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CHAPTER 1
THE FUNCTION AND GOAL OF PHILOSOPHY

THERE are no people who could be impervious to the
demands of thisworld for an explanation of its apparent chaos and
contradictions. Only an all-embracing explanation of life,
consistent with experience, would satisfy the regquirements of
reason, man's highest instrument for regulation of life. For this
reason, philosophy cannot be a mere exercise of the intellect or a
pursuit for sheer aesthetic interest or curiosity. It must have a
spiritual raison d'etre and must satisfy man's spiritual need. It must
deal with problems which force themselves on our thought and
press for a solution viz., what man is, why he is conditioned as he
is, what hisgoal isand how heisto attainit.

The question is not, therefore, merely one of philosophy or
no philosophy; but one of a good philosophy or a bad one. Every
rational being, then, has a philosophy of his own, whether he
knows it or not. It is the business of an earnest aspirant to go
through the entire process of thought under proper spiritual
guidance and find a solution of the problems which vex him. The
Sastras are there to guide him on right lines.

"From time immemorial, various schools of thought have
been flourishing in the world. There can be no total extinction of
any system. All the same, Badarayana-Vyasa has taken the trouble
in his Brahma-sutras, of refuting the various defective systems, so
that the good souls, eligible for Divine grace, may have their
doubts cleared, their ignorance destroyed and their knowledge
improved by sound reasonings based on the Sruti and attain

enlightenment.l"

1. Cf. srfesmredr gam: TT f& e |

T Fr=vars i Ferft greear g ||
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Philosophy asks for a conceivable unity in place of the confusing
multiplicity. But neither a pure abstraction of being nor a mere
totality or aggregate of beings can give us a true unity. Some
community or reciprocity there must be. "The question is how
litle would suffice. It seems clear that either each must be
connected with all, in at least one way; or that all must be
connected with some one. There must be a universal principle
directly relating all; or a Supreme Individua to which al are
related. The latter would imply the former, insofar as through their
common relation to the Supreme One, all would be related though

only indirectly, to each other.2"

Madhva finds such a principle of unity in the unity of
government, sustenance and control of the universe by Brahman.
He finds thisideatellingly expressed in the Sruti text:

firye gem. afzmeatr 1S - MahNUPp xi.2)

"The Supreme Purusa is verily the Universe (al this); for it
depends upon Him for its sustenance'. The Supreme and
Independent Brahman is not so much the cause in time of the
dependent realities as the logical and metaphysical explanation of
al dse that is. Hence the definition of the one independent
principle in Madhva's system:

ey ATy TS RATe | (Jayatirtha's Tst)

TAT(T BT AT RTTIEATRAR | GYFaaead S FHTIT: 9 |

3 famfe: Twrg gt foEfor | Te ) foveamr gheamraRe 1)
(Madhva, AVii.2.1)
2. James Ward : Pluralism and Theism, p.42. An identical view
has been propounded by Jayatiratha in his commentary in
MadhvasTS. Seefn 7

.3. Madhva paraphrases this special reference to the purport of the
"Tat tvam asi' text as T Taqale iy

1N
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“The independent principle is that which does not depend
on any other for its own nature and existence, self-awareness or
for becoming an object of knowledge to the selves and for the free
and unfettered exercise of its own powers."

As Cook Wilson says, "There are certain facts of immediate
certainty which can not be doubted or called into question, such as
the redlity of the external world, the principle of causdity, the
existence of other minds and of our own selves and God.
Experience is the immediate datum from which one has to
philosophize and philosophy is under amoral abligation to explain
the conditions indispensable for its possibility. The worth of a
philosophical system is to be judged by the extent to which it is
able to explain experience, rather than explain it away".

Reality presentsto an inquiring mind three primary data: the
thinking self, a world of external redlities and indications of an
Infinite Power rising above them. Though these three data are
commonly postulated as distinguishable essences, terms like
'reality’, 'substance’ or 'existence’ are not applied to all of them in
the same sense by all persons in all stages of spiritua or
philosophical development. It has happened time and again in the
history of Philosophy, both in the East and in the West, that the
one or the other of them has been raised to a position of greater
prominence than the rest. Such shifting of emphasis has led to the
emergence of severa forms of materialistic, pan-egoistic and
monistic heresies which, in the history of speculation, are quite
familiar. Justifications for each point of view could easily be
found. The Self is the immediate starting point of all experience. It
is so borne in upon us as to easily usurp the place of honor. The
existence of things outside of us in time and space and even the
reputed existence of a Deity are, after all, secondary, being
reached only through acts of private consciousness and may, for
aught we know, be illusory or at any rate, not so irrefragably rea
as the self. From an opposite point of view, matter which can be
moved and measured and is therefore tangible, could be set up as a
sterner reality than either God or the souls, who seem to shrink
into shadowy abstractions by its side. To the mystics, on the other

