thirteen mutual absences share a common locus with
earthness, the statedflaw [of proving, in part, something that is already established,]
would still apply [to the earth-inference].

32 NAK: 108–110; NATMu: 12r.
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Comments
The arguments that Rāmācārya has so far considered in connection with M2 in this
part of theTaraṅginī all assume that ifwe treat “indeterminacy” as a pair of separate
properties, then the probandumhood in Ānandabodha’s inferences must be deter-
mined bymultiple properties. That is, the properties “being the constant absence of
existence” (sattvātyantābhāvatva) and “being the constant absence of nonexistence”
(asattvātyantābhāvatva) both determine probandumhood. One could argue, how-
ever, that probandumhood here is determined by a single property that is present
in both of these things. One could say, for instance, that the absences of existence
and nonexistence only become the probandum when they are grasped in a single
collective cognition that apprehends them both at the same time. In that case, the
determiner of probandumhood could be said to be the quality of “being grasped in
a single aggregating cognition” (apekṣābuddhiviṣayatva).

The quality of being an object of such a cognition is considered by Nyāya-
Vaiśeṣika philosophers to be a “collectively-present” quality: it is connected with
multiple distinct individuals, but it is not completely present in any single one of
them. It is only completely present in the aggregate of those individuals. The prob-
lemwith all of this is that Vyāsatīrtha himself will go on to concede (see below, TEXT
8) that if the probandumhood in an inference is determined by only one property,
then partial siddhasādhana cannot apply to it. Rāmācārya does not try to dispute
this objection, but simply points out that the various other flaws Vyāsatīrtha has
cited would still apply to the inference in that case.

The final problem that Rāmācārya considers here is that if we accept that sid-
dhasādhana applies to Ānandabodha’s inferences for the reasons outlined, then it
follows that the earth-inferencemight be taken to be invalid based on the very same
reasoning. Vyāsatīrtha has argued that because a single one of the absences that
make up the probandum in Ānandabodha’s inferences is established before the in-
ference takes place, the inferences must be dismissed as proving something that is
already established. In the earth-inference, however, it might be argued that the
entire set of mutual absences that make up the probandum are established in at
least somemembers of the class of things we call “earth” before the inference takes
place.Wemight observe in the case of some individual substance composed of earth
atoms—an earthen pot, for instance—that it is different from the various other sub-
stances before the inference takes place.

In the Nyāyāmr̥ta, Vyāsatīrtha simply says, without further explanation, that
the absences making up the probandum in the earth-inference cannot be estab-
lished in any locus of earthness before the inference takes place. Rāmācārya argues
here that we must interpret Vyāsatīrtha’s expression elliptically, as claiming that
those absences are not established to be present in any part of earth besides the
earthen pot before the inference takes place. Rāmācārya is not particularly clear
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aboutwhat hemeans by this interpretation. Presumably, hemeans to argue that the
fact that the probandum is already established in one part of the subject before the
earth-inference takes place should not stop the inference from proving that earth
in general has the individual absences that comprise its probandum.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥takaṇṭakoddhāra, 1)

kathaṃ cid aprasiddheti. abhāvadvayasyaikasminn adhikaraṇe prasiddhyabhāve
’pi bhinnāśraye prasiddhatvād ity āśayena kathaṃ cid ity uktam iti bhāvaḥ.

asattvātyantābhāvāṃśa iti. nanu pakṣatāvacchedakāvacchedenoddeśyasid-
dhau hi siddhasādhanatā. evaṃ ca prakr̥ta ubhayābhāvagocarasamūhālambanā-
numiter uddeśyatvena nāṃśataḥ siddhasādhanam, uddeśyāyāḥ samūhālamba-
nānumiter ajātatvāt. anumitidvayoddeśyatve ca siddhasādhanam eva, nāṃśataḥ
siddhasādhanam. tathā cāṃśataḥ siddhasādhanodbhāvam ayuktam. … (NAB: 61.)

Translation
“Somehow unestablished …” (kathaṃ cid aprasiddha). For, even though the pair of
absences [comprising the constant absence of existence and the constant absence
of nonexistence] are not established in any one location [prior to the inference’s
taking place], they are [already] established in separate locations. With this inmind
[Vyāsatīrtha] says: “Somehow…” (kathaṃ cit). This is the idea [behind Vyāsatīrtha’s
words here].

“In the part [of the probandum] comprising the constant absence of nonexis-
tence …” (asattvātyantābhāvāṃśe). Objection: The flaw of proving something that
is already established applies only when the thing that [the inference in question]
seeks to prove is [already] established to be determined by the determiner of sub-
jecthood [from the point of view of the beneficiary of the inference]. And so, in the
case at hand, since the objective [of Ānandabodha’s inferences] is [to produce] a
collective (samūhālambana) inferential knowledge that has the absences of both
[existence and nonexistence] for its object, there is not the flaw of proving, in part,
something that is already established [to youMādhvas]. For, the thing that [the infer-
ence] seeks to give rise to—the [aforementioned] collective inferential knowledge—
has not been produced [prior to the inference’s taking place]. And, if the objective
[of the inference is to produce] two separate inferential awarenesses, then there is
simply the flaw of proving what is already established, and not the flaw of proving
in part what is already established. Thus it is wrong to apply the charge of proving,
in part, something that is already established [to Ānandabodha’s inferences]. …
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥takaṇṭakoddhāra, 2)

… iti maivam. sādhyatāvacchedakanānātvena sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinnasyai-
kasya sādhyasya pakṣatāvacchedakāvacchedena siddhau siddhasādhanaṃ syād
eva.

na ca samūhālambanānumiter uddeśyatvāt, uddeśyāsiddhau kathaṃ siddha-
sādhanam iti vācyam. pratyekānumiter uddeśyatvena samūhālambanānumiter ud-
deśyatvābhāvāt.

na ca tathātve sampūrṇasiddhasādhanasyaiva sambhavena katham aṃśataḥ
siddhasādhanābhidhānam iti vācyam. sādhyadvaya ekasādhyasya siddhatvābhi-
prāyeṇa tathābhidhānāt. (NAB: 61.)

Translation
… Reply: This is wrong! For, [if M2 is the probandum in Ānandabodha’s inferences,]
then multiple properties determine probandumhood [because the qualities of
sattvātyantābhāvatva and asattvātyantābhāvatva both determine it]. Hence, if
one [of the two] probanda, being qualified by a determiner of probandumhood, is
established to be determined by the determiner of subjecthood, then the flaw of
proving what is already established does indeed apply.

Objection: Since the inferences seek to produce a collective awareness [that at-
tributes both the constant absence of existence and the constant absence of nonexis-
tence to the world], and since this has not been established [prior to the inferences’
taking place], how can [the inferences] prove something that is already established?
Reply: Do not argue as such! For, since [the inferences] seek to bring about [two
distinct] inferential awarenesses that separately [ascribe the two probanda to the
subject, those inferences] do not seek to bring about a collective cognition [which
ascribes both of those properties to the world].

Objection: If that is so, then the flaw of proving something that is already estab-
lished in full [and not in part] would apply [to Ānandabodha’s inferences]. So why
do you claim that the flaw of proving in part something that is already established
applies? Reply: This is wrong! For this claim was made on the ground that a single
probandum out of a pair of probanda is already established [to us Mādhvas].

Comments
In these two texts, Ānanda Bhaṭṭāraka responds to essentially the same argument
against the charge of siddhasādhana that Rāmācarya considered in the correspond-
ing part of the Taraṅginī (above, NAT 2). According to this argument, the flaw of
siddhasādhana cannot be applied to Ānandabodha’s inferences, since they seek to
generate a collective awareness that the world is both existence and nonexistent.
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TheMādhva has not already arrived at this conclusion, so how could the inferences
prove something that is already established to him? Ānanda Bhaṭṭāraka insists in
these passages that the objective of Ānandabodha’s inferences cannot be to produce
a collective inferential knowledge. Rather, the inferences must produce two sepa-
rate inferential awarenesses which ascribe each absence to the world separately.
This of course leaves him with the problem of explaining why Vyāsatīrtha cited the
flaw of proving in part something that is already established (aṃśataḥ siddhasā-
dhana) rather than full-blown siddhasādhana. His response is to argue that the term
aṃśataḥ should be taken to refer to a single member of a pair of probanda, rather
than one component of a partite probandum.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥takaṇṭakoddhāra, 3)

yat tv aṃśe siddasādhanaparihārārtham uktam, “guṇādikaṃ guṇyādinā bhinnā-
bhinnam” iti atreva viśiṣṭapratīter uddeśyatvān nāṃśe siddhasādhanam iti, tan na.
tatrābhede sāmānādhikaraṇyābhāvena viśiṣṭapratīter uddeśyatvasambhavāt. pra-
kr̥te ca sattvābhāvavati tucche dr̥śyatvasya vidyamānatvena taduddeśyatvābhāvāt.

na ca tucche dr̥śyatvam eva neti vācyam. jñānaviṣayatvarūpadr̥śyatvasya tu-
cche ’sattve ’sadvailakṣaṇyajñānādyanupapatter mūla eva uktatvena tucche dr̥śya-
tvasyāvaśyakatvāt; dr̥śyatvāntarasya hetūkaraṇāsambhavasyāgre ’bhidhāsyamā-
natvāt. tasmād aṃśataḥ siddhasādhanaṃ durvāram. (NAB: 62.)

Translation
Objection: Now, [Madhusūdana] has said the following to avert the flaw of prov-
ing in part something that is already established: “Just like in the inference ‘Tropes
and so on are both different and non-different from the things that possess tropes
and so on[, since tropes are placed in grammatical apposition with the things that
possess them]’, the goal [of Ānandabodha’s inferences] is to produce a cognition of a
qualified entity [i.e. the “constant absence of nonexistence qualified by the constant
absence of existence”]. Hence the flaw of partial-siddhasādhana does not apply [to
our inferences]”.

Reply: This is wrong! In [the inference to prove that tropes are both differ-
ent and non-different from their substrates,] the objective must be to produce a
cognition of a qualified entity, since [the reason]—“being placed in grammatical
apposition”—is absent in the case of [things that are] non-different [from one an-
other; we do not say “Pot (ghaṭaḥ) is pot (kalaśaḥ)”, for instance]. In the inference at
hand, however, since [the reason]—perceptibility—is present in what is absolutely
nonexistent, which is devoid of existence [(which is the second component of the
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probandum)], it follows that the inference cannot seek to produce [a cognition of
the absence of nonexistence qualified by existence].

Nor can it be argued that perceptibility is not present in what is absolutely
nonexistent. For, [Vyāsatīrtha] has said in the root text [i.e. the Nyāyāmr̥ta itself]
that if perceptibility—defined as “being the object of a cognition”—is not present
in what is nonexistent, then it follows that the cognition of the state of being differ-
ent from what is nonexistent and so on are impossible[, yet you yourself refer to
such things in your arguments in favour of indeterminacy]. And [Vyāsatīrtha] will
demonstrate later on [in the Nyāyāmr̥ta] that no other sort of “perceptibility” can
be the reason [in the first of Ānandabodha’s inferences].33 Therefore, the flaw of
partial-siddhasādhana cannot be refuted.

