9 Text, translation, and commentary
of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

9.1 TEXT 1: Defining “illusoriness” (mithyatva).
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

ucyate—mithyatvam hi tvayaiva paksantaranisedhena paficadha niruktam. ta-
tradye kim sattve saty asattvarupavisistasyabhavo *bhipretah? kim va sattvatya-
ntabhavasattvatyantabhavarupadharmadvayam? yad va sattvatyantabhavavattve
saty asattvatyantabhavavattvarapam visistam? (NAs: 53.)!

Translation

[In response to the Advaita piirvapaksa just outlined, the following] is said: You

yourself have defined “illusoriness” (mithyatva) in five different ways by refuting

another position. With regard to the first of those [definitions of “illusoriness”, that

is, “indeterminacy” in the form of “being the locus of neither existence nor nonex-

istence” (sadasattvanadhikaranatva)], do [you] mean:

— M": the absence of a qualified entity (viSista), namely “nonexistence qualified by
existence”;

— or M?: a pair of [distinct] properties, namely (a) the constant absence of existence
and (b) the constant absence of nonexistence;

— or M%: a qualified entity in the form of “the state of possessing the constant ab-
sence of nonexistence qualified by the state of possessing the constant absence of
existence”?

Comments

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

1 NAMu: 22v-23r; NAK: 91-92.
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Vyasatirtha here presents three analyses of Citsukha’s definition of “indetermi-
nacy” as sadasattvanadhikaranatvam. The differences between them may seem sub-
tle, but they have a substantial impact on the arguments Vyasatirtha makes against
each definition in the PMBh. Madhustidana will argue? that the three analyses Vya-
satirtha proposes in this passage do not exhaust all possible interpretations of Citsu-
kha’s definition of “indeterminacy”, since we could also interpret the term anadhi-
karanatva (“not being the locus of ...”) as referring to mutual, rather than relational,
absences.

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

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

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)
nanu kim idam mithyatvam sadhyate? na tavan mithyasabdo 'nirvacaniyatavacana

iti paficapadikavacanat Wsadasattvanadhikaranatvarapam™ @anirvacyatvam!?.
tad dhi kim Plasattvavi$istasattvabhavah!®'? uta sattvatyantabhavasattvatyanta-

2 See below, TEXT 4.
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bhavartipam dharmadvayam? aho svit [“lsattvatyantabhavavattve!! saty asattva-
tyantabhavartpam visistam? (NAB: 53-54.)3

sadasadanadhikaranatvam ASmu, ASMy
anirvacaniyatvam KD
sattvavisistasattvabhavah ASv, NAk (v1.)*
sattvatyantabhavatve ASmy (V1)

B W N e

Translation

Objection (Vyasatirtha): Just what is this “illusoriness” (mithyatva), which you seek

to prove [is present in the world]? In the first place, [“illusoriness” cannot be] “inde-

terminacy” in the form of “being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence”,

[which definition is] based on the words of Padmapada’s Paficapadika, which says:

“The word ‘illusory’ refers to indeterminacy.” For, is [this “indeterminacy”]:

— M the absence of existence-qualified-by-nonexistence;

— or M?: a pair of properties, namely (a) the constant absence of existence and (b)
the constant absence of nonexistence;

— or M3: a qualified entity in the form of “the constant absence of nonexistence
qualified by the state of possessing the constant absence of existence”?

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini)

siddhantabhidhanam pratijanite—ucyata iti.

paficadheti. sadasattvanadhikaranatvam va? sarvasmin pratipannopadhau
traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam va? jianatvena jiiananivartyatvam va? svatyanta-
bhavadhikarana eva pratiyamanatvam va? sadripatvabhavo va? iti paficapraka-
rair mithyatvam laksitam ity arthah.

tatradya iti. sadasattvanadhikaranatvam ity atra sacchabdah sattvaparah. tatra
sattvam kim asattvavisesanam va? sattvasattve pratyekam anadhikaranatvasya vi-
Sesanam va? sacchabdat parato ‘nadhikaranatvasabdartipamadhyamapadalopisa-

3 ASMu: 48-49; ASMy: 24; ASV: 29-31; KD: 3r; NAK: 91-92.

4 Bagchi’s edition of the Advaitasiddhi (ASV) records this reading. Anantakrishna Sastri’s Kolkata
edition of the text also reports this reading as being the reading given in Balabhadra’s Advaitasid-
dhivyakhya (NAK: 92), although Sastri does not report the variant in his Mumbai edition of the Advai-
tasiddhi (ASMu). It is possible that Bagchi, who had extensive familiarity with the commentaries on
the Advaitasiddhi, was reporting here the reading found in Balabhadra’s commentary.
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masasrayanena sattvanadhikaranatvasya visesanam vabhipretam iti pra§navakya-
rthah. (NAs: 55.)°

Translation

[Vyasatirtha] introduces [his] statement of the final position (siddhanta)—*It is said

..~ (ucyate).

“Fivefold ...” (paficadha). What [Vyasatirtha] means is that “illusoriness” is de-

fined in five different ways. Is [“illusoriness™]:

— 1. “Being the locus of neither existence nor nonexistence”;

— or 2. [Something’s] “being the counterpositive of an omnitemporal absence in ev-
ery substrate where [it] was taken [to exist]”;

- or 3. “Being liable to be cancelled by a cognition by virtue of the fact that [the
cancelling cognition] is a cognition”;

— or 4. [Something’s] “being experienced in the very locus of its own constant ab-
sence”;

— or 5. “The absence of the quality of being existent by essence”?

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

Comments

In definitions (2), (4), and (5) of “illusoriness” here, Ramacarya gives slightly differ-
ent definitions to the ones that Vyasatirtha himself refers to in the Advaita piarvapa-
ksa of the Nyayamprta. These modifications are all based on Vyasatirtha’s analyses
in the early chapters of the text, however. Ramacarya goes on to give some gram-
matical explanation of how Vyasatirtha derives the three interpretations of the com-
pound sadasattvanadhikaranatvam presented at the beginning of the PMBh.

5 NAK: 91-92; NATMu: 10v.
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9.2 TEXT 2: The charge of siddhasadhana.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

nadyah, manmate sadekasvabhave jagati tasya siddhatvat. (NAs: 53.)°

Translation

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

Comments
Vyasatirtha dismisses M! summarily. A means of knowledge such as inference must
reveal to us something that we do not already know. However, if the Advaitin ac-
cepts M' as his analysis of “illusoriness”, then he is really proving something that
his Madhva opponent already accepts. According to Vyasatirtha and the Madhvas,
the world is, by its very essence, existent. Consequently, Vyasatirtha already accepts
that the world has the absence of “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence”, and so the
Advaitin is proving something that is already well-established to his opponent.
Ramacarya and Ananda Bhattaraka analyse this argument using the principles
of the Navya-Nyaya theory about the conditions under which the absence of a quali-
fied/compound entity (visista) occurs in some location. The Nyadyakosa explains that
the absence of (1) the qualifier, (2) the qualificandum, or (3) the entire qualified en-
tity itself all occasion the absence of the compound entity in question. Take, for in-
stance, some location (L) and the qualified entity “b qualified by/compounded with’
a”, where a is the qualifier (visesana), and b is the qualificandum (viSesya). Accord-
ing to the Navya-Naiyayikas, the absence of the entire compound entity from L can
be occasioned by either (1) the absence of a from L, (2) the absence of b from L, or
(3) the absence of both a and b from L.2
Following this principle, we can say that any one of the following could occasion
the absence of “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence” from the world:
1. the absence of the qualifier; i.e. existence; or
2. the absence of the qualificandum, i.e. nonexistence;
3. the absence of the compound entity, i.e. “nonexistence-qualified-by-existence”.

6 NAMu: 23v; NAK: 92.

7 For an explanation of how the term visista is used in this context, see above, Chapter 8,
Pp. 225-226.

8 See NK: 779.
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The Madhva, who accepts that the world is by its very essence existent, necessarily
accepts (2), i.e. that the world has the absence of nonexistence. Hence he logically
accepts that the world has the absence of the entire qualified entity, and thus the
Advaitin is guilty of proving something that his Madhva opponent already accepts.
Madhusuidana makes no attempt to defend M! against this argument, and instead
focuses on M? and M2 in his defence of indeterminacy.

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

nadyah, sattvamatradhare jagaty Masattvavisistasattvanabhyupagamat!!, visista-
bhavasadhane siddhasadhanat.

na dvitlyah, sattvasattvayor ekabhave ’parasattvavasyakatvena vyaghatat. nir-
dharmakabrahmavat sattvarahitye® *pi sadriupatvenamithyatvopapattyartha-
ntarac ca.