12



hand, the Infinite Being alone, conceived as:

NS AN g ETEITAHIUM IDMS quoted by Madhva in BTXI.11.5

is so all-absorbing as to transcend all and constitute the sole reality
of al that thereis or can be.

An unbalanced exaltation of any one of these three data
over therest, in the realm of thought, feeling or action, is the cause
of much false philosophy and bad morals. The more pretentious
philosophies of ancient and modern times, which have sought to
resolve the three data into one, have failed inexorably in the end or
have been obliged to make compromises, or concede some sort of
a 'conditional’ or 'phenomena’ reality to the other data. If the
material world, which fills the horizon of senses, is taken to be the
single reality that matters most, it would lead us to a materialism
of the West or the Carvaka philosophy of the East. The ego-centric
explanation would land usin a pan-egoism, solipsism or subjective
idealism, ekajivavada and the like; while the theocentric attitude
would end in an absolutism, deism or pantheism.

But the true function of philosophy, aided by reason and
experience, is to determine by what relationship of the three fold
data of experience can man's thirst for an ultimate explanation of
the enigma of experience be really and fully satisfied. Reason
seeks to interpret the plurality of things and processes which
constitute the world as a system of parts evolved or conditioned by
one Universal Power or Mind so as to be factors of one whole and
subject to one universa reason. As a true philosopher, Madhva
ignores neither of the three data of experience; nor does he
exaggerate the claim of any one of them at the expense of the
others. The changeable no less than the unchangeable, the
independent no less than the dependent is an ultimate component
of Redlity asawhole:

faford f o, Taa==raeaa= = (NSp.286 b)
This is one of the profoundest conclusions of Dvaita metaphysics

reached by the evidence of pratyaksa, anumana,& sabdapramana.
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It would not be possible to understand or explain the universe if
we are indifferent to matter and spirits, much more so to the Deity.
One must face facts established by our own knowledge and be
guided by them in interpreting them philosophically.

"Philosophy is not a quest for unity regardless of facts of
logic. It is a quest for such unity as the facts of logic admit of "
(E.S.Brightman, Philosophy of Religion).

The fact of knowledge is indisputable. And as there can be

no knowledge without a knower, a known or knowable obj ect;
the reality of the knower and the objects of knowledge must be
accepted. Whatever else one may choose to admit or reect,
absolute scepticism as to the possibility of knowledge of any kind
is unsustainable. Even supposing that all our knowledge of reality
so far has been proved to be contradicted, the possibility of
knowledge has dtill to be admitted. One cannot deny the
possibility of knowledge and yet claim that knowledge has been
proved to be contradicted. Madhva says well, referring to
Sriharsa's dogged scepticism regarding the acceptence of
pramana-vyavastha:

afe T fRfaesmaansiy fz |

AR AT Toh: TATIIT TEHG AT 1| (Avi.4.11)

At the worsgt, thinking or the mind would still survive as the
residuum of universal doubt.

Starting then from knowledge as one of the uncriticised
certainties of life, we are faced with a plurality of objects and with

other thinking beings like ourselves®. We think and reason, feel
pleasure and pain. Can any of these states be less evident to us

4. TT FETET T TR T AT 799 | T T qIeraTied a S 0 |
(Madhva, VTN i)
5. Futfera Aol Reeer @t | (Madhva, UpKh 12)
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than our own existence? In conceding then the existence
of our own good selves, we are also forced to admit the reality of
our most intimate and poignant experience of pleasure and pain, in
short — the joys and sorrows and limitations of life. That is why
Madhvatells us:

T GRH: FIT Tt 35 |

Frsfr araf 7 frarg e ywarfeT |
YT 7 99 9 gt |

71 T 7a7 frgT, gfae ada F? (AVii.3.28)

"Never can the experience of pain and suffering in the world
by the souls be dismissed as 'false experience'. The illusionist
philosophy can never hope to establish anything for certain, even
in the realm of the so-called empirical reality. Whether a given
experience is true or false, has to be adjudged by the Saksi in the
last analysis. If the impeccability of the Saksi is accepted, how can
one deny that our experience of happiness or sorrow is real or
contend that it isimagined or superimposed?"