Comments
In the corresponding passage of the Advaitasiddhi, Madhusūdana claimed, by anal-
ogy to the inference pressed against the Naiyāyikas to prove that tropes are both
different and non-different from their substrates, that Ānandabodha’s inferences
must seek to prove that the world has the absence of existence coupled with the ab-
sence of nonexistence. For, assuming that Ānandabodha’s inferencewas formulated
as follows:

“The world is not existent, since [it is] perceptible” (jagad asat, dr̥śyatvāt),

then the probandum would be present somewhere where the reason is absent. For,
the probandum (the absence of existence) is present in nonexistent things like the
hare’s horn, which, according to the Advaitins, is not perceptible and thus lacks the
reason. Ānanda Bhaṭṭāraka here simply points out that the assumption which this
argument rests on is moot. In making this argument, Madhusūdana is of course as-
suming that nonexistent things are not perceptible, but Mādhva philosophers have
long since argued that such things can indeed become the object of cognitive states.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 1)

nanu “pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atra jalāditrayodaśānyonyābhāvānām aikādhika-
raṇyenāprasiddhāv api tejaḥprabhr̥tiṣu [1]pratyekaṃ[1] prasiddhyāprasiddhipari-
hāravat, atrāpi sattvātyantābhāvāsattvātyantābhāvayor aikādhikaraṇyenāprasid-
dhāv api saty asattvātyantābhāvasyāsati ca sattvātyantābhāvasya ca pretyekaṃ

33 ĀnandaBhaṭṭāraka is apparently referring here to the chapter of the first book of theNyāyāmr̥ta
where Vyāsatīrtha critiques the concept of perceptibility (NAB, 1:126–131).
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prasiddhyāprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvābhāvād iti cet; satyam. aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvā-
bhāve ’py asattvātyantābhāvarūpāṃśasya siddhatvena siddhasādhanatā syād ity
āha pr̥thivīty ādinā. (NAB: 64.)34

1. pratyekaṃ pratyekaṃ NAMu

Translation
Objection: In the inference “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and
categories, because it has earthness]”, even though the thirteen mutual absences
from water and so on are not established to share a single location [before the in-
ference takes place], the non-establishment [of the probandum] is averted because
the [thirteen mutual absences from water and so on] are established individually
in fire, etc. [before the inference takes place]. Likewise, even though the constant
absence of existence and the constant absence of nonexistence are not established
as being present in a single location [before Ānandabodha’s inferences are made],
since the constant absence of nonexistence is established in what is existent, and
the constant absence of existence is established in what is nonexistent, [indetermi-
nacy itself could be said to be well-established, and the subject in Ānandabodha’s
inferences] would not have an unestablished qualifier.

Reply: True enough. However, even if it is the case that [the subject in Ānan-
dabodha’s inferences] does not have an unestablished qualifier, nevertheless, since
the part [of the probandum] comprising the constant absence of nonexistence is al-
ready established [in the subject prior to the inference, Ānandabodha’s inferences]
would prove something that is already established [to us Mādhvas]. With this in
mind [Vyāsatīrtha] says: “Earth …” (pr̥thivī), and so on.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 2)

abhāvam anantarbhāvya trayodaśatvaṃ bodhyam.
pratyekam iti. saty asati cety arthaḥ. aikādhikaraṇyāvacchedena sādhyasid-

dher uddeśyatvenātraikādhikaraṇyāvacchedena sādhyaprasiddher abhāvād apra-
siddhaviśeṣaṇatā syād evety āśayena kathaṃ cid ity uktam.

nanu kevalasyāsattvātyantābhāvasya siddhatve ’py asiddhena sattvātyantā-
bhāvena sahocyamānatvād asiddhatvam eveti nāṃśe siddhasādhanatety āha—na

34 NAMu: 24v; NAPB: 45–46.
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hīti. tathātve “parvataḥ vahnimān pāṣāṇavāṃś ca” ity atrāpi siddhasādhanatā
nodbhāvyeteti bhāvaḥ. (NAB: 64.)35

Translation
It should be understood that there are thirteen [substances and categories] not in-
cluding [the category of] absence.

“Separately …” (pratyekam). What [Vyāsatīrtha] means is that [the constant ab-
sences of nonexistence and existence] are established in what exists and what does
not exist[, respectively]. Since the objective [of Ānandabodha’s inferences] is to es-
tablish the probandum as determined by the property of “sharing a common locus”,
and since [in Ānandabodha’s inferences] the probandum is not established insofar
as it is determined by the property of sharing a common locus [before the inference
takes place], it might still be the case that [the subject in the inference] has an un-
established qualifier. With this in mind [Vyāsatīrtha] says: “Somehow …” (kathaṃ
cit).

Objection: The constant absence of nonexistence, uncompounded [with any fur-
ther property], is established [to the Mādhva as being present in the world before
the inferences are formulated]. Nevertheless, since [we Advaitins] are speaking of
[the constant absence of nonexistence] alongside the constant absence of existence,
which is unestablished, [the constant absence of nonexistence] is itself unestab-
lished, and hence the inferences do not prove in part something that is already
established. In response to this [objection, Vyāsatīrtha] says: “For it is not …” (na
hi). If it were the case [that something that is established becomes unestablished
simply by virtue of being asserted alongside something that is unestablished], then
the flaw of proving something that is already established could not be applied to the
case of the [fallacious] inference “The mountain possesses both fire and stone …”[,
where that inference is made for the benefit of someone who already knows that
the mountain has stone on it]. This is the idea [behind Vyāsatīrtha’s argument].

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 3)

nanv evam “pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atrāpi jalāditrayodaśānyonyābhāvānāṃ sā-
dhyatvāt, jalādyekaikānyonyābhāvānām api ghaṭo na jalādir iti pratītyā ghaṭatvā-
vacchedena siddhatvāt, aṃśe siddhasādhanatāpattir ity anumānaṃ duṣṭaṃ syād
ity ata āha—pr̥thivīti.

35 NAMu: 24v; NAPB: 46.
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jalādyekaikānyonyābhāvasya ghaṭe ghaṭatvāvacchedena siddhāv api pakṣa-
tāvacchedakībhūtapr̥thivītvāvacchedena ghaṭe na siddhiḥ, ato nāṃśe siddhasā-
dhanatety arthaḥ. pakṣatāvacchedakasāmānādhikaraṇyenaiva sādhyasiddher ud-
deśyatvāt, tasyāś cājātatvād iti bhāvaḥ.

pr̥thivītvopahite. ghaṭa iti śeṣaḥ. prakr̥te ca pakṣatāvacchedakasāmānādhika-
raṇyenanaivāsadvailakṣaṇyasya siddhatvāt siddhasādhanateti draṣṭavyam. (NAB:
64–65.)36

Translation
Objection: If [the above argument to prove that siddhasādhana applies to Ānanda-
bodha’s inferences were valid], then [the valid inference] “Earth is different from
the remaining [substances and categories, because it has earthness]” would [also]
be flawed. For, [in this inference] the probandum consists of the thirteenmutual ab-
sences from water and [the remaining substances and categories apart from earth.
And], since each individual absence from water and so on is established to be de-
termined by potness by the judgment “Pot is not water, etc.”, it would follow that
[this] inference [too] is flawed because it proves in one part [of the subject, i.e. the
pot,] something that is already established. Thus does Vyāsatīrtha say: “Earth …”
(pr̥thivī).

Even though the individual mutual absences from water and so on are estab-
lished in a pot as determined by potness [before the formulation of the inference,]
they are not established in a pot as determined by earthness, which is the prop-
erty that determines subjecthood [in the earth-inference], and therefore the flaw
of proving in part something that is already established does not apply [to the
earth-inference]. This is what [Vyāsatīrtha] means. For, the objective [of the earth-
inference] is to establish the probandum insofar as it shares a common location
with the determiner of subjecthood [i.e. earthness], and that has not come about
[before the inference is made]. This is the idea [behind what Vyāsatīrtha says].

“In something that possesses earthness …” (pr̥thivītvopahite). “In a pot” needs
to be supplied. Observe that in the present case [of Ānandabodha’s inferences], by
contrast, since the state of being different fromwhat is nonexistent is already estab-
lished to share a common locus with the determiner of subjecthood [because the
Mādhva already accepts that the world lacks nonexistence], the flaw of siddhasā-
dhana applies.

36 NAMu: 24v–25r; NAPB: 46.
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9.6 TEXT 6: The flaw of the “example’s lacking the probandum”.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

dr̥ṣṭāntasya sādhyavaikalyāc ca. pr̥thivītvahetus tu kevalavyatirekī. trayodaśānyo-
nyābhāvarūpasādhyasya vyatirekanirūpaṇaṃ tu bhinnāśritānām api trayodaśā-
nyonyābhāvānāṃ samūhālambanaikajñānopārūḍhatvamātreṇa yuktam. (NAB:
53.)37

Translation
Moreover, [M2 is not tenable] because[, if it is adopted as the definition of “illusori-
ness”,] then the example [in Ānanabodha’s inferences (the “silver”)] would lack the
probandum[, since I do not accept that the silver has the constant absence of nonex-
istence]. The reason [in the earth-inference]—earthness—on the other hand, is a
universal-negative reason [and so, unlike Ānandabodha’s inferences, that inference
does not require an example. It might be objected that in the absence of an exam-
ple, the probandum in the earth-inference could not be established before the infer-
ence takes place.] However [in the earth-inference] the cognition of the absence of
the probandum,which [probandum] consists in the thirteenmutual absences [from
the remaining substances and categories apart from earth], is only possible since,
even though the thirteen mutual absences each occupy different locations, they are
grasped in a single collective cognition [before the inference is made].

Comments
For Madhusūdana’s answer to the charge that the example lacks the probandum
(sādhyavaikalya), see the translation of the Advaitasiddhi above, TEXT 3.

Vyāsatīrtha now argues that if the Advaitins adopt M2 as the probandum in
Ānandabodha’s inferences, then those inferences must suffer from the flaw known
as “[the example’s] lacking-the-probandum” ([dr̥ṣṭāntasya] sādhyavaikalyam). The
example in an inference should be a familiar, non-controversial case that possesses
both the probandum and the reason. Unlike the Advaitins, the Mādhvas accept that
the “silver” superimposed on mother-of-pearl is completely nonexistent, like the
hare’s horn. Hence, while the Mādhvas accept that the fake silver has the constant
absence of existence, they do not accept that it further has the constant absence of
nonexistence. From their perspective, the example therefore lacks the probandum
understood as these two separate properties.

37 NAMu: 25r–25v; NAK: 110.
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Vyāsatīrtha anticipates an objection to this argument. If we accept that the fact
that one component of the probandum is missing from an “example” means that
the inference is invalidated, then would not the Naiyāyikas’ inference to define
earth also suffer from this flaw? Rāmācārya explains this objection as follows. Like
Ānandabodha’s inferences to establish that the world is “indeterminate”, the earth-
inference seemingly involves a “partite” probandum. In the case of the Advaitin’s
inferences, the probandum consists of two separate absences: the constant absence
of existence, and the constant absence of nonexistence. In the case of the earth-
inference, the probandum consists of the thirteen mutual absences/differences
from the substances and categories apart from earth.

The problem is that in the earth-inference there is no single individual that can
serve as the example insofar as it possesses all thirteen mutual absences. While
each of the substances/categories apart from earth contain twelve of the mutual
absences thatmake up the probandum, theymust all lack one of the thirteenmutual
absences, because they cannot be different from themselves. Fire, for instance, may
be different fromwater and the remaining substances and categories, but it cannot
be different from itself. Vyāsatīrtha has claimed that if an example in an inference
lacks a single one of the qualities that make up the probandum, then the flaw of
“lacking the probandum” applies. So if none of the substances/categories apart from
earth can have all of the qualities that together comprise the probandum, then does
not this inference suffer from sādhyavaikalya too? Vyāsatīrtha therefore reminds
his Advaitin opponent that the reason in the earth-inference is a universal-negative
(kevalavyatirekin) one. As such, the inference does not depend on an example in the
sameway that inferences that depend on a positive pervasion relationship between
the probandum and the reason do. In a universal-negative inference, there can be
no example, since the probandum only exists within the subject.