$uktirapye *hadhyatvarupasattva®virahe ’pi®® badhyatvarupasattvasya vyati-
rekasiddhya sadhyavaikalyac ca.

ata eva na trtiyah; parvavad vyaghatat, “larthantarat¥l, sadhyavaikalyac ceti
cet; maivam, sattvatyantabhavasattvatyantabhavartipadharmadvayavivaksayam
dosabhavat. ... (NAB: 54.)°

1. sattvaviSistasattvanabhyupagamat ASv

2. sattvasattvarahitye ASmu, ASmy

3. vyatirekasya sattvena X(-KD, ASv); vyatirekasya sattve ’pi ASv
4. arthantaratvat KD

Translation

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comments

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini)

manmata iti. viSesyabhavayatto visistabhavo ’stity arthah. (NAs: 55.)1°

Translation

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

10 NAK: 92-93; NAMu: 10v.



240 — 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhara)

manmata iti. asattvariipavisesyabhavapannasya visistabhavasya siddhatvena sid-
dhasadhanam iti bhavah. (NAs: 60.)

Translation

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

9.3 TEXT 3: The charge of contradiction.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

na dvitiyah, vyahateh. (NAs: 53.)!

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

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

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

... na ca vyahatih. sa hi sattvasattvayoh parasparaviraharupataya va? Uparaspara-
virahavyapakatayal'! va? parasparavirahavyapyataya va?

Inadyah!?, tadanangikarat. tatha hi—atra trikalabadhyatvarupasattvavyati-
reko nasattvam, kim tu kva cid apy upadhau sattvena pratiyamanatvanadhikarana-
tvam; tadvyatireka$ ca sadhyatvena vivaksitah. tatha ca trikalabadhyavilaksanatve
sati kva cid apy upadhau sattvena pratiyamanatvarupam sadhyam paryavasitam.

evam ca sati ®Ina $uktirapyel® sadhyavaikalyam api, badhyatvarupasattvavya-
tirekasya sadhyapravesat. napi vyaghatah, parasparavirahartipatvabhavat.

11 NAK: 93; NAMu: 23v.
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ata eva na dvitiyo ’pi, sattvabhavavati Suktirapye vivaksitasattvavyatirekasya
vidyamanatvena vyabhicarat.

napi trtiyah, tasya vyaghataprayojakatvat; gotvasvatvayoh parasparaviraha-
vyapyatve ’pi tadabhavayor ustradav ekatra sahopalambhat. (NAs: 54.)"2

1. parasparaviraham vyapakataya KD
2. tatra nadyah Z(-ASv, KD)
3. Suktirapye na KD

Translation

Nor does [M? lead to] contradiction. For, does [this contradiction] follow because:

— Reason (R)!: existence and nonexistence are each essentially identical with the
absence of the other?

- R% existence and nonexistence each pervade the absence of the other?

- R3: existence and nonexistence are each pervaded by the other’s absence?'?

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

12 ASMu: 50-55; ASMy: 25; ASV: 34-39; KD: 3r-3v; NAK: 96-99.

13 Brahmananda explains Madhustidana’s analysis here as follows: sattvasyabhavo ’sattvam,
asattvabhavah sattvam iti va; sattvabhavavyapakam asattvam, asattvabhavavyapakam sattvam iti
va; sattvabhavavyapyam asattvam, asattvabhavavyapyam sattvam iti va vyaghate hetur ity arthah.
(Laghucandrika, ASMu: 50.) “Is the reason [that M? results in] a contradiction that: (R!) Nonexistence
consists in the absence of existence [and] existence consists in the absence of nonexistence; or (R%)
nonexistence pervades the absence of existence [and] existence pervades the absence of nonexis-
tence; or (R®) nonexistence is pervaded by the absence of existence [and] existence is pervaded by
the absence of nonexistence. This is what [Madhustidana] means.”

14 Elsewhere in the Advaitasiddhi, Brahmananda (Laghucandrika, ASMu: 51) glosses the word
prattyamanatvanadhikaranatvam with pratiyamanatvayogyatvam: “Not being fit to have the prop-
erty of being experienced”. When commenting on Vyasatirtha’s refutation of the second definition
of “illusoriness” in the Advaitasiddhi, Madhustidana (NAB: 71) defines “nonexistence” as “Not being
fit to be an object of an experience in any substrate whatsoever” (kva cid apy upadhau pratityanar-
hatvam). The language Madhustidana uses in this later portion of the text perhaps more clearly
articulates his intended meaning than his use of the present participle in the present passage of the
Advaitasiddhi.

15 The term upadhi must be interpreted to mean “substrate” or “locus” in this context. Bagchi (ASv:
53) glosses it with the term adhikarana (“locus”). Brahmananda (Laghucandrika, ASMu: 51) glosses
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defined)] is [part of] the probandum. Hence the probandum amounts to: “being cog-
nised as existent in some substrate, while being different from what is not liable to
sublation in all three times.”16

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

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

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

Madhustdana’s definition of “nonexistence” as follows: “Being cognised as being existent, which
existence is present in some property-bearer (dharmin)” (kificiddharministham yat sattvam, tena
prattyamanatvam). The term upadhi also appears, apparently with the same meaning, in Prakasat-
man’s definition of mithyatva, which Vyasatirtha considers in the Nyayamrta (i.e. pratipannopa-
dhau traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam).

16 I translate this literally. However, there are a number of problems with interpreting Madhu-
siidana’s words here. The term vilaksanatva usually has the sense of “being different from”, i.e. a
mutual absence (anyonyabhava, bheda) rather than a relational absence (samsargabhava). How-
ever, M2, which Madhusiidana is here defending, consists of a pair of constant absences, which are
relational absences. Bagchi (ASV: 36), apparently drawing on the Laghucandrika, points out that
if we take the definition at face value, Madhusiidana could be charged with repetition (paunaruk-
tya), since he will shortly offer a definition of M? which defines it in terms of mutual absences
(see below, TEXT 4). A further problem is Madhustidana’s use here of the locative absolute phrase
trikalabadhyavilaksanatve sati. This sort of locative absolute phrase is usually used to represent a
qualified/compound (visista) entity. However, M consists in a pair of qualities rather than a quali-
fied/compound entity. Bagchi (ASV: 36) again points out that Madhusiidana could be charged with
repetition, since the definition now overlaps with M3, which is clearly stated to be a compound en-
tity. It seems that Madhustidana is simply speaking imprecisely in formulating the definition the
way he does in this passage.
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Comments
See above, Chapter 6, pp. 167-173, for a detailed discussion of Madhustdana’s argu-
ments in this passage.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 1)

.17 iti cet, maivam. asac cet, na pratiyeteti vadata tvaya uktapratitim prati prayo-
jakasya pratityanupadhikasya sattvavirodhino ’sattvasya vaktavyatvat; asattvabha-
vah sattvena pratiyamanatve paryavasanna iti tatsadhanasya vyarthatvat.

na casadvailaksanyasiddhyartham tatsadhanam iti vacyam, pratiyamanatva-
syasatsadharanatvat. tad dhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid ity asatah sattvena
pratiteh Srutyanuditatvat.

na casata iva pratiter anuvado na pratitisattam apadayatiti vacyam, asatah sa-
ttvena Wpratitimanta™ eka iti asatpratiteh sattvasyaivokteh.

na ca tad dhaika ahur iti $rutya sad eva [?'somyedam!?! agra asid iti $rutyartha-
syabhava eva pratipadyate nisedhayeti vacyam, sad eva *lsomyedam® iti $rutya-
rthabhavasyasattvenasatah sattvapratityanivaranat. (NAs: 55-56.)'8

1. pratitimata NAB, NAK
2. saumya NAB, NAK
3. saumyedam NAk

Translation

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

17 At this point, I have omitted a short passage of the Tararngini where Ramacarya simply repeats
Madhustdana’s arguments against contradiction exactly as they are found in the text of the Advai-
tasiddhi given above.

18 NAK: 99-100; NAMu: 11r.
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Objection (Advaitin): Our purpose in proving [that the silver has the absence of
nonexistence understood as Madhustdana has defined it] is to show that [it] has
the quality of being different from what is nonexistent. Reply: Do not argue as such!
For the quality of being an object of experience belongs to what is nonexistent too.
For, sruti [itself] recounts the experience of what is nonexistent as existent when it
says, “As they say, this was nonexistent alone in the beginning ...” (ChU 6.2.1).