The fact of knowledge, again, establishes the presence of
many more things and persons besides ourselves. Redlity is not
apprehended as one but as many and there is no reason to reject
the apprehension of the many as an 'appearance’ only. For things
will not cease to be ssimply because the law of parsimony may be
violated:

WWW?@H%G

It is at this point that Madhva introduces the philosophical
distinction between the Independent Real and the dependent reals.
The reals cannot all of them be independent, lest there should be
chaos and dtrife. Neither can all be dependent without an
independent principle to relate and regulate them. The dependents

6. Contrast : T FETFTaT T3 G TR Ferad e Tclh
FeTdEReT AEET | (Advaitasiddhi 1.3)
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cannot obviously control one another, without a higher
principle to connect them. Otherwise, there would be a regress of
strife and opposition through which they would destroy one
another and perish in the transaction and there would be no reality
left in the end. It is thus very necessary to dichotomise redlity into

Svatantra and Paratantra.’

7. UH T URHT TEE T | de9q | TR | SEe S\aed,
fregenfares: | swad=r, T T FEAMT {@fw | SFaTEAd wfefd =
TEEEET: | A g9 @A W@, d@ TRaSATeydid R |
frergaTfarser | afg a7 Ra=He o Wad, SHafeIRanETT T FETT T
= | (Jayatirtha, Tsf)

"Some philosophers hold that there is only one single reality
in the universe. That is not correct, as it goes against the evidence
of perception and other sources of knowledge. So there must be
more than one real. However, if al these reals are to be taken to be
equally independent, there will have to be eternal happiness for all.
But such is not the actual fact. If all the reals are to be put down
as equally dependent, with no Independent Being anywhere in the
Universe, al movement of the dependent reals would be rendered
impossible — because all of them are 'dependent' and cannot
direct one another. If their movement is claimed to be possible like
the coming together and co-operative movement of the lame man
and the blind man, we have to point out that there being no
independent principle to direct them, the dependent reals because
of their very dependence, can not come together. If all are to be
conceived as independent, there will be violation of the experience
of dependence and other characteristics of finitude. If all areto be
equally dependent, with no Independent Principle, there will be a
regress of dependence. (A depending on B, B on C and so on ad
inifinitum). There will be instability all around with the result that
everything will loseitsreality in the end."

16



Experience shows that human souls and their material
environments are not independent.

T T FHHTHGRTOTIA H Thg 3 |

(Madhva, Dvadasa Sotra iii.6)

Were human beings independent masters of their own destiny, we should
expect to find peace and plenty and bliss unalloyed in human life. We
should lack nothing and have everything for the asking. But we know
only too well that it cannot be:

ACATSHART: gEg:@edr: | (Svet Upi.2)

This shows that things are directed by an unknown agency, which
for want of a better name all the world agrees to designate as
"God" or Paramatman or the Supreme Being.

In thisway does Madhva establish the existence and reality of
matter, souls svabhava, kala, merit and demerit and other eterna
verities under the control of one Supreme Being. The svatantra
and the paratantra are thus the fundamental presuppositions of his
system. The dependence of the finite realsis proof of the existence
of the Deity, according to the great Nyaya philosopher Udayana
too:

YT A TE, AT sF I |

<

0~

AT TAHTE, YFA e Sqierlihan: || (Nyaya-Kusumanjali 1.4)

"From dependence, from eternality, diversity, universal practice
and from the appointment to each individual self of its own joys
and sorrows of mundane life, it follows that there is a supernatural
cause (viz. adrsta)". Explanation : By establishing, in the first
place, the existence of such a supernatural cause not open to the
senses, in the form of merit and demerit, it will follow that God is
established as superintendent thereoff" (Sddha ca tasmin
tadadhisthatrtaya | svarasiddhih).