Vyāsatīrtha’s answer begs a further question, however. If there is no example,
then how can the probandum in the earth-inference be known before the inference
is formulated? The probandum in an inference must be somehow established be-
fore the inference takes place, but to claim that there is no positive example is, in
effect, to claim that we know of no other single instance where the probandum is
present prior to the inference. In response, Vyāsatīrtha says that we can have a cog-
nition of the probandum in the earth-inference since we apprehend each absence
in a different location before the inference brings them together in a single, collec-
tive cognition. Hence the probandum can be established prior to the inference, even
though its components have not already been judged to be present in one single lo-
cation.
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 1)

dr̥ṣṭāntasyeti. asattvābhāvasya sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinnasya śuktirūpyādāv a-
bhāvād ity arthaḥ.

nanubādhyatvarūpāsattvavyatirekasya tatrābhāve ’pi kva cid apyupādhau sat-
tvena pratīyamānatvānadhikaraṇatvarūpāsattvavyatireko rūpyādāv apy asty eva,
tasya tattvena pratīyamānatvāt.

maivam. sattvena pratīyamānatvarūpasyāsattvavyatirekasya sādhanaṃ vyar-
tham ity uktatvena bādhyatvarūpāsattvavyatirekasyaiva sādhayitumucitatvena sā-
dhyavaikalyāparihārāt. (NAB: 58.)38

Translation
“Of the example…” (dr̥ṣṭāntasya). For, the “silver” superimposed onmother-of-pearl
and [other objects that appear in perceptual illusions] lack the absence of nonexis-
tence, which [absence of nonexistence] is qualified by a determiner of probandum-
hood. This is what [Vyāsatīrtha] means.

Objection (Madhusūdana): Even though the absence of “nonexistence” in the
form of “sublatability” might be absent from [the “silver” superimposed onmother-
of-pearl], nevertheless the absence of “nonexistence” in the formof “not being the lo-
cus of the property of being cognised as though existent in some substrate or other”
is present even in the “silver” and [other objects of perceptual illusions]. For, [the
“silver”] is cognised as though it were existent. [Hence the example cannot be said
to lack the probandum, since it does have the absence of “nonexistence”].

Reply: This is untenable! For, [earlier in this text,39 I] have stated that proving
[that the “silver” has] the absence of nonexistence, insofar as that absence takes the
form of “being cognised as existent [in some substrate or other]”, is pointless[, since
it is already well-established that the “silver” is mistakenly cognised as existing in
some substrate]. Hence it follows that it is proper [for you] only to prove the absence
of “nonexistence” in the form of “sublatability”, and so [you] have failed to refute
the charge that [the example] lacks the probandum.

Comments
In the Advaitasiddhi, Madhusūdana has argued that the charge of sādhyavaikalya
does not apply to Ānandabodha’s inferences on the ground that his own defini-
tion of “nonexistence” makes this charge inapplicable. If “existence” means “non-

38 NAK: 110; NATMu: 12r–12v.
39 See above, Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, TEXT 3, for a translation of the passage Rāmācārya refers to
here.
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sublatability”, and “nonexistence” is taken to be the opposite of this (i.e. “sublatabil-
ity”), then it is clearly impossible to claim that the silver in question has the “absence
of nonexistence”. The claim in that case would be that the silver “lacks sublatabil-
ity”, but it is clear that the silver does stand to be sublated by subsequent veridical
judgments about the mother-of-pearl.

However, Madhusūdana’s attempt to define nonexistence seems to render the
charge inapplicable. According to Madhusūdana’s definition, to say that something
is nonexistent simply means to say that that thing is “not cognised as existing in
some substrate”. The absence of nonexistence defined as such amounts to the quality
of “being cognised as existing in some substrate”. The Mādhva must surely agree
with the Advaitin that the “silver” is cognised as existing in some substrate, and
so they must surely agree that the “silver” has the absence of “nonexistence” as
Madhusūdana has defined it.

Rāmācārya here dismisses Madhusūdana’s argument on the basis of the argu-
ments he has alreadymade againstMadhusūdana’s attempts to define nonexistence
earlier in the Taraṅginī (see above, TEXT 3). Advaitin philosophers try to prove
through circumstantial implication (arthāpatti) that the “silver” lacks nonexistence.
However, if “nonexistence” consists in something’s “not being an object of cognition
as existing in some substrate”, then their efforts are pointless. For, it is already es-
tablished through experience that the “silver” in question is mistakenly cognised
as existing where there is really mother-of-pearl. What Madhusūdana should really
try to prove, says Rāmācārya, is that the “silver” has the absence of nonexistence
defined as “sublatability”, but clearly the silver does have the property of sublata-
bility.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 2)

nanv abhāvadvayasya sādhyatāyāṃ rūpye sattvābhāvasya sattve ’pi asattvābhāvā-
bhāvena yadi sādhyavaikalyam, tarhi “pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atra jale tejaḥpra-
bhr̥tidvādaśabhedānāṃ sattve ’pi jalabhedasyābhāvena sādhyavaikalyam. evaṃ
tejaḥprabhr̥tiṣv api svasvetarapratiyogikadvādaśabhedasattve ’pi svasvabhedābhā-
vāt sādhyavaikalyam eva syād ity āśaṅkyāha—pr̥thivītvahetus tu kevalavyatirekīti.

tathā ca na tatra dr̥ṣṭāntāpekṣeti na tatprayuktasādhyavaikalyādidoṣāvakāśa
iti bhāvaḥ.

nanu pr̥thivītvahetau dr̥ṣṭāntānapekṣaṇe sādhyaprasiddhyabhāvena sādhya-
vyatirekanirūpaṇaṃna syād ity ata āha—trayodaśeti. sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchin-



278  9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyātvabhaṅga

nānāṃ trayodaśānyonyābhāvānāṃ svasvādhikaraṇe vidyamānānāṃ jñāne sati
sādhyavyatirekanirūpaṇaṃ syād ity arthaḥ. (NAB: 58.)40

Translation
Objection: Let us assume that[, as Vyāsatīrtha has claimed, the example in Ānanda-
bodha’s inferences] lacks the probandum on the ground that—the probandum con-
sisting in the pair of absences [of existence and nonexistence]—the silver, though it
possesses the absence of existence, lacks the absence of nonexistence. In that case,
it follows that [the example also] lacks the probandum in the case of the [valid] in-
ference “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and categories, because
it has earthness]”. For, even though twelve of the differences [that make up the
probandum]—the differences from fire and [the eleven remaining substances and
categories apart from earth]—are present in water[, for instance,] water cannot be
different from water[, that is, from itself]. Likewise, even though fire [and the re-
maining substances and categories] possess twelve differences that have for their
counterpositives [the twelve substances and categories] that are other than them-
selves, they cannot each be different from themselves. Hence [the example in the
(valid) earth-inference] would lack the probandum, just as [you claim the example
in Ānandabodha’s inferences does].

With this doubt inmind [Vyāsatīrtha] says: “By contrast, the reason—earthness—
is a universal-negative one…” (pr̥thivītvahetus tu kevalavyatirekī). The idea [behind
Vyāsatīrtha’s words] is that[, since it has a universal-negative reason, the earth-
inference] does not depend on an example, and hence there is no scope for the
application of the flaw of [the example’s] “lacking the probandum” and [the exam-
ple’s “lacking the reason”], which only apply [if the inference has an example to
lack those properties in the first place].

Objection: If the reason [in the earth-inference]—earthness—does not depend
on an example, then the probandum must be unestablished, and thus the absence
of the probandum could not be cognised [before the inference takes place]. With
this in mind, [Vyāsatīrtha] says: “Thirteen …” (trayodaśa). Provided that [one has] a
cognition of the thirteenmutual absences, each qualified by a determiner of proban-
dumhood, and each existing in their own locus, [one] can cognise the absence of the
probandum.

40 NAK: 110–111; NATMu: 12v.
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 3)

nanv evam ekaikānyonyābhāvādhikaraṇasyāpi sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinnasā-
dhyādhikaraṇatayā tadvyāvr̥ttasya hetor asādhāraṇyaṃ syād ity āśaṅkāparihārā-
yoktam—samūhālambanaikajñānopārūḍhatvamātreṇeti. ekaikānyonyābhāvasya
na sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinnatvam, sādhyatāvacchedakasya samūhālamba-
naikajñānopārūḍhatvasya vyāsajyavr̥tter dharmasya pratyekābhāveṣv aparyāp-
teḥ. tathā ca pratyekābhāvādhikaraṇasya na sapakṣatvam, sādhyatāvacchedakā-
vacchinnasādhyarahitatvāt.

tad uktam, tāvadabhāvayogī hy atra sapakṣo bhavati, na tu tadekadeśakatipa-
yābhāvavān, sādhyatāyās tāvaty [1]aparyāpter[1] iti. sattvātyantābhāvādes tu pra-
tyekaṃ sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinnatve ’pi nāsādhāraṇyam, dr̥ṣṭāntasya sattvād
iti bhāvaḥ. (NAB: 58.)41

1. NAB, NAK, and NATMu all read paryāpter here. I have emended this to read with
the editions of the Tattvacintāmaṇi, which is the text that Rāmācārya is quoting
here.

Translation
Objection: In that case, the locus of each of the individual mutual absences [that
comprise the probandum in the earth-inference] must be a locus of the probandum
qualified by a determiner of probandumhood. Hence the reason[—earthness—],
which is absent from [each of those individuals], would be an “uncommon” pseudo-
reason[, because it is absent from something that is known to possess the proban-
dum qualified by a determiner of probandumhood]. In order to assuage this doubt,
[Vyāsatīrtha] says: “Only by virtue of being grasped in a single collective cogni-
tion …” (samūhālambanaikajñānopārūḍhatvamātreṇa). Each individual mutual
absence is not qualified by a determiner of probandumhood. For, the determiner of
probandumhood—the quality of “being grasped in a single collective cognition”—
is a “collectively present” (vyāsajyavr̥tti) property, and is therefore not completely
present (aparyāpti) in each [of the locations that contain the thirteen mutual ab-
sences] taken individually. And so, the locus of each [mutual] absence is not a
homologue (sapakṣa), since it lacks the probandum as qualified by the determiner
of probandumhood.

As it is said [by Gaṅgeśa in the Kevalavyatirekivāda of the Tattvacintāmaṇi]:
“[The reason in the earth inference is not “uncommon”]. For, only that which has
these absences in their entirety qualifies as a homologue in this instance, and not

41 NAK: 111; NATMu: 12v–13r.
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something that possesses some of the absences in a certain part, because proban-
dumhood is not completely present (aparyāpteḥ) in just that much.”42 Even though
the constant absences of existence and [nonexistence] are, by contrast [to the ab-
sences that make up the probandum in the earth-inference], individually qualified
by a determiner of probandumhood, the [reasons in Ānandabodha’s inferences
are not] pseudo-reasons of the “uncommon” variety, because[, unlike the earth-
inference,] there is an example [in these inferences, i.e. the “silver”]. This is the
idea [behind what Vyāsatīrtha says here].

Comments
Rāmācārya here considers the objection that the reason in the earth-inference could
be said to be defective given the stance Vyāsatīrtha takes on it in this part of theNyā-
yāmr̥ta. An “uncommon” pseudo-reason is one that fails to occur in some location
that is known to possess the probandum. Let us imagine that each of the thirteenmu-
tual absences thatmake up the probandum in that inference are each established in
a separate location—the absence of fire is established in water, the absence of wa-
ter in fire, and so on. In this case, each of the things that make up the probandum
could be considered a homologue (sapakṣa), that is, a location where the proban-
dum is known to be present. For, each could be said to possess “a probandum as
qualified by a determiner of probandumhood” by possessing just one of the thir-
teen mutual absences in question. What Rāmācārya seems to have in mind here is
that the abstract properties belonging to the individual absences—“the state of be-
ing the mutual absence of water” (jalānyonyābhāvatva), and so on—all determine
probandumhood individually.