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

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

Comments

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

19 The famous passage of the Chandogya Upanisad being referred to here by Ramacarya sees Ud-
dalaka Aruni instruct his son, Svetaketu, about the origins of the universe. He tells Svetaketu that
the world was simply existent at its beginning, before going on to report the views of others that it
originated from nonexistence, and denying the latter view in the next passage. The part of the ChU
referred to here is 6.2.1. According to Olivelle’s (1998: 246) edition, the text reads: sad eva somyedam
agra asid ekam evadvittyam. tad dhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid ekam evadvittyam. tasmad
asatah saj jayata. kutas tu khalu somyaivam syad iti hovaca. katham satah saj jayeteti. sat tv eva
somyedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam. Olivelle (1998: 247) translates this passage as follows: “In the
beginning, son, this world was simply what is existent—one only, without a second. Now, on this
point some do say: ‘In the beginning this world was simply what is nonexistent—one only, without
a second. And from what is nonexistent was born what is existent.’ But, son, how can that possibly
be?” he continued. ‘How can what is existent be born from what is nonexistent? On the contrary,
son, in the beginning this world was simply what is existent—one only, without a second.”
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or other”. Ramacarya’s first argument is that it is quite pointless to prove that the
“silver” has the absence of the property of nonexistence as Madhusiidana has de-
fined it. If “nonexistence” is simply “not being experienced as existent”, then the
“absence nonexistence” must consist in “being experienced as existent”. However,
it is surely clear from the experience itself that the “silver” is experienced as exis-
tent. No one doubts that the victim of the illusion mistakenly takes the “silver” to be
an existent object. So what is the point in proving that the silver has that quality?

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhara, 1)

yad uktam, kva cid apy upadhau sattvenapratiyamanatvam asattvam vivaksitam
iti parasparavirahartipataya na vyaghata iti, tan na. etadrse ’sattve 'ngikriyamana
etadrsasya bauddhena prapafice ‘nangikarena bauddhena saha vivado na syat.
kim ca yady uktaripam asattvam, tarhy asac cet, na pratiyeteti prayojyaprayo-
jakabhavo na syat; abhedat. api ca brahmany angikrtasattvavirodhina evasattvasya
vaktavyatvenaitadrsasattvasyavaktavyatvat. (NAs: 62.)

Translation

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

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

Comments

Most of these arguments are drawn from the Nyayampta itself, particularly the Dvi-
ttyamithyatvabhanga. See above, Chapter 6, pp. 173-184, for a discussion of the rele-
vant passages. The “Bauddha” that Ananda Bhattaraka has in mind is, of course, the
“nihilist” (S@inyavadin) who holds that the world is completely nonexistent, insofar
as it is altogether lacking in essence (nihsvaripa).

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhara, 2)

kva cid apy upadhav ity atropadheh sattvam vivaksitam, na va? adye brahmano ’pi
sadrupopadhau sattvenapratiyamanatvenasattvapatah, Suktirapye ’tivyaptis ca.

dvitiye yatkificidupadhau $asavisanader api $asavisanam astiti vakyabhasa-
dina tad dhaika ahur asad evedam agra asid ity adiSrutya ca sattvena pratitisa-
dbhavad asambhavah. (NAB: 62.)

Translation

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

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

Comments

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

9.4 TEXT 4: The charge of arthantara.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

nirdharmakabrahmavat sattvarahitye ’pi sadripatvenamithyatvopapattyarthanta-
rac ca. (NAs: 53.)%

Translation

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

20 NAK: 103; NAMu: 24v.
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Comments

Vyasatirtha now argues that M? suffers from the flaw of arthantara, a charge that he
will claim also applies to M® (TEXT 7). In the classical debate manuals, arthantara
is technically a “defeater” or “clincher” (nigrahasthana). In the way that Vyasatir-
tha uses the term, it applies when an inferential argument falls short of proving
the conclusion that the person making that argument really wants to prove. In the
inference at hand, it applies because even if the Advaitin successfully proves that
the world has M? (“the constant absence of existence and the constant absence of
nonexistence”), he has still not conclusively proved that the world does not exist.
For, it is still possible that the world is “existent” by its very essence, without having
the property of existence.

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

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

Myac cal'l @Inirdharmakasya brahmanah!? sattvarahitye ’pi *lsadriipavat!® prapaii-
casya sadriipatvenamithyatvopapattyarthantaram uktam, tan na. ekenaiva sarva-
nugatena [Ysarvatral* satpratityupapattau brahmavat ®'pratyekam prapaficasyal®!
satsvabhavatakalpane manabhavat, anugatavyavaharabhavaprasangac ca.

satpratiyogikasatpratiyogikabhedadvayam va sadhyam. tatha cobhayatmaka-
tve ‘nyataratmakatve va tadyrgbhedasambhavena tabhyam arthantaranavakasah.
(NAB: 54.)%

yat tu NAK

nirdharmakabrahmanah KD
sadrupatvavat ASv, NAK

sattvena sarvatra ASv (vl.), KD
prapaficasya pratyekam ASmu, ASmy, NAK

G W

21 See above, TEXT 2.
22 ASMu: 55-57; ASMy: 25-26; ASV: 39-41; KD: 3v; NAK: 103-107.
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Translation

[Vyasatirtha] has argued that just as [for us Advaitins] the quality-free brahman is
existent by essence even though it lacks the quality of existence, the world too could
be existent by essence [despite lacking the quality of existence], and would thus lack
“lllusoriness” [defined as M2]. This is wrong! For, it is possible to explain the cogni-
tions we have that each thing in the world is existent by [postulating] just a single
consecutive (anugata) thing], i.e. the existent brahman, which is the substrate upon
which those things are superimposed]. Hence there is no reason to postulate that,
like brahman, each thing in the world is, individually, existent by essence. Moreover,
[Vyasatirtha’s argument is wrong because were we to assume that each and every
thing in the world is existent by essence,] it would follow that there could be no con-
secutive discourse (anugatavyavahara) [which groups together distinct individuals
as being “existent”].

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

Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nydyamytataranginr)

nirdharmaketi. ubhayabhavasadhane ’pi brahmavat sadripatvanupamardad ity
arthah.

nanv ekenaiva sarvanugatena sarvatra satpratityupapattau brahmavat pra-
tyekam prapaficasya satsvabhavatakalpane manabhavat, anugatavyavaharabha-
vaprasangac ca. satpratiyogikasatpratiyogikabhedadvayam va sadhyam. tatha co-
bhayatmakatve ’nyataratmakatve va tadrgbhedabhavena tabhyam arthantarana-
vakasa iti Wcet™,

maivam; rajatam vinapi Suktau rajatapratitivyavaharadidarsanat. satpadar-
tham vinapi satpratityader upapattav atilaghavam iti brahmapi sadrapam na si-
dhyet. pramitatvad brahma sadrapam iti tu jagaty api tulyam.

etenanekasatkalpanariipabadhakatarkasahakrtasattvabhavanumanam eva
sadrupatvabhave ’pi paryavasyatiti, na sadripatvenarthantaram iti nirastam; tar-
kasya pramitasadrupatvanapavadakatvat. anyatha sattvabhavanumanasya lagha-
vena pratitikasattvabhave ’pi [?'paryavasanenal® jagat $inyam eva syad iti sadhuk-
tam, arthantarac ceti.
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sadasadubhayanyonyabhavasya sadhyatayam tu vyahatisadhyavaikalyadir
doso ’sty eva. (NAB: 56-57.)%

1. om. NAMu
2. paryavasane NAK

Translation

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comments

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

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

Ramacarya shows how this objection applies to a more formal presentation of
Madhustdana’s argument. In themselves, Anandabodha’s inferences simply prove
that the world lacks the quality of “existence”. However, this inference is assisted
by the further consideration that it is more parsimonious to explain our diverse
perceptions of existence by postulating the existence of a single underlying property
than it is to assume that the innumerable things that make up the world are each
“existent by essence”. Aided by this hypothetical reasoning, the inference ends up
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proving not just that the world lacks the quality of existence, but that it cannot be
existent by essence either.

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

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

9.5 TEXT 5: The Advaitin’s conclusion is already established.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

“prthivi itarabhinna, prthivitvat” ity atra trayodasanyonyabhavanam ivatrapi
Msattvasattvatyantabhavayoh! pratyekam prasiddhatvena katham cid aprasid-
dhavisesanatvabhave ’py asattvatyantabhavamse siddhasadhanac ca. na hi sid-
dham asiddhena @sahoccaritam!® asiddham bhavati.

“prthivi itarabhinna ...” ity atra tu jaladyekaikanyonyabhavo ’pi na prthivitvo-
pahite siddhah. (NAB: 53.)%

1. sattvatyantabhavasattvatyantabhavayoh NAk
2. sahocyamanam NAwmu (V1)

Translation

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

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

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

Comments

Although Vyasatirtha believes that M? and M suffer from a common set of flaws, he
also believes they individually suffer from the flaws of “proving something that is
already established” (siddhasadhana), and “[the subject’s] having-an-unestablished-
qualifier/probandum” (aprasiddhavisesanata), respectively. Vyasatirtha now ar-
gues that if the Advaitin adopts M? as his analysis of “indeterminacy”/“illusoriness”,
then Anandabodha’s inferences prove, in part, something that the Madhvas already
accept.