The aim of philosophy, then, would be not merely to realise the
distinction between 'appearance’ and 'reality’ but to understand and
realise the still more important distinction between the
Independent Real and the dependent realities. Madhvaiis not,
therefore, an uncritical realist who takes everything to be real; nor
asentimental realist who would deny al but onereality. Heisfor
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arational realtime which would admit whatever is established on
the un-contradicted evidence of the Pramanas, the senses, the
mind and the Saksi, in addition to reason and revelation. He
introduces a new element of value into the discussion of the
problem of Pramanas, in the form of the concept of Saksi, whose
nature and scope will be explained in its appropriate place. The
Saksi is man's highest instrument of all valid knowledge and
experience. It is on its evidence that we become conscious,
however dimly, of the existence of a higher power than ourselves,
in thisvast and mysterious universe. 1t will, therefore, be seen
that any other approach to the problem of philosophy and any
other analysis of the reals or the data of experience into 'positive
reals (bhava and abhava) asin Nyayathought, or as cit and acit
(asin Jain or Ramanujaview) would be irrelevant to the aim and
purpose of religion and philosophy, which isto evaluate
phenomena and enable man to get out of the bondage of life which
is the outcome of a misplaced assumption of his independence

(svatantrya-bhimana) in it.8

8. T WEATTEdaT Fara-qar a1, fHerfreaar ar gfrs T
I, T T TAATIHT AT =TT | RA=TgHd -y arEadT
fafed frsramr wafe | o=, TEETgHTReTIaq 3 aeeE T
@ | (ibid)
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CHAPTERI1

MADHVA'S THOUGHT IN RELATIONTO
EARLIER AND CONTEMPORARY SCHOOLS

THE system of Madhva is founded on the continuous
authority of a wide range of religious and philosophical literature
of India which has been the main source of Indian thought in its
widest sense. The history of the evolution of Madhva's thought
from these source-books of his system and the history of its
development at the hands of Madhva and his numerous
commentators and expositors have been dealt with by me in my
History of the Dvaita School of Vedanta and Its Literature
(Motilal Banarsidass Delhi 1981, 2nd Edn.)

The present work ams a a farly complete and
comprehensive critical exposition of Madhvas philosophy, as
presented in his own works and as further interpreted and
elaborated by his illustrious commentator Jayatirtha in the first
instance and by the famous diaectician of the Madhva school,
Vyasatirtha, who came a hundred and twentyfive years after the
former.

If Indian philosophy isto be accepted as much more than an
interpretation of certain basic texts and traditions, though not as
completely detached from them, attempts should be made to
present the various systems of thought and their logical,
epistemological and ontological foundations and their
metaphysical superstructures, in their architectonic unity. The
philosophical system of Madhva and his commentators has not
received adequate attention from this point of view.

No doubt, Indian philosophers, particularly the Vedantins
have stressed the limitations of discursive thought and shown the
possibilities of spiritual intuition in understanding the nature of
reality, urging the necessity to correct and supplement the
conclusions of pure logic and metaphysical speculations with the
help of one's own intuitions and those of bygone generations,
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handed down through the Scriptures and intended to be recaptured
in our own religious and spiritual experiences and discoveries. But
this is not to say that reason has had no part to play in the
evolution of their thought. Philosophy, as an interpretation of
reality, cannot spin out its theories in vacuo, away from the world
of experience. As Dr. Radhakrishna puts it, perhaps a little too
extravagantly, "the Indian philosophers first arrive at a system of
consistent doctrine and then look about for texts of an earlier age
to support their position. They either force them into such support
or ingeniously explain them away"” (1. Phil.i,p.130).

All schools of Indian philosophy, save the Carvaka, have
two main aspects in their system-building: one rational or
philosophical and the other a dogmatic, textual, revelatory or
authoritarian aspect. The former examines the fundamenta
presuppositions of thought and constructs a metaphysical theory
on certain a priori epistemological and ontological foundations of
its own, on which they erect a full-fledged system and correlate it
to the interpretations of texts which have come to be regarded as
ultimate sources of philosophical knowledge and inspiration in the
land and community of their birth and invested with specia
authority and sanction on problems of philosphy. While accepting
the judgements of established traditions and authority, on such
problems, the Indian philosphers have, to an equal extent, used the
methods of reasoned thought and criticism, to examine the
presuppositions of their textual systems and the nature and
constitution of their categories of thought in the light of
independent proofs.

In doing so, they have always tried to make out a case for
their respective theories before the bar of reason, on such
unexceptionable criteria of system-building as adherence to a
strictly philosophical method and outlook, sound logical
deductions and analysis of principles, consistency of thought and
faithfulness to experience. It is the business of philosophy to look
at experience as a whole and take note of the suggestions forced
upon it by the mind of man and confirm them as theories if they
have the requisite explanatory value.