In response, Rāmācārya says that by the expression “only by virtue of be-
ing grasped in a single, collective cognition” (samūhālambanaikajñānopārūḍha-
tvamātreṇa), Vyāsatīrtha is indicating the property that determines probandum-
hood in the earth-inference. The thirteen separate mutual absences make up the
probandum only insofar as they are grasped together in such a cognition. More
technically: probandumhood is determined not by the thirteen separate qual-
ities belonging to the individual absences, but by a single, collectively present
(vyāsajyavr̥tti) quality that is only completely present in all thirteen absences taken
collectively. Hence, while each component of the probandum is known to be present
in some location other than earth before the inference takes place, the locus of each
individual absence cannot qualify as a homologue, since it lacks the probandum as
qualified by the determiner of probandumhood. As a severally present quality, the

42 This is a quote from the Kevalavyatirekivāda of the Tattvacintāmaṇi (ACN, 1:622). See Phillips
(2020: 795–796) for a translation and explanation of this passage.
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state of “being the object of a collective cognition” cannot be completely present
in any of those absences; hence they cannot be said to be individually “qualified
by the determiner of probandumhood”. To support this position, Rāmācārya cites
the Kevalavyatirekivāda of Gaṅgeśa’s Tattvacintāmaṇi, where Gaṅgeśa seems to
endorse this line of reasoning.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 1)

dr̥ṣṭāntasyeti. dharmadvayasya sādhyatvān manmate śuktirūpye sattvātyantābhā-
vasya sattve ’py asattvasyaiva sattvena tadatyantābhāvasya tatrābhāvāt sādhyavai-
kalyam ity arthaḥ.

nanv evaṃ tarhi “pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atrāpi trayodaśabhedānāṃ sādhya-
tvāj jalādau tejaḥprabhr̥tidvādaśabhedānāṃ sattve ’pi jalabhedasyābhāvāt sādhya-
vaikalyam. evaṃ tejaḥprabhr̥tiṣv api svasveterapratiyogikadvādaśabhedasattve ’pi
svasvabhedābhāvāt sādhyavaikalyam eva syād ity ata āha—pr̥thivītveti. yatretara-
tvam, tatra pr̥thivītvābhāva iti vyatireke jalādir dr̥ṣṭānta iti bhāvaḥ. (NAB: 65.)43

Translation
“Of the example …” (dr̥ṣṭāntasya). For, the probandum [defined as M2] consists in a
pair of qualities [i.e. the constant absences of existence and nonexistence]; and, in
my view, the silver superimposed on mother-of-pearl lacks the constant absence of
nonexistence, since it possesses nonexistence despite lacking existence. Hence [the
example in Ānandabodha’s inferences] lacks the probandum. This is what [Vyāsa-
tīrtha] means.

Objection: In that case, [the example] in the inference “Earth is different from
the remaining [substances and categories, because it has earthness]” would [also]
lack the probandum. For, [in that inference] the probandum consists of thirteen
mutual absences[/differences]. Hence, even though the twelve differences from fire
and so on are present in water and so on, the difference from water [itself] would
not be present there. Likewise, even though the twelve differences that have as their
counterpositive each and every thing different from [water and so on] themselves
would be present in fire and so on, the difference [of each substance/category] from
itself could not be present there. With this [objection] in mind [Vyāsatīrtha] says:
“Earthness …” (pr̥thivītva). The idea behind [Vyāsatīrtha’s words here is that] wa-
ter and so on serve as the example for the negative-pervasion “Where there is the
property of being other than [earth], there is the absence of earthness”.

43 NAMu: 25r; NAPB: 46–47.
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 2)

nanu pr̥thivītvahetau vyatirekiṇi dr̥ṣṭāntābhāve trayodaśānyonyābhāvānāṃ sā-
dhyabhūtānāṃ prasiddhyabhāvena sādhyavyatirekanirūpaṇaṃ na syād ity ata
āha—trayodaśeti. jalāditrayodaśānyonyābhāvānāṃ tejaḥprabhr̥tiṣu pratyekaṃ
pratyekaṃ jñānānantaram ete trayodaśānyonyābhāvā iti samūhālambanarūpai-
kajñānopārūḍhānāṃ prasiddhisambhavena vyatirekanirūpaṇaṃ sambhavatīti
bhāvaḥ. (NAB: 65.)44

Translation
Objection: Since there is no example in the case of the universal-negative reason
“earthness”, it follows that the thirteen mutual absences that comprise the proban-
dum cannot be established [before the inference takes place]; hence there cannot
be the cognition of the absence of the probandum. With this in mind [Vyāsatīrtha]
says: “Thirteen …” (trayodaśa). The thirteen mutual absences of water [and the re-
maining substances and categories apart from earth] can be established insofar as
they are grasped in a single, collective cognition (“These are the thirteen mutual
absences”), which occurs after they are each cognised individually in fire [and the
remaining substances and categories apart from earth]. Hence there can be the cog-
nition of the absence of the probandum. This is the idea [behind what Vyāsatīrtha
says here].

9.7 TEXT 7: Extension of the above flaws to the third definition.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

ata eva na tr̥tīyaḥ; vyāhateḥ, arthāntarāt, [1]sādhyavaikalyāc[1] ca. (NAB: 53.)45

1. dr̥ṣṭānte sādhyavaikalyāc NAB (vl.), NAMu (vl.)

Translation
For these very reasons is M3 not tenable—because of contradiction, because [it
would] fail to prove what [you, the Advaitins,] intend to prove, and because [your
putative example] lacks the probandum.

44 NAMu: 25r–25v; NAPB: 47.
45 NAK: 111; NAMu: 25r–25v.
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Comments
Vyāsatīrtha now begins his critique of M3. He claims that three of the charges that
were levelled against M2 apply equally to M3.

Rāmācārya anticipates an objection to the claim that M3 suffers leads to a con-
tradiction in the same way that M2 does. In M2, the probandum is taken to be a pair
of distinct qualities—the constant absence of existence, and the constant absence of
nonexistence. InM3, by contrast, these qualities are compounded into a single “qual-
ified”/compound thing—“the property of possessing the constant absence of nonex-
istence qualified by the property of possessing the constant absence of existence”.
Given this distinction, can the charge of contradiction really be applied in the same
way to M3 as it was to M2? Rāmācārya argues that this is not a significant distinc-
tion from the point of view of the charge of contradiction. Two things can only be
related as qualifier and qualified if they share a common locus; hence proving that
M3 is present in some locus necessarily entails proving that the constant absences
of existence and nonexistence are present there, and this must surely amount to a
contradiction.

According to Vyāsatīrtha, M3 further leads to the flaw of arthāntara, because,
like M2, it fails to establish what the Advaitin really wants to establish. Like M2, M3

proves that the world has the “constant absence of existence”. However, as Vyāsatīr-
tha has argued (in TEXT 4), it is always possible that the world—like the Advaitin’s
brahman—is existent by its very essence, even though it lacks the property of exis-
tence. In themselves, neither M2 nor M3 rule out this possibility. Moreover, in case
M3 is adopted as the probandum, the Advaitins’ example—the “silver”—still lacks
the probandum from the Mādhva’s point of view. “Illusoriness” still consists in part
in the “constant absence of nonexistence”, and the Mādhvas, who accept that the
“silver” is simply nonexistent, do not accept that the silver possesses such an ab-
sence.

So far, Vyāsatīrtha has claimed that the following flaws apply to M1–M3:
– M1: Proving something that is already established (siddhasādhana).
– M2: Contradiction (vyāhati); failing to prove what one intends to prove (arthān-
tara); proving something that is already established (siddhasādhana); the exam-
ple’s lacking the probandum (dr̥ṣṭāntasya sādhyavaikalya).

– M3: Contradiction (vyāhati); failing to prove what one intends to prove (arthān-
tara); the example’s lacking the probandum (dr̥ṣṭāntasya sādhyavaikalya).

In the remaining portion of the PMBh, Vyāsatīrtha will argue that while M3 does
not lead to siddhasādhana, it still leads to the flaw of “[the subject’s] having-an-
unestablished-qualifier” (aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā).
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī)

nanv ata evety atidiṣṭā vyāhatir anupapannā. ekatra viruddhobhayapratiyogikā-
tyantābhāvasādhane hi sā syāt; na cātrobhayātyantābhāvau sādhyāv ity ata āha—
vyāhater iti. ubhayātyantābhāvayoḥ sāmānādhikaraṇyoktau vyāhativad ubhayā-
tyantābhāvayoḥ sāmānādhikaraṇyena sambandhena viśeṣaṇaviśeṣyabhāvoktāv
api vyāhatir ity arthaḥ. (NAB: 58.)46

Translation
Objection: It is unreasonable [for Vyāsatīrtha] to further apply contradiction [to
M3 as well as M2, as he does when he says,] “For these very same reasons [is M3

not tenable] …”. For, [contradiction] would ensue only if [we Advaitins] proved
that the constant absences that have two contradictory [properties—existence and
nonexistence—]for their counterpositives, are present in one and the same location.
But, in the case at hand [(M3)] the constant absences of both [existence and nonex-
istence] are not both probanda.

Reply: To this objection [Vyāsatīrtha] responds: “Because of contradiction …”
(vyāhateḥ). Just as a contradiction ensues if [you] state that the constant absences
of both [existence and nonexistence] share a common locus, if [you] assert that the
constant absences of both [existence andnonexistence] are, as a result of their being
connected as sharing a common locus, related as qualifier and qualified, there is still
a contradiction. This is what [Vyāsatīrtha] means.

9.8 TEXT 8: Siddhasādhanamight not apply to the third
definition.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

kiṃ ca yathā “anitye vāṅmanasī”47 ity atra [1]pakṣatāvacchedakanānātvenāṃśe[1]
siddhasādhanatve ’pi, “pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atra pakṣatāvacchedakaikyān [2]nā-
ṃśe[2] siddhasādhanam; tathehāpi yady api kathaṃ cit sādhyatāvacchedakaikyān
nāṃśe siddhasādhanatvam … (NAB: 53.)48

1. pakṣatāvacchedakanānātvenāṃśataḥ NAMu (vl.)

46 NAK: 111; NATMu: 13r.
47 All the editions read vāṅmanase here. I follow Phillips (2020: 789), who emends the same expre-
ssion in the text of the Anumānacintāmaṇi on the advice of Ramanuja Tatacharya.
48 NAMu: 25v; NAK: 112.
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2. nāṃśataḥ NAMu (vl.)

Translation
Moreover, let it be that, somehow, in case [you adopt M3 as the probandum in Ānan-
dabodha’s inferences,] then [those inferences] do not prove, in part, something that
is already established [to me, the Mādhva]. For, the inference “Speech andmind are
noneternal[, because they are products]” does prove in part something that is al-
ready established [to the Naiyāyika who is supposed to benefit from it,] since more
than one property determines subjecthood [in that inference]. By contrast, the in-
ference “Earth is different [from the remaining substances and categories, because
it has earthness]” does not prove in part something that is already established, since
there is only one property that determines subjecthood [in that inference, i.e. earth-
ness]. Likewise [in Ānandabodha’s inferences, if M3 is adopted as the probandum,]
then there is only one property [(“the quality of possessing the constant absence
of nonexistence qualified by the quality of possessing the constant absence of ex-
istence”)] that determines subjecthood[; hence the inference does not prove some-
thing that is already established]. …

Comments
In TEXT 5, Vyāsatīrtha argued that M2 proves, in part, something that is already
established to him as a realist, because he already accepts that the world has the
“constant absence of nonexistence”. Vyāsatīrtha now tentatively concedes that if
M3 is taken to be the probandum in Ānandabodha’s inferences, then those infer-
encesmight not prove something that he already accepts. BothM2 andM3 ultimately
amount to the claim that something lacks both existence and nonexistence. How-
ever, M2 treats them as two distinct properties, whereas M3 compounds them to-
gether, as a single “qualified” property. Thus, if M3 is adopted as the probandum,
there is only one determiner of probandumhood. This has important implications
for evaluating this definition of indeterminacy/illusoriness.