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

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

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

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

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

na casattvavyatirekamgsasyasadbhedasya ca prapafice siddhatvenamsatah siddha-
sadhanam iti vacyam.

“gunadikam gunyadina bhinnabhinnam, samanadhikrtatvat” iti bhedabheda-
vadiprayoge tarkikadyangikrtasya bhinnatvasya siddhav apy uddesyapratity asid-
dher yatha na siddhasadhanam, tatha prakrte "pi militapratiter uddesyatvan na sid-
dhasaddhanam.

Myatha™ Ptattvabhede? ghatah kumbha iti samanadhikaranyapratiter” adar-
$anena militasiddhir uddeg$ya, tatha prakrte ’pi sattvarahite tucche drs$yatvadarsa-
nena militasya tatprayojakataya militasiddhir uddesyeti samanam. (NAB: 54.)*

1. yatha ca ASv, NAk
2. tatrabhede ASv
* Portion missing from KD

Translation

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

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

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

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

Comments

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

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

This inference can be analysed as follows:

— Subject: “Tropes and [other properties]” (gunadikam);

— Probandum: “Both different and non-different from the things that possess tropes
and [other properties]” (gunyadina bhinnabhinnam);

— Reason: “Since [tropes and other properties] are placed in grammatical apposi-
tion [with the things that possess them]” (samanadhikrtatvat).

This inference captures a controversy between the Buddhists, Sankhyas, Vaiyakara-
nas, and Mimamsakas on the one hand, and the Naiyayikas on the other. The ques-
tion is whether entities that inhere in their substrates (for the Naiyayikas tropes,
motions, and natural kinds) are different or non-different from those substrates.
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Whereas the Naiyayikas maintained that such properties are completely differ-
ent (bhinna) from their substrates, the Mimamsakas and others’ argued that the
fact that we place them in grammatical apposition (samanadhikaranya) to one an-
other when speaking about them demonstrates that properties and their substrates
are both different and non-different from one another. Importantly for Madhusu-
dana’s argument, the Madhvas themselves are committed to the standpoint of the
Mimamsakas et al., and Madhva philosophers employed this very inference in their
own works to prove their position against the Naiyayikas.

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

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

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

29 Bagchi (ASv: 45) attributes this view to “the Buddhists, the Bhatta Mimamsakas, the Sankhyas,
the followers of Patafijali, the Madhvas, and others”.



260 —— 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

opponent already accepts one part of the probandum should not serve to stop the
inference from proving to them that the world is indeterminate.

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

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 1)

trayodaseti. abhavam anantarbhavya trayodasatvam bodhyam. katham cid iti.
anumitivisayasyobhayabhavartpasya sadhyasyaikasminn adhikarane prasiddhya-
bhave ’pi pratyekadhikarana ubhayabhavaprasiddhir ity arthah.
asattvatyantabhavamsa iti. yatha paksatavacchedakananatve kva cid adhika-
rane paksatavacchedakavacchedena sadhyasiddher jatatvat tatpaksamse siddhasa-
dhanam, tatha sadhyatavacchedakananatve ’pi siddhasadhyamse siddhasadhanam
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eva; sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasya paksatavacchedakavacchedena siddhirtpa-
sya siddhasadhanabijasyobhayatrapi tulyatvad ity arthah. (NAs: 57.)%

Translation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 2)

nanu sadhyatavacchedakananatve ’py ubhayabhavagocarasamiuthalambanarupai-
kanumityluddese"! namsatah siddhasadhanam, asattvatyantabhavamse ’py udde-
$yayah samuhalambanarapayah siddher ajatatvat. anumitidvayoddes$e ca siddha-
sadhanam eva, namsatah siddhasadhanam. na caivam paksatavacchedakananatve
’py uktavidhaya namsatah siddhasadhanam iti vacyam, istapatter iti cet;

satyam. samhalambananumityudde$yatva eva tasya asattvabhavamse paksa-
tavacchedakavacchedena siddham yat [“'sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnal®sadhyam,
tad®lvisayakal®'siddhirapatvena siddhasadhanatvabhidhanam ity adosah. (NAs:
57.)%

1. udde$ena NAB, NAK

31 NAK: 108; NATMu: 12r.



9.5 TEXT 5: The Advaitin’s conclusion is already established. =— 263

2. sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnam NAk
3. visaya NATMu

Translation
Objection (Advaitin): Even if more than one property determines probandumhood
[in Anandabodha’s inferences], since the objective [of the inferences] is to produce
an inferential awareness in the form of a collective cognition that has the absences
of both [existence and nonexistence] for its object, there is not the flaw of proving,
in part, something that is already established [to you, the Madhva]. For, the collec-
tive cognition that [the inferences] seek to generate has not already been brought
about [on the part of the Madhva], even from the point of view of that part [of the
probandum] that consists in the constant absence of nonexistence. And, if the objec-
tive [of Anandabodha’s inferences] is to produce two [separate] inferential aware-
nesses, then [those inferences] are simply proving something that is already estab-
lished, and not proving in part something that is already established], since one of
those two inferential awarenesses—i.e. the one that concludes that the world has
the constant absence of nonexistence—is already established to us Madhvas]. And
do not argue that if [one] accepts this reasoning then the flaw of proving, in part,
something that is already established would not apply even if multiple properties
determine subjecthood [in an inference]. For, [we] welcome this consequence!
Reply: 1t is true [that the flaw of partial-siddhasadhana does not apply if Anan-
dabodha’s inferences seek to produce two separate inferential awarenesses]. How-
ever, there is no fault [in Vyasatirtha’s claim that Anandabodha’s inferences prove,
in part, something that is already established]. For, what [Vyasatirtha] is claiming is
that siddhasadhana [applies to Anandabodha’s inferences] because [they establish]
that the probandum qualified by a determiner of probandumhood is [already] es-
tablished to be determined by the determiner of subjecthood in respect of the part
[of the probandum] comprising the absence of nonexistence, only if the objective
[of those inferences] is to produce a collective inferential awareness [that encom-
passes both the absences of existence and nonexistence].

Comments

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 3)

nanv apeksabuddhivisayatvader vyasajyavrttidharmasya sadhyatavacchedakata-
yam nams$atah siddhasadhanam. ata evanupadam eva vaksyati—sadhyatavacche-
dakaikyan namse siddhasadhanam ititi cet, satyam. tatra vyahatyadir eva doso
bodhyah.

nanu sadhyakotinivistasyasattvatyantabhavasya pakse Msiddhau yadi sid-
dhasadhanam, tada “prthivitarabhinna” ity atra trayodasanyonyabhavanam api
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ghato na jaladir iti ?'prthivitvavati? pratitya ghatadau siddheh sutaram siddhasa-
dhanam syad ity ata aha—!prthivitill.

prthivitvopahita iti. ghatadibhinnaprthivitvopahita ity arthah. yathasrute tra-
yodasanyonyabhavanam prthivitvasamanadhikaranyasyapi ghatadau siddhyokta-
dosatadavasthyat. (NAs: 57.)%

1. siddhya NAk
2. om. NAK, NATMu
3. om. NAK

Translation

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

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

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

32 NAK: 108-110; NATMu: 12r.
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Comments

The arguments that Ramacarya has so far considered in connection with M? in this
part of the Tarangint all assume that if we treat “indeterminacy” as a pair of separate
properties, then the probandumhood in Anandabodha’s inferences must be deter-
mined by multiple properties. That is, the properties “being the constant absence of
existence” (sattvatyantabhavatva) and “being the constant absence of nonexistence”
(asattvatyantabhavatva) both determine probandumhood. One could argue, how-
ever, that probandumhood here is determined by a single property that is present
in both of these things. One could say, for instance, that the absences of existence
and nonexistence only become the probandum when they are grasped in a single
collective cognition that apprehends them both at the same time. In that case, the
determiner of probandumhood could be said to be the quality of “being grasped in
a single aggregating cognition” (apeksabuddhivisayatva).

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhdra, 1)

katham cid aprasiddheti. abhavadvayasyaikasminn adhikarane prasiddhyabhave
’pi bhinnasraye prasiddhatvad ity asayena katham cid ity uktam iti bhavah.
asattvatyantabhavamsa iti. nanu paksatavacchedakavacchedenoddesyasid-
dhau hi siddhasadhanata. evam ca prakrta ubhayabhavagocarasamihalambana-
numiter uddesyatvena namsatah siddhasadhanam, udde$yayah samthalamba-
nanumiter ajatatvat. anumitidvayoddesyatve ca siddhasadhanam eva, namsatah
siddhasadhanam. tatha cams$atah siddhasadhanodbhavam ayuktam. ... (NAB: 61.)