20



Such is the essence of the Hindu method of Tattvanirnaya
(truth-determination). In the body of any Siddhanta, then, there is
agood deal of critical analysis and exposition of the principles of
epistemology, logic and metaphysics of one's own school, together
with a reasoned examination of those of other schools. As a

modern writer! puts it, "Philosophy is essentialy a collective and
co-operative business. Effective co-operation consists in
disagreement. The true process of philosophy, as a science, is that
of a Platonic dialogue, in which the propositions, objections and
rejoinders of numerous interlocutors are found focussed upon a
given question and the argument shapes itsdlf through its own
immanent dialectic, to a conclusion." The Vikalpa method of
Sastric discussion in Sanskrit philosophical writings is nothing
more than the Platonic dialogue in its perfect form. Every
important doctrine of logic, epistemology and metaphysics, of the
different schools of Indian philosophy, has been developed on the
same lines. They are the result of a long and arduous process of
thought-dissection. No doctrine or strand of philosophic belief can
thus be put down as absolutely original, isolated from or
uninfluenced by contemporary opinion or as devoid of a nexus
with the past.

So closely are the two aspects of rational thought and
textual interpretation and synthesis intertwined in most of the
Indian schools that it is often difficult to pronounce any opinion
whether they are actuated more by a predominantly philosophical
purpose or an authoritarian outlook. They disclose both kinds of
leanings and it is often a question of emphasis whether a given
system is to be treated as being more speculative and rational than
dogmatic and textual. Western scholars have generaly held that
the philosophy of the Vedanta is essentially dogmatic, being
nothing more than a clever, ingenious and elaborate system of
textual interpretation of the Prasthanas, doubtless with a good

1. Arthur O. Loveioy, The Revolt of Dualism, Open Court Publishing
Company, America.
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deal of philosophic insight and acumen. But its achievement
cannot be accepted as truly philosophical, insofar as the pursuit of
philosophy is not the outcome of a disinterested love of thought or
a quest of truth, but has been undertaken to achieve individua
Salvation. Others regard the Vedanta as a truly philosophical
system in conception, method and execution. That it is bound up
with the interpretation of sacred textsis only circumstantial in that,
true to Indian traditions, it has merely used material handed down
by former generations, and built on its foundations a new and
vigorous system of thought, reserving the fullest right of selection,
emphasis, dteration and criticism, in the name of interpretation
(Vyakhyana). It embodies the greatest independence of thought
and originality of conceptions under the guise of reconciliation
with the help of canons of interpretation. The commentators are
seldom obliged to cal a hat to philosophic speculation when
faced with a trying or obscure text or with contradictory ones.
They exercise their reason to synthesize and extract sense out of
seeming enigmas and contradictions. In this they bid fair to direct

the authorities, instead of their letting them direct their thoughts.2
In this sense, then, Indian philosophy can claim to be as genuinely
philosophical in spirit as any other attempt made elsewhere, on the
basis of pure reason. It is thus a purely historical accident that has
made Indian philosophy textua though some are inclined to view
it as incorrigibly text-eidden. The supreme place Madhva has
assigned to the Saks as "Upajivyapramana” of Scripture, in the
event of the latter encroaching on the legitimate jurisdiction of the
former is a striking example of the unflinching rational outlook of
Madhva thought. But with all the limitations imposed on the free
movement of thought by the respect for texts and traditions, the
Indian philosophers have shown themselves to be actuated by a
genuine philosophic spirit like their compeers in the west and have
risen to great heights in the art of philosophising, which for

*2. Cf. Madhvas plea for interpreting "Tattvam asi" in conformity
with Upajivyapramanas. See my HDSV, pp.360-62
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alertness of mind, acuteness of thought and boldness of ideas,
cannot be rivalled by others claiming to be more scientific or free
from dogmas. The achievements of Indian thought cannot,
therefore, be said to be lacking in merit or devoid of a true
philosophic spirit; though these are often hidden from view by the
trappings of authority in which they are often clothed and
concealed.