Vyāsatīrtha cites the inference “Speech and mind are noneternal, because they
are products” as precedent in this matter. Gaṅgeśa, who uses this example in the
Kevalavyatirekivāda of the Tattvacintāmaṇi, argued that the flaw of partial siddha-
sādhana only applies in this inference because there is more than one property that
determines subjecthood.49 The subject in the inference is a partite one, consisting
of two separate entities: speech and mind. Consequently, both speechness (vāktva)
andmindness (manastva) determine subjecthood. According to Śrīnivāsatīrtha, the

49 See ACN: 613. See Phillips (2020: 789) for a translation and discussion of this passage.
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flaw of siddhasādhana applies, since it is already established to the Naiyāyika that
speech is noneternal. Vyāsatīrtha reasons on the basis of this example that the same
does apply if multiple properties determine probandumhood in an inference, but
does not if there is just one property determining probandumhood. Unlike M2, M3

consists in a single compound entity. Consequently, by analogy, it cannot be said to
suffer from the flaw of partial siddhasādhana.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī)

kiṃ ceti. yady api nāṃśataḥ siddhasādhanam, nāpi vyarthaviśeṣyatvam; tathāpy
aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvam ity anvayaḥ.

pakṣatāvacchedakanānatveneti. yady api pakṣatāvacchedakanānātve ’py ukta-
vidhayā nāṃśtaḥ siddhasādhanam, tathāpi matāntareṇedaṃ bodhyam.

pakṣatāvacchedakaikyād iti. pakṣatāvacchedakaikye ’ṃśataḥ siddhasādha-
naṃ na bhavaty eva. tathā hi—pakṣatāvacchedakadharmasāmānādhikaraṇyena
sādhyasiddhau hi siddhasādhanam eva, nāṃśataḥ siddhasādhanam; tādr̥śasi-
ddher evānumānasādhyatvāt. tadasiddhau ca tacchaṅkaiva nāsti. na hi pakṣe
sādhyasiddhimātreṇa tat, kiṃ tu pakṣatāvacchedakadharmasāmānādhikaraṇyena
sādhyasiddhyā. anyathā dhūmavattvena parvate vahniniścaye ’pi siddhasādhana-
prasaṅgād ity arthaḥ.

sādhyatāvacchedakaikyād iti. sādhyatāvacchedakāvacchinnasādhyasiddher a-
bhāvād ity arthaḥ. (NAB: 58–59.)50

Translation
“Moreover …” (kiṃ ca). The connection [between this passage and TEXT 10 of the
Nyāyāmr̥ta] is as follows: “Even though[, if M3 is adopted as the probandum in
Ānandabodha’s inferences, those inferences] do not prove in part something that is
already established, and [their probandum] does not have a purposeless qualifican-
dum […] nevertheless, [their subject] has an unestablished qualifier[/probandum]”.

“Since multiple properties determine subjecthood …” (pakṣatāvacchedakanā-
nātvena). Even though [when M3 is adopted as their probandum, Ānandabodha’s
inferences] might not prove in part something that is already established in the
way described [by Vyāsatīrtha earlier in this text],51 nevertheless if [one] were of

50 NAK: 112; NATMu: 13r.
51 See the translation of the Nyāyāmr̥ta above, TEXT 5, for the argument that Rāmācārya is refer-
ring to here.
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a different persuasion, [one] might conclude [that the inferences do in fact suffer
from siddhasādhana in this way].

“Because there is only one property that determines subjecthood …” (pakṣatā-
vacchedakaikyāt). If there is only a single determiner of subjecthood [in an infer-
ence], then [that inference] cannot prove in part something that is already estab-
lished. To explain: If it is already established that the probandum shares a common
locus with the property that determines subjecthood [in such an inference], then
[that inference] is simply proving something that is already established, and not
proving in part something that is already established. For, it is precisely the fact
that [the probandum shares a common locus with the property that determines
subjecthood] that an inference seeks to establish. And if it is not [already] estab-
lished [that the probandum shares a common locus with the property that deter-
mines subjecthood], then there cannot be the slightest doubt [that the inference
suffers from siddhasādhana]. For, [an inference does not prove something that is
already established] simply because [its] probandum is established to be present
in the subject, but because the probandum is established to share a common locus
with the property that determines subjecthood. Otherwise, it would follow that if
[one] were already certain that fire was present on a mountain [merely] insofar as
[the mountain] is something that possesses smoke, [an inference to prove that there
is fire on themountain insofar as it is a mountain] would be proving something that
is already established[, yet this is wrong, for it would clearly tell us something new].

“Because there is only one determiner of probandumhood …” (sādhyatāvacche-
dakaikyāt). Because it has not [yet] been established that the probandum qualified
by the determiner of probandumhood [is present in the subject]. This is what [Vyā-
satīrtha] means.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 1)

viśiṣṭasādhanapakṣe ’ṃśe siddhasādhanātideśaḥ kuto na kriyata iti śaṅkāyām a-
smin pakṣe ’ṃśe siddhasādhanasyānavakāśaṃvadan, tathā vyartha[1]viśeṣyatvarū-
paṃ[1] doṣāntaraṃ ca nāstīti vadan, aprasiddha[2]viśeṣaṇatvākhyaṃ[2] doṣāntaram
āha—kiṃ cety ādinā. kiṃ cāprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvam ity anvayaḥ.

pakṣatāvacchedakanānātveneti. tathā ca vāktvāvacchedenānityatvasya sid-
dhatvād iti bhāvaḥ.

pakṣatāvacchedakaikyād iti. pakṣatāvacchedakaikye hi pakṣatāvacchedakasā-
mānādhikaraṇyena sādhyasya siddhatvāt sampūrṇasiddhasādhanam eva, nāṃ-
śataḥ siddhasādhanam. “pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atra tu pr̥thivītvarūpapakṣatāva-
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cchedakasāmānādhikaraṇyena sādhyasiddhirūpoddeśyapratīter asiddhatvenāṃśe
siddhasādhanānavakāśād ity arthaḥ. (NAB: 65.)52

1. viśeṣyatvākhyaṃ NAMu (vl.)
2. viśeṣaṇatvarūpaṃ NAMu (vl.)

Translation
“Why have you not extended the charge of proving in part something that is already
established to the view that [Ānandabodha’s inferences] prove that a qualified en-
tity [i.e. M3 is present in theworld]?” In [response] to this doubt[, Vyāsatīrtha] states
that according to the view that [“indeterminacy” is a qualified entity,] there is no
scope for the flaw of proving in part something that is already established. Likewise,
he states that there is not another flaw, namely, having a purposeless qualificandum
(vyarthaviśeṣyatva). [Nevertheless, Vyāsatīrtha] states that another flaw—[the sub-
ject’s] having an unestablished qualifier—applies [to the inferences in this case]:
“Moreover …” (kiṃ ca). “Moreover […] there is the flaw of [the subject’s] having-
an-unestablished-qualifier”: this is the connection [between this passage and the
subsequent one].53

“Because more than one property determines subjecthood … ” (pakṣatāvacche-
dakanānātvena). For, noneternality is established to be determined by [one of the
properties that determines subjecthood, i.e.] speechness. This is the idea [behind
Vyāsatīrtha’s words here].

“Because only one property determines subjecthood … ” (pakṣatāvacchedakai-
kyāt). For, when only one property determines subjecthood, if the probandum is
established as sharing a common locus with the determiner of subjecthood, then
the flaw of proving in toto something that is already established applies, and not
proving in part something that is already established. In the inference “Earth is dif-
ferent from the remaining [substances and categories, because it has earthness]” on
the other hand, the flaw of proving in part something that is already established is
not applicable. For, the cognition that [the inference] seeks to produce—the proof
that the probandum shares a common locuswith the determiner of subjecthood (i.e.
earthness)—has not already taken place [in the beneficiary of the inference before
the inference is formulated]. This is the idea [behind Vyāsatīrtha’s words here].

52 NAMu: 25v; NAPB: 47–48.
53 The passage of the Nyāyāmr̥ta that Śrīnivāsatīrtha is referring to here is translated below in
TEXT 10.
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 2)

sādhyatāvacchedaketi. pakṣatāvacchedakanānātva evāṃśe siddhasādhanavat sā-
dhyatāvacchedakanānātva evāṃśe siddhasādhanatā. ata eva dharmadvayasādha-
napakṣe ’ṃśe siddhasādhanatoktā. pakṣatāvacchedakaikye ’ṃśe siddhasādhana-
tvābhāvavat sādhyatāvacchedakaikye ’pi nāṃśe siddhasādhanaṃ. evaṃ ca prakr̥te
viśiṣṭasyaikasya sādhyatvena sādhyatāvacchedakaikyena tadavacchinnasādhya-
syāsiddhatvān nāṃśe siddhasādhanāvakāśa ity arthaḥ.

viśiṣṭaṃ viśeṣaṇādyātmakam iti pakṣe sādhyatāvacchedakaikyaṃ nāsty evety
āśayena kathaṃ cid ity uktam. (NAB: 65.)54

Translation
“The property that determines probandumhood…” (sādhyatāvacchedaka). The flaw
of partial siddhasādhana applies only if more than one property determines sub-
jecthood [in an inference]. In the same way, that flaw only applies if more than one
property determines probandumhood [in an inference]. It is for this very reason
that [Vyāsatīrtha] stated [earlier in this chapter] that the flaw of partial siddhasā-
dhana applies to [Ānandabodha’s inferences if one takes] the stance that [those in-
ferences] prove that [the world has] a pair of properties [i.e. the constant absence
of existence, and the constant absence of nonexistence]. Just as the flaw of partial
siddhasādhana does not apply [to an inference if only one property determines sub-
jecthood], likewise does it fail to apply if only one property determines probandum-
hood. Hence, in the [inferences] at hand, since the probandum is a single qualified
entity [i.e. M3], it follows that only one property determines probandumhood. Thus,
since the probandum qualified by [the single determiner of probandumhood] has
not been established [to be present in the subject], the flaw of siddhasādhana is in-
applicable. This is what [Vyāsatīrtha] means.

“According to the view that a qualified entity consists of [nothing more than its
parts, i.e.] the qualifier, [the qualificandum, and the relationship between the two, if
M3 is taken as the probandum, then] there is not just one property that determines
probandumhood[, since in that case probandumhood is determined by the three
components of the qualified thing]”. It is with this [doubt] inmind that [Vyāsatīrtha]
says: “Somehow …” (kathaṃ cit).

54 NAMu: 25v–26r; NAPB: 48.
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9.9 TEXT 9: The third definition does not have a purposeless
qualificandum.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

… nāpi vyarthaviśeṣyatvam. “vimatam upādānāparokṣajñapticikīrṣākr̥timajja-
nyam …” ity atra kr̥tigrahaṇenaiveśvarasiddhāv api cikīrṣāder iva, “guṇādikam
guṇyādinā bhinnābhinnam, samānādhikr̥tatvāt” ity atra tārkikāṅgīkr̥tabhinnatva-
syeva ca, vyāpakaviśeṣaṇānāmuddeśyapratītyarthatvāt; iha [1]tu[1] sadvilakṣaṇatve
saty asadvilakṣaṇam iti pratīter uddeśyatvāt.

yadi cābhede saty api ghaṭaḥ kalaśa iti sāmānādhikaraṇyādarśanād aprayoja-
katvanirāsāya viśiṣṭadhīs tatroddeśyā, tarhi tucche sadvailakṣaṇye saty api dr̥śya-
tvādarśanād ihāpi soddeśyeti samam …. (NAB: 53.)55

1. ca NAMu

Translation
… And, [if we adopt M3 as the definition of “illusoriness”, then the probandum in
Ānandabodha’s inferences] would not have a pointless qualificandum[, i.e. “the con-
stant absence of nonexistence”]. For, qualifiers attached to the property that per-
vades [the reason] can have the purpose of [giving rise to] the judgment that [the
inference] is intended to produce (uddeśyapratīti). This is so, for instance, in the
case of [the qualifiers] “a desire to make” (cikīrṣā) and [“an immediate knowledge
of thematerial cause” (upādāna-aparokṣa-jñapti)], in the [Naiyāyikas’] inference [to
prove the existence of god],

“The object of [our] dispute [i.e. the world] is produced by one who has an immediate knowl-
edge of [its] material causes, a desire to make, and effort [itself] …”,

where the existence of god could be established simply by stating that [he possesses]
effort. Likewise is this the case for the [qualifier] “being different” (bhinnatva) in the
[probandum of the inference],

“Tropes and [other properties] are both different and non-different from the things that pos-
sess tropes and [other properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammat-
ical apposition [with the things that possess them]”,

55 NAB: 25v–26v; NAK: 112–113.
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which is [already] accepted by theNaiyāyikas [who accept that tropes, etc., and their
substrates are simply different from one another]. For, in the present case [of Ānan-
dabodha’s inferences], the objective [of the inferences is to produce] a cognition of
the form: “[The world is] different from what is nonexistent, while being different
from what is existent”.