Translation

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

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

... iti maivam. sadhyatavacchedakananatvena sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasyai-
kasya sadhyasya paksatavacchedakavacchedena siddhau siddhasadhanam syad
eva.

na ca samihalambananumiter uddesyatvat, uddesyasiddhau katham siddha-
sadhanam iti vacyam. pratyekanumiter uddesyatvena samihalambananumiter ud-
desSyatvabhavat.

na ca tathatve sampurnasiddhasadhanasyaiva sambhavena katham amsatah
siddhasadhanabhidhanam iti vacyam. sadhyadvaya ekasadhyasya siddhatvabhi-
prayena tathabhidhanat. (NAs: 61.)

Translation

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

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

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

Comments

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytakantakoddhdra, 3)

yat tv am$e siddasadhanapariharartham uktam, “gunadikam gunyadina bhinna-
bhinnam” iti atreva viSistapratiter uddesyatvan namse siddhasadhanam iti, tan na.
tatrabhede samanadhikaranyabhavena visistapratiter uddesyatvasambhavat. pra-
krte ca sattvabhavavati tucche drSyatvasya vidyamanatvena taduddesyatvabhavat.

na ca tucche dr$yatvam eva neti vacyam. jiianavisayatvarapadrsyatvasya tu-
cche ’sattve ’sadvailaksanyajfianadyanupapatter mila eva uktatvena tucche drsya-
tvasyavasyakatvat; drSyatvantarasya hetikaranasambhavasyagre ’bhidhasyama-
natvat. tasmad ams$atah siddhasadhanam durvaram. (NAB: 62.)

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

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

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

Comments

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 1)

nanu “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra jaladitrayodasanyonyabhavanam aikadhika-
ranyenaprasiddhav api tejahprabhrtisu Mpratyekam prasiddhyaprasiddhipari-
haravat, atrapi sattvatyantabhavasattvatyantabhavayor aikadhikaranyenaprasid-
dhav api saty asattvatyantabhavasyasati ca sattvatyantabhavasya ca pretyekam

33 Ananda Bhattaraka is apparently referring here to the chapter of the first book of the Nyayamrta
where Vyasatirtha critiques the concept of perceptibility (NAB, 1:126-131).



9.5 TEXT 5: The Advaitin’s conclusion is already established. =— 271

prasiddhyaprasiddhaviSesanatvabhavad iti cet; satyam. aprasiddhavisesanatva-
bhave ’py asattvatyantabhavartpamsasya siddhatvena siddhasadhanata syad ity
aha prthivity adina. (NAs: 64.)3

1. pratyekam pratyekam NAmu

Translation

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 2)

abhavam anantarbhavya trayodasatvam bodhyam.

pratyekam iti. saty asati cety arthah. aikadhikaranyavacchedena sadhyasid-
dher uddesyatvenatraikadhikaranyavacchedena sadhyaprasiddher abhavad apra-
siddhaviSesanata syad evety aSayena katham cid ity uktam.

nanu kevalasyasattvatyantabhavasya siddhatve ’py asiddhena sattvatyanta-
bhavena sahocyamanatvad asiddhatvam eveti namse siddhasadhanatety aha—na

34 NAMu: 24v; NAPB: 45-46.
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hiti. tathatve “parvatah vahniman pasanavams$ ca” ity atrapi siddhasadhanata
nodbhavyeteti bhavah. (NAs: 64.)®

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nydayamytaprakdsa, 3)

nanv evam “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atrapi jaladitrayodasanyonyabhavanam sa-
dhyatvat, jaladyekaikanyonyabhavanam api ghato na jaladir iti pratitya ghatatva-
vacchedena siddhatvat, ams$e siddhasadhanatapattir ity anumanam dustam syad
ity ata aha—prthiviti.

35 NAMu: 24v; NAPB: 46.
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jaladyekaikanyonyabhavasya ghate ghatatvavacchedena siddhav api paksa-
tavacchedakibhutaprthivitvavacchedena ghate na siddhih, ato namse siddhasa-
dhanatety arthah. paksatavacchedakasamanadhikaranyenaiva sadhyasiddher ud-
desyatvat, tasya$ cajatatvad iti bhavah.

prthivitvopahite. ghata iti Sesah. prakrte ca paksatavacchedakasamanadhika-
ranyenanaivasadvailaksanyasya siddhatvat siddhasadhanateti drastavyam. (NAB:
64-65.)%

Translation

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

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

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

36 NAMu: 24v-25r; NAPB: 46.
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9.6 TEXT 6: The flaw of the “example’s lacking the probandum”.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

drstantasya sadhyavaikalyac ca. prthivitvahetus tu kevalavyatireki. trayodasanyo-
nyabhavariupasadhyasya vyatirekanirtpanam tu bhinnasritanam api trayodasa-
nyonyabhavanam samuhalambanaikajianoparadhatvamatrena yuktam. (NAs:
53.)%

Translation

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

Comments
For Madhustidana’s answer to the charge that the example lacks the probandum
(sadhyavaikalya), see the translation of the Advaitasiddhi above, TEXT 3.
Vyasatirtha now argues that if the Advaitins adopt M? as the probandum in
Anandabodha’s inferences, then those inferences must suffer from the flaw known
as “[the example’s] lacking-the-probandum” ([drstantasyal sadhyavaikalyam). The
example in an inference should be a familiar, non-controversial case that possesses
both the probandum and the reason. Unlike the Advaitins, the Madhvas accept that
the “silver” superimposed on mother-of-pearl is completely nonexistent, like the
hare’s horn. Hence, while the Madhvas accept that the fake silver has the constant
absence of existence, they do not accept that it further has the constant absence of
nonexistence. From their perspective, the example therefore lacks the probandum
understood as these two separate properties.

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

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

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

drstantasyeti. asattvabhavasya sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasya Suktirtipyadav a-
bhavad ity arthah.

nanu badhyatvaruipasattvavyatirekasya tatrabhave ’pi kva cid apy upadhau sat-
tvena pratiyamanatvanadhikaranatvartupasattvavyatireko rupyadav apy asty eva,
tasya tattvena pratlyamanatvat.

maivam. sattvena pratiyamanatvarupasyasattvavyatirekasya sadhanam vyar-
tham ity uktatvena badhyatvarapasattvavyatirekasyaiva sadhayitum ucitatvena sa-
dhyavaikalyapariharat. (NAs: 58.)%

Translation

“Ofthe example ...” (drstantasya). For, the “silver” superimposed on mother-of-pearl
and [other objects that appear in perceptual illusions] lack the absence of nonexis-
tence, which [absence of nonexistence] is qualified by a determiner of probandum-
hood. This is what [Vyasatirtha] means.

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

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

Comments

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

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 2)

nanv abhavadvayasya sadhyatayam rupye sattvabhavasya sattve ’pi asattvabhava-
bhavena yadi sadhyavaikalyam, tarhi “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra jale tejahpra-
bhrtidvadasabhedanam sattve ’pi jalabhedasyabhavena sadhyavaikalyam. evam
tejahprabhrtisv api svasvetarapratiyogikadvadasabhedasattve pi svasvabhedabha-
vat sadhyavaikalyam eva syad ity asankyaha—prthivitvahetus tu kevalavyatirekiti.

tatha ca na tatra drstantapekseti na tatprayuktasadhyavaikalyadidosavakasa
iti bhavah.

nanu prthivitvahetau drstantanapeksane sadhyaprasiddhyabhavena sadhya-
vyatirekaniripanam na syad ity ata aha—trayodaseti. sadhyatavacchedakavacchin-
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nanam trayodasanyonyabhavanam svasvadhikarane vidyamananam jfiane sati
sadhyavyatirekanirtipanam syad ity arthah. (NAs: 58.)*0

Translation

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

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

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

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

nanv evam ekaikanyonyabhavadhikaranasyapi sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasa-
dhyadhikaranataya tadvyavrttasya hetor asadharanyam syad ity asankaparihara-
yoktam—samuhalambanaikajfianoparudhatvamatreneti. ekaikanyonyabhavasya
na sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnatvam, sadhyatavacchedakasya samihalamba-
naikajianopartadhatvasya vyasajyavrtter dharmasya pratyekabhavesv aparyap-
teh. tatha ca pratyekabhavadhikaranasya na sapaksatvam, sadhyatavacchedaka-
vacchinnasadhyarahitatvat.

tad uktam, tavadabhavayogl hy atra sapakso bhavati, na tu tadekadesakatipa-
yabhavavan, sadhyatayas tavaty Maparyapter!! iti. sattvatyantabhavades tu pra-
tyekam sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnatve ’pi nasadharanyam, dystantasya sattvad
iti bhavah. (NAB: 58.)4

1. NAB, NAk, and NATMu all read paryapter here. I have emended this to read with
the editions of the Tattvacintamani, which is the text that Ramacarya is quoting
here.