Criticism is the life-breath of Indian philosophical
systems, as philosophic life, like biological, is governed by the
same law of strife and survival of the fittest. Each of the older
systems of thought should thus have contributed something to
Madhva thought also, at least negatively, by way of material for
criticism. It isnot asif his system alone grew up in vacuo, without
reference to anything that went before. Historical interpretation
must admit, here as in other cases of contact of minds, the impact
of contemporary thought, and echoes of forgotten schools which
though, then out of court or not "living" must still have continued
to exercise a great deal of intellectual influence on successive
thought-currents by their technique and methods of treatment—in
short, by laying down the high-ways and byways of thought along
which all current ontological and epistemological progress had to
be made with freedom to differ in details and conclusions.

The critical side of Madhva's system, consisting partly in its
dialectica struggles with earlier schools both major and minor,
shows how it was able not only to avoid their pitfalls and mistakes
but also to absorb some of their good points, or improve upon
them or transcend them in a higher system. That such impact of
ideas is by no means denied in Madhva's case is clear from the
description of his commentary on the Brahmasutra as a critique of
twentyone earlier onesin the field. A critic is not an iconoclast out
and out. He receives ideas while in the act of demolishing older
opinions. The contact of minds is a very subtle affair. Deeper
things there happen than meet the surface. As Vijayindra Tirtha
observesin his Madhvadhva-Kantakoddhhara, as an exponent of a
new Prasthana, Madhva exercised his right to agree with or differ
from his compeers to the full and in doing so rejected much that
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was cumbersome, or effete in the older theories and used whatever
ideas were fundamentally sound though not in the same place or
within the same design. Often in his criticisms, he rescued and
rehabilitated ideas of permanent significance from the ill-balanced
views of earlier and contemporary schools and realigned them to
better advantage.

The Carvaka system is condemned outright for its
unmitigated hedonism. But its faith in the reality of experience and
of sense-awareness as the pivot of realism is accepted by
Madhva.The Carvaka is condemned, unreservedly, for his
hedonism, for his atheism and for his materialism (Dehatmavada)
but not for his bold stand for the supremacy of Pratyaksa
Pramana. Only, he had stopped short at Pratyaksa, refusing to go
beyond, which is rather unphilosophical, in that there are more
things in the universe than could be measured by Pratyaksa alone.
Enjoyment of life is no sin. One need not, like the Buddist, give a
counsel of despair to shun the world, abhor life and court gradua

suicide or extinction. F% Y&d T 4 st f1aaq — says Madhva,

with the salutary advice: ACIHEREIREI ﬂﬂ?ﬂ{% for one should not,

like the Mimamsakas, surrender the am of life to a mess of
pottage, Svarga, understood in the transient sense of a limited

pleasure: W?ﬁﬂﬂﬂ'ﬂ STHA (RV VI11.48.3). To take such a view

of life's purpose is to miss the true goal of the Vedic philosophy of
Karma, says Madhva. The vedas enjoin the performance of
sacrifices with set rewards, not from the highest point of view, but
only in alimited sense. Karma-phala, attractive asit is, is not the
ultimate intention or message of the Scripture. It is only an

inducement to effort of the right ki nd* with a view to raising the
spiritual standard of man higher and higher and taking him on the
upward march, by stages. Karmais only a step in the ladder

3. Do your work as it has devolved upon you and enjoy its rewards with
constant devotion to the Lord (Dvadasastotra, iii. 1 ab)

4. T wYfa: (Bhag xi.3.46), T8T WSSEREE (xxii, 21.23),
FHTATHTT FATOT =T @IS 97 | (xi.3.44)
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though a necessary one. It is not the be-all and end-all of scripture
as the Mimamsakas would have it. The best Karma is that
performed without attachment and for the sake of no other reward

than the satisfaction of God and as His workship: e gRarT a9
(Bhag iv 29.40); Iofmg T TRATOIE (iv.30.40); U & dommat Ty
(ChanUp i. 7.6). While accepting the Mimamsaka doctrine of

Svatahpramanya of Sabda, Madhva emphasised that the highest
subject-matter of the Vedais God and not merely around of duties

or acts or sacrifice.”