On the other hand, it might be held that the [bhedābheda-inference] seeks to
generate a cognition of a qualified entity in order to ensure that its [reason] de-
termines [its probandum]. For, we do not observe that grammatical apposition is
employed when [two things] are [simply] non-different from each other, as in the
expression, “Pot (ghaṭa) is pot (kalaśa)”, for instance. In that case, it could also be
said of [Ānandabodha’s inferences] that they seek to generate a cognition [of a qual-
ified entity] for the same reason. For, even though the state of being different from
what is existent is present in what is absolutely nonexistent, we observe that [the
reason]—perceptibility—is not present there [so far as the Advaitin is concerned].

Comments
In the preceding text, Vyāsatīrtha has conceded that if we adopt M3 as the proban-
dum in Ānandabodha’s inferences, then those inferences cannot be charged with
proving something that is already established. Still, the probandum might be sub-
ject to a further flaw. In M3, the constant absence of existence is the qualifier, and
the constant absence of nonexistence is the qualificandum. Since the Mādhva ac-
cepts that the constant absence of nonexistence is present in the world, it could be
argued that the qualificandum serves no purpose. However, Vyāsatīrtha argues that
this flaw does not apply here. He finds precedent in two inferences. The first is the
inference of the Naiyāyikas to prove that all effects in the world around us are cre-
ated by a god (īśvara). More specifically, Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophers argued that
inference can establish that the various effects in the world are created by a being
who has three qualities: (1) a direct knowledge of the stuff out of which the world
is to be formed (upādāna-aparokṣa-jñapti); (2) a desire to create (cikīrṣā) the world;
and (3) the creative effort (kr̥ti) itself.

Vyāsatīrtha assumes that the Naiyāyika could prove that there is a god if the
probandum in the inference were simply kr̥timajjanyam: “produced by one who
possesses effort”. It would suffice for someone seeking to prove the existence of a
creator to say that the effects in the world are produced by a being who possesses
creative effort, without further mention of that being’s awareness of the material
cause out of which the world is to be fashioned or desire to create. Nevertheless,
these extra qualifiers might still serve a purpose in the inference. The person who
employs the inference does so in order to produce a particular judgment (the “target-
cognition” [uddeśyapratīti]) on the part of the person to whom the inference is di-
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rected. Vyāsatīrtha concedes that since the qualifiers are enlisted specifically for the
purpose of giving rise to this cognition, they might not be regarded as pointless.

Vyāsatīrtha argues that this reasoning might also apply to another well-known
inference. This is the inference that attempts to establish that properties such as
tropes (guṇa), motions (karman), and universals (jāti) are both different and non-
different from the substrates in which they inhere. This inference has already been
discussed above (Advaitasiddhi, TEXT 5), sinceMadhusūdana himself adoptedmuch
of Vyāsatīrtha’s reasoning in his defence of Ānandabodha’s inferences. Again, the
inference would be directed against a Naiyāyika by members of one of the many
schools (including the Mādhvas) who accept that properties are both different and
non-different from their substrates. Since the Naiyāyika already accepts that these
properties are different from their substrates, itmight be argued that the qualifier in
the inference (“being different”) is pointless. However, itmight also be argued in this
case that the extra qualifier has the purpose of giving rise to the specific judgment
that the person making the inference against the Naiyāyika wishes to produce in
them. It is the product of a definite intention to produce a particular cognitive result.

However, Vyāsatīrtha realises that there might be a different reason for adding
the non-controversial part to the probandum in the bhedābheda inference. Let us
assume that we abandoned the part of the probandum that the Naiyāyika already
accepts (“differentiatedness”, bhinnatva). In that case the inference would read as
follows:

“Tropes and [other properties] are non-different from the things that possess tropes and [other
properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammatical apposition [with
the things that possess them]” (guṇādikaṃ guṇyādinābhinnam, samānādhikr̥tatvāt).

This inference is faulty, because the probandum no longer pervades the reason.
Words that refer to identical things are not placed in grammatical apposition with
one another; again, we do not say, “Pot (ghaṭa) is pot (kalaśa)”, for instance. Hence
the reason (“being placed in grammatical apposition”) would be absent from some-
thing that possesses the probandum.

So Vyāsatīrtha says that it is necessary to qualify non-difference with differ-
ence in the probandum in order that the quality of “being placed in grammatical
apposition” should be a “determiner” (prayojaka) of the probandum. Rāmācārya
and Śrīnivāsatīrtha both explain that the term prayojaka is used in a special sense
here. The word usually entails that the reason can only be present if accompanied
by the probandum. If this is not the case, then the reason is said to be “inconclusive”
(aprayojaka) in the sense that it cannot definitively prove that the inferential sub-
ject has the probandum. However, according to these commentators, Vyāsatīrtha
is using the term to mean that the reason is absent even though the probandum
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is present. In other words, the reason as it stands (“being placed in grammatical
apposition”) is absent from something that possesses the probandum (“being non-
different”), that is, the case of synonymouswords.56 So adding the non-controversial
quality of “differentiatedness” to the inference seems to have a purpose beyond
merely that of giving rise to the particular cognition that the person making the
inference has in mind.

In this case, how can the bhedābheda-inference serve as precedent for Vyāsa-
tīrtha’s judgment that Ānandabodha’s inferences need not suffer from vyarthav-
iśeṣyatva if we adopt M3 as their probandum? Vyāsatīrtha responds to this con-
cern by noting that the same reason might hold for adding the non-controversial
“possessing the constant absence of nonexistence” (asattvātyantābhāvavattvam)
quality to the probandum in Ānandabodha’s inferences. Things that are nonex-
istent (the hare’s horns and the like) lack perceptibility, at least according to
the Advaitins. Consequently, it is necessary for the Advaitins to add the non-
controversial component—“the constant absence of nonexistence”—to the con-
troversial component—“the constant absence of existence”—in order to ensure
that cognisability should function as a valid reason for proving that the world is
illusory.

56 Śrīnivāsatīrtha explains as follows: nanu bhedābhedānumānadr̥ṣṭānto na yuktaḥ. tatra
[1]guṇādikaṃ[1] guṇyādinābhinnam ity eva kr̥te ’bhedarūpasādhyavati ghaṭakalaśādau ghaṭaḥ ka-
laśa iti prayogādarśanena samānādhikr̥tatvarūpahetvabhāvenābhedarūpasādhyaṃ prati samānā-
dhikr̥tatvasya prayojakatvābhāvāt. hetur astu sādhyaṃ māstv ity evaṃrūpāprayojakatātra nābhi-
pretā. kiṃ nāma tasmin saty abhavataḥ, tena vināpi bhavataḥ, tada[2]prayojakatvād[2] iti vacanāt
sādhye saty apy abhavato hetoḥ sādhye prayojakatvābhāvāt. ato ’prayojakatānirāsāya bhedaviśiṣṭa-
dhīs tatroddeśyā. (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, NAB, 1:66.) Emendations: (1) I have emended this from the
NAB reading, which adds the compound guṇyādikam after guṇādikam. (2) I have emended this to
reflect the reading of this quotation found in the Taraṅginī. “Objection: The example of the infer-
ence [to persuade the Naiyāyika that tropes and so on are] both different and non-different [from
their substrates] is not appropriate. For, in that case if the inference were simply formulated as:
‘Trope, etc., are not different from the thing that possesses the trope and so on[, since they are
placed in grammatical apposition with the thing that possesses them]’, then [the reason,] ‘being
grammatically coordinated’, would not be determinative in respect of the probandum. For, [we] do
not observe the use of the expression ‘A pot (ghaṭaḥ) is a pot (kalaśa)’ in the case of things such as
‘pot’ (ghaṭaḥ) and ‘pot’ (kalaśa), [which are identical with one another and therefore] possess the
probandum in the formof ‘non-difference’. In this context, ‘not being determinative of’ (aprayojaka-
tā) does not mean that the reasonmay be present where the probandum is absent. Rather, it means
that the reason is not determinative of the probandum because the reason is absent even though
the probandum is present, as in the expression ‘For, something that is absent when x is present, [or]
present when x is absent, is not determinative of x’.”
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 1)

nāpi vyarthaviśeṣyatvam iti. yatheśvarānumāne kr̥timajjanyam iti sādhyakaraṇa-
mātreṇāpīśvarasiddhāv api cikīrṣāder viśeṣaṇasya na vaiyarthyam, vyāpakaviśe-
ṣaṇānām uddeśyapratītyarthatvāt.

yathā bhedābhedavādinā tārkikaṃ prati prayukte bhinnābhinnam iti sādhye
bhinnatvaviśeṣaṇasya tārkikāṅgīkr̥tatve ’pi na vaiyarthyam, tatpratīter uddeśya-
tvāt; tathehāpi sadvilakṣaṇatve saty asadvilakṣaṇatvam iti pratīter uddeśyatvān na
vyarthaviśeṣyatvam ity arthaḥ.

samānādhikr̥tatvād iti. śuklaḥ paṭa iti sāmānādhikaraṇyavattvād ity arthaḥ.
(NAB: 59.)57

Translation
“[If we adopt M3 as the definition of “illusoriness”, then the probandum in Ānanda-
bodha’s inferences] would not have a pointless qualificandum …” (nāpi vyarthavi-
śeṣyatvam). In the [Naiyāyikas’] inference [to prove the existence] of god, even
though the existence of god could be established if the probandum were merely
stated to be “produced by one who possesses effort” (kr̥timat-janyam), the quali-
fiers “[possessing] a desire to make” (cikīrṣā) and [“having an immediate cognition
of the material cause” (upādāna-aparokṣa-jñapti)] are not without purpose. For, the
qualifiers attached to the thing that pervades [the reason (i.e. “effort”)] are there to
give rise to the judgment that [the inference] is intended to produce.

[Or,] take [the inference] where one who believes that [tropes and so on] are
both different and non-different [from the substrates in which they inhere] uses
the probandum “both different and non-different” (bhinnābhinna) to persuade the
Naiyāyika [of their position]. Here, even though the qualifier [in the probandum]—
“differentiatedness” (bhinnatva)—is [already] accepted by the Naiyāyika [who ac-
cepts that tropes and other properties are simply different from the substrates in
which they inhere, that qualifier] is not without purpose. For, [the inference] seeks
to bring about that cognition [(i.e. a cognition of difference compounded with non-
difference)]. Likewise, in the present case of [Ānandabodha’s inferences], since [the
inferences] aim to produce the judgment “[Theworld has] the quality of being differ-
ent from what is nonexistent qualified by the quality of being different from what
is existent”, it cannot be objected that the qualificandum portion [of M3] is without
purpose.