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

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

41 NAK: 111; NATMu: 12v-13r.



280 —— 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabhanga

something that possesses some of the absences in a certain part, because proban-
dumhood is not completely present (aparydpteh) in just that much.”*?> Even though
the constant absences of existence and [nonexistence] are, by contrast [to the ab-
sences that make up the probandum in the earth-inference], individually qualified
by a determiner of probandumhood, the [reasons in Anandabodha’s inferences
are not] pseudo-reasons of the “uncommon” variety, because[, unlike the earth-
inference,] there is an example [in these inferences, i.e. the “silver”]. This is the
idea [behind what Vyasatirtha says here].

Comments

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 1)

drstantasyeti. dharmadvayasya sadhyatvan manmate $uktirtipye sattvatyantabha-
vasya sattve ’py asattvasyaiva sattvena tadatyantabhavasya tatrabhavat sadhyavai-
kalyam ity arthah.

nanv evam tarhi “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atrapi trayodasabhedanam sadhya-
tvaj jaladau tejahprabhrtidvadasabhedanam sattve ’pi jalabhedasyabhavat sadhya-
vaikalyam. evam tejahprabhrtisv api svasveterapratiyogikadvadasabhedasattve pi
svasvabhedabhavat sadhyavaikalyam eva syad ity ata aha—prthivitveti. yatretara-
tvam, tatra prthivitvabhava iti vyatireke jaladir drstanta iti bhavah. (NAB: 65.)*3

Translation

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

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

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

nanu prthivitvahetau vyatirekini drstantabhave trayodasanyonyabhavanam sa-
dhyabhttanam prasiddhyabhavena sadhyavyatirekaniripanam na syad ity ata
aha—trayodas$eti. jaladitrayodasanyonyabhavanam tejahprabhrtisu pratyekam
pratyekam jfiananantaram ete trayodasanyonyabhava iti samuhalambanartpai-
kajfianopartagdhanam prasiddhisambhavena vyatirekaniripanam sambhavatiti
bhavah. (NAB: 65.)%

Translation

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

9.7 TEXT 7: Extension of the above flaws to the third definition.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

ata eva na trtiyah; vyahateh, arthantarat, Wsadhyavaikalyac' ca. (NAs: 53.)4°

1. drstante sadhyavaikalyac NAs (vi.), NAmu (V1)

Translation

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

44 NAMu: 25r-25v; NAPB: 47.
45 NAK: 111; NAMu: 25r-25v.
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Comments

Vyasatirtha now begins his critique of M3. He claims that three of the charges that

were levelled against M? apply equally to M>.

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

According to Vyasatirtha, M3 further leads to the flaw of arthantara, because,
like M?, it fails to establish what the Advaitin really wants to establish. Like M2, M3
proves that the world has the “constant absence of existence”. However, as Vyasatir-
tha has argued (in TEXT 4), it is always possible that the world—like the Advaitin’s
brahman—is existent by its very essence, even though it lacks the property of exis-
tence. In themselves, neither M? nor M2 rule out this possibility. Moreover, in case
M3 is adopted as the probandum, the Advaitins’ example—the “silver”—still lacks
the probandum from the Madhva’s point of view. “Illusoriness” still consists in part
in the “constant absence of nonexistence”, and the Madhvas, who accept that the
“silver” is simply nonexistent, do not accept that the silver possesses such an ab-
sence.

So far, Vyasatirtha has claimed that the following flaws apply to M!-M3:

— M": Proving something that is already established (siddhasadhana).

- M?: Contradiction (vyahati); failing to prove what one intends to prove (arthan-
tara); proving something that is already established (siddhasadhana); the exam-
ple’s lacking the probandum (drstantasya sadhyavaikalya).

— M3 Contradiction (vyahati); failing to prove what one intends to prove (arthan-
tara); the example’s lacking the probandum (drstantasya sadhyavaikalya).

In the remaining portion of the PMBh, Vyasatirtha will argue that while M? does
not lead to siddhasadhana, it still leads to the flaw of “[the subject’s] having-an-
unestablished-qualifier” (aprasiddhavisesanata).
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Sanskrit text (Nydyamytataranginr)

nanv ata evety atidista vyahatir anupapanna. ekatra viruddhobhayapratiyogika-
tyantabhavasadhane hi sa syat; na catrobhayatyantabhavau sadhyav ity ata aha—
vyahater iti. ubhayatyantabhavayoh samanadhikaranyoktau vyahativad ubhaya-
tyantabhavayoh samanadhikaranyena sambandhena viSesanavisesyabhavoktav
api vyahatir ity arthah. (NAs: 58.)%6

Translation

Objection: It is unreasonable [for Vyasatirtha] to further apply contradiction [to
M3 as well as M2, as he does when he says,] “For these very same reasons [is M3
not tenable] ...”. For, [contradiction] would ensue only if [we Advaitins] proved
that the constant absences that have two contradictory [properties—existence and
nonexistence—]for their counterpositives, are present in one and the same location.
But, in the case at hand [(M3)] the constant absences of both [existence and nonex-
istence] are not both probanda.

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

9.8 TEXT 8: Siddhasadhana might not apply to the third
definition.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

kim ca yatha “anitye vanmanasi”¥’ ity atra "'paksatavacchedakananatvenamse!!l
siddhasadhanatve ’pi, “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra paksatavacchedakaikyan [?'na-
méel? siddhasadhanam; tathehapi yady api katham cit sadhyatavacchedakaikyan
namse siddhasadhanatvam ... (NAB: 53.)48

1. paksatavacchedakananatvenamsatah NAwmu (vl.)

46 NAK: 111; NATMu: 13r.

47 All the editions read vanimanase here. I follow Phillips (2020: 789), who emends the same expre-
ssion in the text of the Anumanacintamani on the advice of Ramanuja Tatacharya.

48 NAMu: 25v; NAK: 112.
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2. nams$atah NAmu (vl.)

Translation

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

Comments

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

Vyasatirtha cites the inference “Speech and mind are noneternal, because they
are products” as precedent in this matter. Gangesa, who uses this example in the
Kevalavyatirekivada of the Tattvacintamani, argued that the flaw of partial siddha-
sadhana only applies in this inference because there is more than one property that
determines subjecthood.® The subject in the inference is a partite one, consisting
of two separate entities: speech and mind. Consequently, both speechness (vaktva)
and mindness (manastva) determine subjecthood. According to Srinivasatirtha, the

49 See ACN: 613. See Phillips (2020: 789) for a translation and discussion of this passage.
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flaw of siddhasadhana applies, since it is already established to the Naiyayika that
speech is noneternal. Vyasatirtha reasons on the basis of this example that the same
does apply if multiple properties determine probandumhood in an inference, but
does not if there is just one property determining probandumhood. Unlike M2, M3
consists in a single compound entity. Consequently, by analogy, it cannot be said to
suffer from the flaw of partial siddhasadhana.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytataranginr)

kim ceti. yady api namgatah siddhasadhanam, napi vyarthaviSesyatvam; tathapy
aprasiddhavisesanatvam ity anvayah.

paksatavacchedakananatveneti. yady api paksatavacchedakananatve ’py ukta-
vidhaya namstah siddhasadhanam, tathapi matantarenedam bodhyam.

paksatavacchedakaikyad iti. paksatavacchedakaikye ’ms$atah siddhasadha-
nam na bhavaty eva. tatha hi—paksatavacchedakadharmasamanadhikaranyena
sadhyasiddhau hi siddhasadhanam eva, nams$atah siddhasadhanam; tadrs$asi-
ddher evanumanasadhyatvat. tadasiddhau ca tacchankaiva nasti. na hi pakse
sadhyasiddhimatrena tat, kim tu paksatavacchedakadharmasamanadhikaranyena
sadhyasiddhya. anyatha dhiimavattvena parvate vahniniscaye "pi siddhasadhana-
prasangad ity arthah.

sadhyatavacchedakaikyad iti. sadhyatavacchedakavacchinnasadhyasiddher a-
bhavad ity arthah. (NAB: 58-59.)°

Translation
“Moreover ...” (kim ca). The connection [between this passage and TEXT 10 of the
Nyayampta] is as follows: “Even thoughl[, if M® is adopted as the probandum in
Anandabodha’s inferences, those inferences] do not prove in part something that is
already established, and [their probandum] does not have a purposeless qualifican-
dum [...] nevertheless, [their subject] has an unestablished qualifier[/probandum]”.
“Since multiple properties determine subjecthood ...” (paksatavacchedakana-
natvena). Even though [when M? is adopted as their probandum, Anandabodha’s
inferences] might not prove in part something that is already established in the
way described [by Vyasatirtha earlier in this text],! nevertheless if [one] were of

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

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

“Because there is only one determiner of probandumhood ...” (sadhyatavacche-
dakaikyat). Because it has not [yet] been established that the probandum qualified
by the determiner of probandumhood [is present in the subject]. This is what [Vya-
satirtha] means.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 1)

visistasadhanapakse 'm$e siddhasadhanatidesah kuto na kriyata iti Sankayam a-
smin pakse 'mse siddhasadhanasyanavakasam vadan, tatha vyarthal''visesyatvara-
pam! dosantaram ca nastiti vadan, aprasiddha/®!visesanatvakhyam!?! dosantaram
aha—kim cety adina. kim caprasiddhaviSesanatvam ity anvayah.

paksatavacchedakananatveneti. tatha ca vaktvavacchedenanityatvasya sid-
dhatvad iti bhavah.

paksatavacchedakaikyad iti. paksatavacchedakaikye hi paksatavacchedakasa-
manadhikaranyena sadhyasya siddhatvat sampurnasiddhasadhanam eva, nam-
$atah siddhasadhanam. “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra tu prthivitvartipapaksatava-
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cchedakasamanadhikaranyena sadhyasiddhirapoddesyapratiter asiddhatvenamse
siddhasadhananavakasad ity arthah. (NAB: 65.)%

1. viSesyatvakhyam NAmu (V1)
2. viSesanatvartipam NAmu (v1.)