“Because [tropes and so on] are placed in grammatical apposition [with their
substrates] …” (samānādhikr̥tatvāt). [Vyāsatīrtha] means: “Because [tropes and

57 NAK: 111; NATMu: 13r.
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their substrates] possess the quality of being placed in grammatical apposition, as
in the statement ‘The cloth is white’”.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 2)

nanv īśvarānumāne jñānādighaṭitaṃ sādhyatrayam evābhipretam iti na tad dr̥-
ṣṭāntaḥ. bhedābhedānumāne tv aprayojakatvaparihārāya bhinnatvaviśeṣaṇasyod-
deśyatety āśaṅkya prakr̥te ’pi tathety āha yadi ceti.

“guṇādikaṃ guṇyādinābhinnam, samānādhikr̥tatvāt” ity eva kr̥te ’bhedarūpa-
sādhyavaty api ghaṭakalaśādāv avidyamānasya samānādhikr̥tatvasyābhedarūpa-
sādhyaṃ praty aprayojakatvaṃ syāt. tad uktam—tasmin saty abhavataḥ, tena vi-
nāpi bhavataḥ, tadaprayojakatvād iti. ato ’prayojakatvam ity arthaḥ. (NAB: 59.)58

Translation
Objection: In the [Naiyāyika’s] inference [to prove that the world is created by] god,
what is really meant is that there are three separate probanda—a [direct] cogni-
tion [of the material cause, a desire to create, and effort itself]. Hence, that infer-
ence cannot serve as precedent [for showing that the qualificandum in M3 is with-
out purpose]. In the case of the inference to prove that [tropes and so on] are both
different and non-different [from their substrates], on the other hand, it might be
supposed that the qualifier “differentiatedness” [is inserted into the probandum]
in order to avert the contingency that [otherwise the reason] would not determine
[the probandum]. Acknowledging that the same could be said in the present case
[of the Advaitins’ inferences, Vyāsatīrtha] says: “And if …” (yadi ca).

Let us assume that the inference [pressed against the Naiyāyikas] was simply
“Tropes and [other properties] are non-different from the things that possess tropes
and [other properties], since [tropes and other properties are] placed in grammati-
cal apposition [with the things that possess them]”. In that case, the reason (“being-
placed-in-grammatical-apposition”) would not be determinative of the probandum
(“being non-different”), since [the quality of being placed in grammatical apposi-
tion] is absent from the case of “pot (ghaṭa) and pot (kalaśa)”, even though they
possess the probandum in the form of being non-different [from one another]. As
it is said: “Something (y) is not determinative of something else (x) if y is absent
when x is present [or] y is present even when x is absent”. Therefore, [the reason]
would not be determinative [of the probandum if the reason simply consisted in
“non-difference”]. This is what [Vyāsatīrtha] means.

58 NAK: 111–112; NATMu: 13v.
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9.10 TEXT 10: The flaw of aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥ta)

… tathāpy aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvam. “pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atra tv anekadharma-
sādhanapakṣa eva pratyekaprasiddhyā sādhyaprasiddhir uktā. anyathā śaśādīnāṃ
pratyekaṃ prasiddhyā śaśaśr̥ṅgollikhitatvasyāpi sā syāt. (NAB: 53.)59

Translation
… Nevertheless, [if we adopt M3 as the probandum in Ānandabodha’s inferences,
then the subject of those inferences] has an unestablished qualifier/probandum
(aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā). In the case of the inference “Earth is different from the re-
maining [substances and categories, because it has earthness]”, on the other hand, it
is only according to the view that [that inference] proves multiple, distinct qualities
[to be present in the substance earth] that [I] accept that the probandum is estab-
lished on the ground that [each of the absences that comprise it] are established
separately. Otherwise, since hare[, horn, and the quality of “being-scratched”] are
individually established, itwould follow that the state of “being scratchedby ahare’s
horn” would be equally [well-established, and hence we could make inferences in-
volving hares’ horns and other nonexistent entities].

Comments
This text marks the end of Vyāsatīrtha’s concessions about M3, and concludes the
long argument begun above in TEXT 7. Vyāsatīrtha has tentatively conceded in TEXT
8 and TEXT 9 that if the Advaitin adoptsM3 as their preferred analysis of “indetermi-
nacy”, then Ānandabodha’s inferences might not be accused of proving something
that is already established (siddhasādhana). He has also conceded that the qualifi-
candum in M3 (“possessing the constant absence of nonexistence”) is not pointless.
Nevertheless, he argues that even if these flaws do not apply, M3 is an unestablished
quality, and, as such, it cannot serve as the probandum in Ānandabodha’s infer-
ences. Mādhva philosophers accept that we can, in fact, make inferences involving
empty terms. However, Vyāsatīrtha here seems to adopt the stance of theNaiyāyikas
and assume that such inferences can never be valid.

The Advaitin might argue that the constant absences of existence and nonex-
istence can be established separately, as distinct qualities in different locations
prior to the inferences’ being made. This might be true, but they are not established

59 NAMu: 26v–27r; NAK: 113–143.
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as qualifier/qualificandum in a single location. The fact that they are individually
established is beside the point so far as M3 is concerned. Advaitin philosophers
of course argue that the qualified property in question is established in the sil-
ver superimposed on mother-of-pearl, but Vyāsatīrtha and the Mādhvas deny that
this is so.

Vyāsatīrtha anticipates an objection to this argument, based on the inference
to define earth.When discussing this inference in TEXT 6, Vyāsatīrtha assumed that
the probandum in the inference consists of thirteen separate mutual absences. He
concluded that the entire probandum could still be said to be established if all of
these absences were established individually, in different substrates, before the in-
ference takes place. However, as Śrīnivāsatīrtha points out, the probandum in the
earth-inference could also be interpreted as a compound/qualified entity. Instead of
assuming that the probandum is composed of thirteen distinct qualities (the differ-
ence from water and the other substances and categories besides earth/substance),
we might say that the probandum consists in the difference from inherence (the
final category on the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika list of categories, excepting absence), quali-
fied by the aggregate of differences from the twelve remaining substances and cate-
gories. In other words the probandum would be the qualified entity “b qualified by
a”, where:

a = the mutual absence of water, fire, wind, etc.
b = the mutual absence of inherence.

The problem is that under this analysis the probandum in the earth-inference seems
to be an unestablished quality. None of the tropes/categories apart from earth could
contain such a compound of properties. Water, for instance, might be said to be dif-
ferent from all substances and categories apart from itself, but water obviously can-
not be different from water/itself. The same is true of all the remaining substances
and categories—none will have the complete combination of differences that to-
gether render earth “different from the remaining substances and categories”.

Vyāsatīrtha’s solution to this problem is simply to emphasise that fromhis point
of view, the earth-inference is valid if, and only if, we interpret the probandum to
consist of several distinct properties, rather than a qualified entity. This is consistent
with what he has already said about the earth-inference when analysing M2 (see
above, Nyāyāmr̥ta, TEXT 6).

Vyāsatīrtha strengthens his argument with a reductio ad absurdum. If we ac-
cept that a qualified/compound entity is established provided its individual com-
ponents are established, then we open the door to all sorts of absurd inferences.
Śrīnivāsatīrtha gives the example of the inference “The earth is scratched by a
hare’s horn, because it possesses earthness”. This is an example of an invalid in-
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ference, which explains a part of reality by asserting the existence of an unexam-
pled/nonexistent thing. However, if we assume that the probandum consists in a
qualified entity, it could be argued that since the components which make up the
probandum (the hare, horn, etc.) are separately established prior to the inference,
the compound of those things is also established. Hence a clearly unacceptable
inference could be regarded as valid if we accept that qualified/compound entities
are established simply because their components are individually established.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

ata eva sattvātyantābhāvavattve saty asattvātyantābhāvarūpaṃ viśiṣṭaṃ sādhyam
ity api sādhu.

na ca militasya viśiṣṭasya vā sādhyatve tasya kutrāpy aprasiddhyāprasiddhavi-
śeṣaṇatvam. pratyekaṃ [1]prasiddhyā[1] militasya viśiṣṭasya vā sādhane [2]śaśaśr̥ṅ-
gayoḥ pratyekaṃ prasiddhyā[2] [3]śaśīyaśr̥ṅga[3]sādhanam api syād iti vācyam. ta-
thāvidhaprasiddheḥ śuktirūpya evoktatvāt.

na ca nirdharmakatvād brahmaṇaḥ sattvāsattvarūpadharmadvayaśūnyatvena
tatrātivyāptiḥ. sadrūpatvena brahmaṇas tadatyantābhāvānadhikaraṇatvāt, nir-
dharmakatvenaivābhāvarūpadharmānadhikaraṇatvāc ceti dik. (NAB: 55.)60

1. siddhyā ASMu, ASMy
2. om. KD

3. śaśaśr̥ṅga KD

Translation
The very reasons [so far outlined in defence of M2] also show that there is no prob-
lem with the claim that the probandum is a qualified/compound entity in the form
of “[possessing] the constant absence of nonexistence while possessing the constant
absence of existence” [i.e. M3].

Objection (Vyāsatīrtha): If the probandum [in Ānandabodha’s inferences] were
a compound (milita) or a qualified entity (viśiṣṭa), then, since [the probandum]
would be unestablished in any location [before the inferences take place, the sub-
ject in the inferences] would have an unestablished qualifier. For, if we could
establish a compound or qualified entity provided that each of its components
were individually established, it would follow that since hare and horn are both
established individually, we could infer the existence of a horn belonging to a hare!

60 ASMu: 79–90; ASMy: 40–46; ASV: 47–51; KD: 4r; NAK: 143–155.
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Reply: Do not argue as such! For, we have already pointed out that [the proban-
dum] defined as such is already established in the “silver” superimposed onmother-
of-pearl.

Objection: [If “illusoriness” is defined as M3, then] it applies inappropriately
to brahman. For[, in your view,] brahman is free from qualities. It therefore must
lack the pair of qualities “existence” and “nonexistence” [and thus must possessM3,
which consists in the compound of the absences of these two qualities].

Reply: This is wrong! For, since brahman is[, in our view,] existent by essence, it
does not have the constant absence [of existence]. And, the very fact that [brahman]
is free of qualitiesmeans that it cannot have a negative quality [anymore than it can
have a positive one, and hence it cannot possess the constant absences of existence
and nonexistence]. This is the direction of [my thought].

Comments
In his answer to the first objection in this passage, Madhusūdana is referring to
his response to the charge of sādhyavaikalya in TEXT 8. Recall that Madhusūdana
has defined nonexistence as “not being the locus of the state of being cognised as
existent in some substrate” (kva cid apy upādhau sattvena pratīyamānatvānadhika-
raṇatvam). Madhusūdana therefore argued that “indeterminacy” consists in: “Be-
ing cognised as existent in some location while being different from what is not
sublatable in all three times” (trikālābādhyavilakṣaṇatve sati kva cid apy upādhau
sattvena pratīyamānatvam). The Mādhvas do not claim that the “silver” in question
lacks the first part of the probandum defined in this way, because they agree that
it lacks omnitemporal non-sublatability. Moreover, the Mādhvas cannot deny that
this “silver” has the second part of the probandum. They clearly cannot deny that
the “silver” is falsely taken to exist in the mother-of-pearl by the victim of the illu-
sion. Consequently, the flaw of sādhyavaikalya evaporates, and with it Vyāsatīrtha’s
objection.

Madhusūdana takes up one final problem before the end of this chapter of the
Advaitasiddhi. If brahman lacks qualities, it must lack the qualities of existence and
nonexistence. This being so, could it not be said that brahman has the “constant ab-
sence of nonexistence qualified by the constant absence of existence” and, therefore,
that it too must possess Vyāsatīrtha’s third analysis of “illusoriness”? In response,
Madhusūdana points out that the fact that the Advaitins accept that brahman is ex-
istent by essence surely implies that it cannot have the “constant absence of exis-
tence”. He sketches a further response to this line of argument. Absences are proper-
ties, just like “existence” and “nonexistence”. If brahman cannot possess “existence”
and “nonexistence” because they are qualities, it cannot possess the absences of
those qualities either. Consequently, it cannot have the absences of existence and
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nonexistence, and it cannot be said to possess “indeterminacy”, however that term
is interpreted.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 1)

tathāpy aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvam iti. viśiṣṭasādhyasya saty asati cāprasiddhatvād
ity arthaḥ. na ca suktirūpya evobhayābhāvaprasiddhir astīti vācyam, tatra sattvena
pratīyamānatvānadhikaraṇatvarūpāsattvasyābhāve vidyamāne ’pi bādhyatvarū-
pasyāsattvasya vyatireko nāstīti prāg avocāma. (NAB: 59.)61

Translation
“Nevertheless, [if “illusoriness” is interpreted as M3, then the subject in Ānanda-
bodha’s inferences] has an unestablished qualifier/probandum …” (tathāpy aprasi-
ddhaviśeṣaṇatvam). For, the qualified thing that constitutes the probandum [(M3)]
is established neither in what is existent nor in what is nonexistent[, since each has
only the constant absence of the state of being the other]. This is what [Vyāsatīrtha]
means. Donot argue that both absences are established in the “silver” superimposed
on mother-of-pearl. For, as I have said earlier [in my commentary on the PMBh],
even though the absence of nonexistence in the form of “not being the locus of the
quality of being experienced as existent” is absent [from the “silver”], nevertheless
[the silver] does not have the absence of nonexistence in the formof “sublatability”[;
and this is the “nonexistence” that you, the Advaitin, must be committed to proving
of the world].

Comments
The earlier passage that Rāmācārya refers to here is his response to Madhusū-
dana’s arguments against the charge of contradiction, which is translated above
(Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, TEXT 3).

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 2)

nanu yadi sattvābhāvaviśeṣitāsattvābhāvarūpaviśiṣṭasādhyāprasiddhyāprasiddha-
viśeṣaṇatvam, tadā jalādidvādaśānyonyābhāvaviśeṣitasamavāyānyonyābhāvarū-
paviśiṣṭasādhyasyāpy aprasiddhatvena pratyekānyonyābhāvānāṃ prasiddhyā sā-
dhyaprasiddhyupavarṇanaṃ virudhyetety ata āha—pr̥thivīti.

61 NAK: 113; NATMu: 14r.
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“pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atra jalādidvādaśabhedaviśeṣitasamavāyabhedarū-
paṃ viśiṣṭaṃ na sādhyam, na vā trayodaśabhedānām aikādhikaraṇyaṃ sādhya-
tāvacchedakam, yenāprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvaṃ syāt. kiṃ tu svasvādhikaraṇe vidya-
mānānāṃ trayodaśānyonyābhāvānām apekṣābuddhiviṣayatvasamūhālamabanai-
kajñānopārūḍhatvādirūpavyāsajyavr̥ttidharmāvacchinnasādhyatākānāṃ sādhya-
tvam. tathā ca nāprasiddhiḥ, na vāsādhāraṇyam ity uktam iti bhāvaḥ. (NAB: 59.)62

Translation
Objection: If [one accepts that the] subject [in Ānandabodha’s inferences] has an
unestablished qualifier simply because the probandum, which is a qualified entity
in the form of “the absence of nonexistence qualified by the absence of existence”,
is unestablished, then [Vyāsatīrtha] would be contradicting [his earlier] claim that
the probandum [in the earth-inference] is established because the [thirteen]mutual
absences are individually established [in different locations prior to the inference’s
beingmade]. For, the probandum [in the earth-inference], which is a qualified entity
in the form of the “mutual absence of inherence qualified by the twelve mutual
absences of water [and the remaining substances and categories apart from earth
and inherence]” is unestablished[, since it cannot exist in any location apart from
earth]. In response [to this objection], Vyāsatīrtha says—“Earth …” (pr̥thivī).

In the [inference], “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and cat-
egories, because it has earthness]”, the probandum is not a qualified entity consist-
ing in the difference from inherence qualified by the twelve differences fromwater
and [the remaining substances and categories apart from earth and inherence]. Nor
is the state of sharing a common locus that belongs to the thirteen differences the
determiner of probandumhood, by virtue of which the [subject] would have an un-
established qualifier/probandum. No, probandumhood belongs to the thirteen mu-
tual absences each existing in their respective locus, and each possessing proban-
dumhood determined by a collectively present property in the form of “being the
object of an aggregating cognition”, [or] “being grasped in a single collective cog-
nition”, etc. Thus it is said that [the probandum in the earth-inference] is not un-
established, nor is [its] reason[—earthness—]a pseudo-reason of the “uncommon”
variety. This is the idea [behind Vyāsatīrtha’s words here].

62 NAK: 113; NATMu: 13v–14r.
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥tataraṅginī, 3)

nanu sattvābhāvāsattvābhāvayor viśeṣaṇaviśeṣyayoḥ prasiddhyā tad viśiṣṭam api
prasiddham eva. viśiṣṭasya viśeṣaṇaviśeṣyābhyām anatirekāt; anyathā kṣaṇikatvā-
patter ity ata āha—anyatheti. pratyekaprasiddhyā yadi viśiṣṭaprasiddhiḥ, tadety ar-
thaḥ. viśiṣṭaṃ tu tvanmate ’py atiriktam eveti bhāvaḥ. (NAB: 59–60.)63

Translation
Objection: Since the absences of existence andnonexistence,which are, respectively,
the qualifier and the qualificandum [in M3], are [individually] well-established, it
follows that the qualified entity [comprising them]must bewell-established too. For,
a qualified entity is nothingmore than [its] qualifier and qualificandum. Otherwise,
it would follow that [everything] is momentary [as Buddhist philosophers claim]!
With this [objection] inmind, Vyāsatīrtha says: “Otherwise…” (anyathā).What [Vyā-
satīrtha] means is: “If the qualified thing is well-established because the [qualifier
and the qualificandum are,] individually, well-established, then [invalid inferences
like the one to prove that the earth is scratched by a hare’s horn would have to be
considered as valid]”.

Comments
Rāmācārya’s final comment in this chapter reflects a debate about the ontological
status of the “qualified entity” (viśiṣṭa). Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophers take a reduc-
tionist stance and argue that the viśiṣṭa is nothing over and above the combination
of the qualifier, the qualificandum, and the relationship between the two. Mādhva
philosophers, by contrast, recognise the viśiṣṭa as a separate entity, a whole over
and above the sum of its parts.64 Rāmācārya frames Vyāsatīrtha’s argument as a
response to a line of argument assuming the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika theory to be correct.
If, as Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophers claim, the viśiṣṭa is nothing but the sum of its
components, then surely the viśiṣṭa should be established if those components are
individually established?

Rāmācārya responds that taking this position seems to lead to the absurd conse-
quence that Vyāsatīrtha points out in the Nyāyāmr̥ta. Why should we not conclude
that the “hare’s horn” is established simply because we are familiar with hares and
horns separately? Rāmācārya points out, moreover, that this argument would be in-
consistent with the Advaitins’ own ontological positions. According to Rāmācārya,
the Advaitins themselves reject the reductionist stance of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philoso-

63 NAK: 133; NATMu: 13v.
64 See Sharma (1986: 101–103) for an account of the theory of viśiṣṭas in these different traditions.
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phers and hold, like the Mādhvas, that the viśiṣṭa is an entity over and above the
sum of its parts.

Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 1)

nanu yadi sattvātyantābhāvavattve saty asattvātyantābhāvarūpaviśiṣṭasādhane
’prasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvam, tadā “pr̥thivī itarabhinnā” ity atrāpi jalādidvādaśānyo-
nyābhāvavattve sati samavāyānyonyābhāvarūpaviśiṣṭasyaiva sādhyatvam aṅgīkr̥-
tya tasya kutrāpy aprasiddhatvenāprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvaṃ tatrāpi syāt. tathā ca
trayodaśānyonyābhāvānāṃ pratyekaṃ prasiddhyā sādhyaprasiddhivyutpādanaṃ
vyāhataṃ syād ity ata āha—pr̥thivīti. (NAB: 66.)65

Translation
Objection: Let us assume that [the subject in Ānandabodha’s inferences] has an un-
established qualifier/probandum on the grounds that what is established [by those
inferences is “indeterminacy” interpreted as] a qualified entity in the form of “the
constant absence of nonexistence qualified by the state of possessing the constant
absence of existence”. In that case, if we accept that the probandum in the infer-
ence “Earth is different from the remaining [substances and categories, because
it has earthness]” is simply a compound entity in the form of the mutual absence
of inherence qualified by the state of possessing the [remaining] twelve mutual ab-
sences fromwater and so on, then it follows that since that [compound entity] is not
established in any locus [before the inference takes place], the flaw of [the subject’s]
having-an-unestablished-qualifier applies equally [to the (valid) earth-inference].
And so [Vyāsatīrtha’s earlier] statement that the probandum [in the earth-inference]
is established since the thirteenmutual absences are established separately [before
the inference takes place] would be contradicted. For this reason does [Vyāsatīrtha]
say: “Earth …” (pr̥thivī).66

65 NAMu: 26v–27r; NAPB: 49.
66 Śrīnivāsatīrtha probably has inmind here an objection that Gaṅgeśa considers in the siddhānta
portion of his Kevalavyatirekivāda of the Tattvacintāmaṇi (TCA: 609–612). See Phillips (2020: 788–
789) for a translation and a discussion of this passage.
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Sanskrit text (Nyāyāmr̥taprakāśa, 2)

sādhanapakṣa eveti. noktarītyā viśiṣṭasādhanapakṣa iti vākyaśeṣaḥ. viśiṣṭasya sā-
dhyatāpakṣe tu samudāyālambanarūpaikajñānopārūḍhatvamādāya na sādhyapra-
siddhisampādanaṃ sambhavatīti draṣṭavyam.

nanu viśiṣṭasya sādhyatve ’pi nāprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvam, sadvailakṣaṇyādī-
nāṃ viśakalitānāṃ prasiddhisambhavād ity ata āha—anyatheti. “bhūḥ śaśaviṣā-
ṇollikhitā, bhūtvāt” ity atrāpy aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatvaṃ sarvasammataṃ na syāt.
tatrāpi śaśādīnāṃ viśakalitānāṃ prasiddhisambhavād iti bhāvaḥ. (NAB: 66.)67

Translation
“Only according to the view that [the earth-inference proves that earth hasmultiple,
distinct qualities] …” (sādhanapakṣa eva). What needs to be added to [Vyāsatīrtha’s]
statement is: “… [and] not according to the view that what is established is a com-
pound entity, in the way [I] have just outlined”. It should be observed that if we do
accept that the probandum is a qualified entity, then it cannot be established insofar
as [its individual components] are grasped in a single, collective cognition.

Objection: Even if the probandum [in the Advaitin’s inferences] is a compound
entity, it does not follow that the flaw of aprasiddhaviśeṣaṇatā applies, because the
states of being different from what is existent [and of being different from what is
nonexistent] can be established separately[, in different locations, before the infer-
ence takes place]. In response to this, [Vyāsatīrtha] says: “Otherwise …” (anyathā).
In the inference “The earth has been scratched by a hare’s horn, because [it has]
earthness”, there would not be universal agreement that the flaw of aprasiddhavi-
śeṣaṇatā applies. For, [in this inference] too, the hare [and the horn] might be in-
dividually well-established [in different locations before the inference takes place].
This is the idea [behind Vyāsatīrtha’s words here].

67 NAMu: 27v; NAPB: 49.