Translation

“Why have you not extended the charge of proving in part something that is already
established to the view that [Anandabodha’s inferences] prove that a qualified en-
tity [i.e. M3 is present in the world]?” In [response] to this doubt[, Vyasatirtha] states
that according to the view that [“indeterminacy” is a qualified entity,] there is no
scope for the flaw of proving in part something that is already established. Likewise,
he states that there is not another flaw, namely, having a purposeless qualificandum
(vyarthavisesyatva). [Nevertheless, Vyasatirtha] states that another flaw—[the sub-
ject’s] having an unestablished qualifier—applies [to the inferences in this case]:
“Moreover ...” (kim ca). “Moreover [...] there is the flaw of [the subject’s] having-
an-unestablished-qualifier”: this is the connection [between this passage and the
subsequent one].33

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

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

52 NAMu: 25v; NAPB: 47-48.
53 The passage of the Nyayamyta that Srinivasatirtha is referring to here is translated below in
TEXT 10.
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 2)

sadhyatavacchedaketi. paksatavacchedakananatva evamse siddhasadhanavat sa-
dhyatavacchedakananatva evams$e siddhasadhanata. ata eva dharmadvayasadha-
napakse ‘'m$e siddhasadhanatokta. paksatavacchedakaikye ‘'mse siddhasadhana-
tvabhavavat sadhyatavacchedakaikye ’pi namse siddhasadhanam. evam ca prakrte
viSistasyaikasya sadhyatvena sadhyatavacchedakaikyena tadavacchinnasadhya-
syasiddhatvan namge siddhasadhanavakasa ity arthal.

viSistam viSesanadyatmakam iti pakse sadhyatavacchedakaikyam nasty evety
asayena katham cid ity uktam. (NAB: 65.)>*

Translation

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

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

54 NAMu: 25v-261; NAPB: 48.
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9.9 TEXT 9: The third definition does not have a purposeless
qualificandum.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

. napi vyarthaviSesyatvam. “vimatam upadanaparoksajfiapticikirsakrtimajja-
nyam ...” ity atra krtigrahanenaive$varasiddhav api cikirsader iva, “gunadikam
gunyadina bhinnabhinnam, samanadhikrtatvat” ity atra tarkikangikrtabhinnatva-
syeva ca, vyapakavisesananam uddesyapratityarthatvat; iha tu! sadvilaksanatve
saty asadvilaksanam iti pratiter uddesyatvat.

yadi cabhede saty api ghatah kalasa iti samanadhikaranyadarsanad aprayoja-
katvanirasaya visistadhis tatroddesya, tarhi tucche sadvailaksanye saty api drsya-
tvadarsanad ihapi soddesyeti samam .... (NAB: 53.)°

1. ca NAMu

Translation

... And, [if we adopt M3 as the definition of “illusoriness”, then the probandum in
Anandabodha’s inferences] would not have a pointless qualificanduml, i.e. “the con-
stant absence of nonexistence”]. For, qualifiers attached to the property that per-
vades [the reason] can have the purpose of [giving rise to] the judgment that [the
inference] is intended to produce (uddesyapratiti). This is so, for instance, in the
case of [the qualifiers] “a desire to make” (cikirsa) and [“an immediate knowledge
of the material cause” (upadana-aparoksa-jiiapti)], in the [Naiyayikas’] inference [to
prove the existence of god],

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

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

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

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

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

Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

56 Srinivasatirtha explains as follows: nanu bhedabhedanumanadrstanto na yuktah. tatra
Wgunadikam™ gunyadinabhinnam ity eva krte *bhedarupasadhyavati ghatakalasadau ghatah ka-
lasa iti prayogadarsanena samanadhikrtatvariupahetvabhavenabhedarupasadhyam prati samana-
dhikrtatvasya prayojakatvabhavat. hetur astu sadhyam mastv ity evamruapaprayojakatatra nabhi-
preta. kim nama tasmin saty abhavatah, tena vinapi bhavatah, tada®prayojakatvad® iti vacanat
sadhye saty apy abhavato hetoh sadhye prayojakatvabhavat. ato ’prayojakatanirasaya bhedavisista-
dhis tatroddesya. (Nyayamyrtaprakasa, NAB, 1:66.) Emendations: (1) I have emended this from the
NAB reading, which adds the compound gunyadikam after gunadikam. (2) I have emended this to
reflect the reading of this quotation found in the Tarangini. “Objection: The example of the infer-
ence [to persuade the Naiyayika that tropes and so on are] both different and non-different [from
their substrates] is not appropriate. For, in that case if the inference were simply formulated as:
‘Trope, etc., are not different from the thing that possesses the trope and so onl[, since they are
placed in grammatical apposition with the thing that possesses them]’, then [the reason,] ‘being
grammatically coordinated’, would not be determinative in respect of the probandum. For, [we] do
not observe the use of the expression ‘A pot (ghatah) is a pot (kalasa)’ in the case of things such as
‘pot’ (ghatah) and ‘pot’ (kalasa), [which are identical with one another and therefore] possess the
probandum in the form of ‘non-difference’. In this context, ‘not being determinative of” (aprayojaka-
ta) does not mean that the reason may be present where the probandum is absent. Rather, it means
that the reason is not determinative of the probandum because the reason is absent even though
the probandum is present, as in the expression ‘For, something that is absent when x is present, [or]
present when x is absent, is not determinative of x’.”
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Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 1)

napi vyarthavidegyatvam iti. yathe§varanumane krtimajjanyam iti sadhyakarana-
matrenapié$varasiddhav api cikirsader viSesanasya na vaiyarthyam, vyapakavise-
sananam udde$yapratityarthatvat.

yatha bhedabhedavadina tarkikam prati prayukte bhinnadbhinnam iti sadhye
bhinnatvaviSesanasya tarkikangikrtatve ’pi na vaiyarthyam, tatpratiter uddesya-
tvat; tathehapi sadvilaksanatve saty asadvilaksanatvam iti pratiter uddesyatvan na
vyarthavisesyatvam ity arthah.

samanadhikrtatvad iti. $uklah pata iti samanadhikaranyavattvad ity arthah.
(NAB: 59.)%7

Translation

“[1f we adopt M3 as the definition of “illusoriness”, then the probandum in Ananda-
bodha’s inferences] would not have a pointless qualificandum ...” (napi vyarthavi-
Sesyatvam). In the [Naiyayikas’] inference [to prove the existence] of god, even
though the existence of god could be established if the probandum were merely
stated to be “produced by one who possesses effort” (krtimat-janyam), the quali-
fiers “[possessing] a desire to make” (cikirsa) and [“having an immediate cognition
of the material cause” (upadana-aparoksa-jfiapti)] are not without purpose. For, the
qualifiers attached to the thing that pervades [the reason (i.e. “effort”)] are there to
give rise to the judgment that [the inference] is intended to produce.

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

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

57 NAK: 111; NATMu: 13r.
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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 (Nyayamytatarangini, 2)

nanv 1$varanumane jiianadighatitam sadhyatrayam evabhipretam iti na tad dr-
stantah. bhedabhedanumane tv aprayojakatvapariharaya bhinnatvavisesanasyod-
desyatety asankya prakrte *pi tathety aha yadi ceti.

“gunadikam gunyadinabhinnam, samanadhikrtatvat” ity eva krte ’bhedartupa-
sadhyavaty api ghatakalasadav avidyamanasya samanadhikyrtatvasyabhedartpa-
sadhyam praty aprayojakatvam syat. tad uktam—tasmin saty abhavatal, tena vi-
napi bhavatah, tadaprayojakatvad iti. ato *prayojakatvam ity arthah. (NAs: 59.)%

Translation

Objection: In the [Naiyayika’s] inference [to prove that the world is created by] god,
what is really meant is that there are three separate probanda—a [direct] cogni-
tion [of the material cause, a desire to create, and effort itself]. Hence, that infer-
ence cannot serve as precedent [for showing that the qualificandum in M2 is with-
out purpose]. In the case of the inference to prove that [tropes and so on] are both
different and non-different [from their substrates], on the other hand, it might be
supposed that the qualifier “differentiatedness” [is inserted into the probandum]
in order to avert the contingency that [otherwise the reason] would not determine
[the probandum]. Acknowledging that the same could be said in the present case
[of the Advaitins’ inferences, Vyasatirtha] says: “And if ...” (yadi ca).

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

58 NAK: 111-112; NATMu: 13v.
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9.10 TEXT 10: The flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata.
Sanskrit text (Nyayamyta)

... tathapy aprasiddhavisesanatvam. “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atra tv anekadharma-
sadhanapaksa eva pratyekaprasiddhya sadhyaprasiddhir ukta. anyatha sasadinam
pratyekam prasiddhya $asasrngollikhitatvasyapi sa syat. (NAB: 53.)%°

Translation

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

Comments
This text marks the end of Vyasatirtha’s concessions about M3, and concludes the
long argument begun above in TEXT 7. Vyasatirtha has tentatively conceded in TEXT
8 and TEXT 9 that if the Advaitin adopts M® as their preferred analysis of “indetermi-
nacy”, then Anandabodha’s inferences might not be accused of proving something
that is already established (siddhasadhana). He has also conceded that the qualifi-
candum in M2 (“possessing the constant absence of nonexistence”) is not pointless.
Nevertheless, he argues that even if these flaws do not apply, M® is an unestablished
quality, and, as such, it cannot serve as the probandum in Anandabodha’s infer-
ences. Madhva philosophers accept that we can, in fact, make inferences involving
empty terms. However, Vyasatirtha here seems to adopt the stance of the Naiyayikas
and assume that such inferences can never be valid.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sanskrit text (Advaitasiddhi)

ata eva sattvatyantabhavavattve saty asattvatyantabhavartpam visistam sadhyam
ity api sadhu.

na ca militasya viSistasya va sadhyatve tasya kutrapy aprasiddhyaprasiddhavi-
$esanatvam. pratyekam Wprasiddhyal" militasya visistasya va sadhane ?!$asasrn-
gayoh pratyekam prasiddhyal? ®l$asiyasrnga®'sadhanam api syad iti vacyam. ta-
thavidhaprasiddheh Suktirtpya evoktatvat.

na ca nirdharmakatvad brahmanah sattvasattvariopadharmadvayasinyatvena
tatrativyaptih. sadriupatvena brahmanas tadatyantabhavanadhikaranatvat, nir-
dharmakatvenaivabhavarupadharmanadhikaranatvac ceti dik. (NAs: 55.)6°

1. siddhya ASmu, ASmy
2. om. KD
3. dasasrnga KD

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

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

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

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

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

Comments

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

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 1)

tathapy aprasiddhavidesanatvam iti. vidistasadhyasya saty asati caprasiddhatvad
ity arthah. na ca suktirtipya evobhayabhavaprasiddhir astiti vacyam, tatra sattvena
pratiyamanatvanadhikaranatvaripasattvasyabhave vidyamane ’pi badhyatvaru-
pasyasattvasya vyatireko nastiti prag avocama. (NAB: 59.)%!

Translation

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

Comments

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

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 2)

nanu yadi sattvabhavavisesitasattvabhavartpavisistasadhyaprasiddhyaprasiddha-
viSesanatvam, tada jaladidvadasanyonyabhavavisSesitasamavayanyonyabhavaru-
paviSistasadhyasyapy aprasiddhatvena pratyekanyonyabhavanam prasiddhya sa-
dhyaprasiddhyupavarnanam virudhyetety ata aha—prthiviti.

61 NAK:113; NATMu: 14r.
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“prthivl itarabhinna” ity atra jaladidvadasabhedavisSesitasamavayabhedara-
pam viSistam na sadhyam, na va trayodasabhedanam aikadhikaranyam sadhya-
tavacchedakam, yenaprasiddhavisesanatvam syat. kim tu svasvadhikarane vidya-
mananam trayodasanyonyabhavanam apeksabuddhivisayatvasamiihalamabanai-
kajiianoparudhatvadirtpavyasajyavrttidharmavacchinnasadhyatakanam sadhya-
tvam. tatha ca naprasiddhih, na vasadharanyam ity uktam iti bhavah. (NAs: 59.,)62

Translation

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

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

62 NAK: 113; NATMu: 13v-14r.



302 — 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabhariga

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytatarangini, 3)

nanu sattvabhavasattvabhavayor viSesanaviSesyayoh prasiddhya tad visistam api
prasiddham eva. viSistasya viSesanaviSesyabhyam anatirekat; anyatha ksanikatva-
patter ity ata aha—anyatheti. pratyekaprasiddhya yadi viSistaprasiddhih, tadety ar-
thah. visistam tu tvanmate ’py atiriktam eveti bhavah. (NAs: 59-60.)%

Translation

Objection: Since the absences of existence and nonexistence, which are, respectively,
the qualifier and the qualificandum [in M3], are [individually] well-established, it
follows that the qualified entity [comprising them] must be well-established too. For,
a qualified entity is nothing more than [its] qualifier and qualificandum. Otherwise,
it would follow that [everything] is momentary [as Buddhist philosophers claim]!
With this [objection] in mind, Vyasatirtha says: “Otherwise ...” (anyatha). What [Vya-
satirtha] means is: “If the qualified thing is well-established because the [qualifier
and the qualificandum are,] individually, well-established, then [invalid inferences
like the one to prove that the earth is scratched by a hare’s horn would have to be
considered as valid]”.

Comments

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

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

63 NAK: 133; NATMu: 13v.
64 See Sharma (1986: 101-103) for an account of the theory of visistas in these different traditions.
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phers and hold, like the Madhvas, that the visista is an entity over and ahove the
sum of its parts.

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakasa, 1)

nanu yadi sattvatyantabhavavattve saty asattvatyantabhavarapavisistasadhane
’prasiddhaviSesanatvam, tada “prthivi itarabhinna” ity atrapi jaladidvadasanyo-
nyabhavavattve sati samavayanyonyabhavartpavisistasyaiva sadhyatvam angikr-
tya tasya kutrapy aprasiddhatvenaprasiddhaviSesanatvam tatrapi syat. tatha ca
trayodasanyonyabhavanam pratyekam prasiddhya sadhyaprasiddhivyutpadanam
vyahatam syad ity ata aha—prthiviti. (NAs: 66.)%

Translation

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

65 NAMu: 26v—27r; NAPB: 49.

66 Srinivasatirtha probably has in mind here an objection that Gangesa considers in the siddhanta
portion of his Kevalavyatirekivada of the Tattvacintamani (TCA: 609-612). See Phillips (2020: 788—
789) for a translation and a discussion of this passage.



304 —— 9 Text, translation, and commentary of the Prathamamithyatvabharga

Sanskrit text (Nyayamytaprakdsa, 2)

sadhanapaksa eveti. noktaritya visistasadhanapaksa iti vakyadesah. visistasya sa-
dhyatapakse tu samudayalambanarapaikajiianopariidhatvam adaya na sadhyapra-
siddhisampadanam sambhavatiti drastavyam.

nanu visistasya sadhyatve ’pi naprasiddhavisesanatvam, sadvailaksanyadi-
nam visakalitanam prasiddhisambhavad ity ata aha—anyatheti. “bhah $asavisa-
nollikhita, bhutvat” ity atrapy aprasiddhavidesanatvam sarvasammatam na syat.
tatrapi $asadinam visakalitanam prasiddhisambhavad iti bhavah. (NAs: 66.)%

Translation
“Only according to the view that [the earth-inference proves that earth has multiple,
distinct qualities] ...” (sadhanapaksa eva). What needs to be added to [Vyasatirtha’s]
statement is: “... [and] not according to the view that what is established is a com-
pound entity, in the way [I] have just outlined”. It should be observed that if we do
accept that the probandum is a qualified entity, then it cannot be established insofar
as [its individual components] are grasped in a single, collective cognition.
Objection: Even if the probandum [in the Advaitin’s inferences] is a compound
entity, it does not follow that the flaw of aprasiddhavisesanata applies, because the
states of being different from what is existent [and of being different from what is
nonexistent] can be established separately[, in different locations, before the infer-
ence takes place]. In response to this, [Vyasatirtha] says: “Otherwise ...” (anyatha).
In the inference “The earth has been scratched by a hare’s horn, because [it has]
earthness”, there would not be universal agreement that the flaw of aprasiddhavi-
Sesanata applies. For, [in this inference] too, the hare [and the horn] might be in-
dividually well-established [in different locations before the inference takes place].
This is the idea [behind Vyasatirtha’s words here].

67 NAMu: 27v; NAPB: 49.