Jaina philosophy and moral code have some affinity to
Madhva's thought. The new type of Vedic sacrifices with flour-
made animals (Pista-pasu yajnas)6 instead of living animals,
introduced by Madhva as a much-needed reform in Brahmanical
society, wasin al probability, partly due to the moral pressure and
influence of Jaina ideas. A powerful community of Jainas
inhabited the S.Kanara district then, as now. It was also under
Jainarule in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Madvas views on
some questions of logic, epistemology and ontology show many
striking parallels to and affinities with corresponding Jaina
theories, notably on the nature of the Universal (Jati) and in the
theory of the self as an object of its own perception (Aham sukhi)
which is denied by the Advaitin. The recognition of certain types
of cognition like Manahparyaya and Kevala in Jaina philosophy,
corresponds, in a measure, to the Yogipratyaksa and Kevala-
Pramana of Madhva. The self-revelatory capacity of knowledge of
the perceiver (FTIUET: WIHREEH) is based on the triunity of

Jnatr, Jneya and Jnana, all of them being admitted to be reveaed
in knowledge. So also, the Jaina conception of substancein

5. FT GrAHEE WETHEeadr
g o7 g e fefd 7 g (AViLL1).

6. The Mvij (IX. 44-50) refers to an actual performance of a
Pistapasuyaga under Madhva's direction and the opposition he had to
encounter. For awork in defence of Pistapasuyajna see under Vijayindra
Tirthain my HDSV p. 4
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relation to its attributes, as a distinction of reference and not of
existence: IF=TIHTCHH %], as Haribhadra Suri putsiit, is perfected
by Madhva, by formulating the doctrine of Savisesabheda to hold
the substance and attributes together in one integrated mould. The
further digtinction of qualities or attributes as Paryaya and
Svabhava in Jaina ontology is parallel to Madhva's distinction of
attributes into Ayavaddravyabhavi and Yavad-dravyabhavi. The
Jaina dichotomy of reality into Jiva and Ajiva appears in the form
of Svatantra and Paratantra, with greater philosopical aptness and
judtification, as pointed out by Jayatirtha The Jainas have

classified redlity as Jiva and Ajiva7 In this classification, Jiva or
sentient reality admittedly holds a position superior to insentient
reality. While the distinction between Jiva and Ajiva is worth
making, we should not stop merely with such a dcihotomy in
philosophy. It would be more pertinent to the evaluation of the
position and status of the reals in a philosophical system to
introduce a classification of a different kind viz. the one into
Svatantra and Paratantra, as Madhva has done. That Jayatirtha is
thinking on these lines may be gathered from his remarks quoted
earlier in Chap.l, fn.8. The peculiar doctrine of the Jainas that the
whole universeisfilled with Jivasis aso shared by Madhva:

TRHTII SR, &wT: JTORETE: | (VTN)

Madhva is not enamoured of the extreme realism of the
Mimamsakas. He recognises the need for periodical creation and
dissolution of the universe. He also sets right the extreme
epistermological realism of the Prabhakaras and admits the
possibility of error in human cognitions. He is for calling error by
its proper name and not for confusing the issue by using
misleading terms like Akhyati, Akhyatisamavalitasatkhyati and so
on. But his realism does not demand that the object presented in
illusions must have a reality of its own el sewhere (anyatra sat) as

7. TEIAE 199 TeTT SHATSaReT (SBSB ii. 2.33)
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the Nyaya Redlists would have it. If experience is any test,
the object presented in illusory perception is an absolute unreality.
At the same time, Madhva takes care to state that no illusion can
be explained without the acceptence of two necessary reas-a
substratum (adhisthana) and a Pradhana (prototype) of the super-

imposed object.8 Madhva has rejected much that was defective
and outmoded in the conceptions, categories, definitions and
methodology (prakriya) of the older schools of Nyaya, Mimamsa
and Vedanta. The interpretational principle of Upakramaprabalya
of the Purva Mimamsakas is set aside by him in favour of the
more logical Upasamharaprabalya, on the authority of the

Brahmatarka.® He has given us his own views about the Vedantic
concepts of Sakti, Svaprakasatva, Bhavarupajnana, Maya,
Pratibimba, etc. He has propounded a fresh doctrine of the validity
of knowledge with special reference to the principle of Saksi as a
corrective to al the earlier theories on the subject. Though
traceable to some of the older sources referred to by him, the merit
of these new doctrines lies in the precise and forceful way in
which he has developed their potentialities and fitted them into
their proper places, in his own realistic metaphysics and elucidated
their hearings upon the different aspects of his thought. Similarly,
his revised definition of 'Pramand as 'yathartham', so as to
embrace all types of valid knowledge and its instruments and to
ensure the validity of memory is a significant departure and
advance in contemporary thought.

8. TS T Tzt eaaegsd fomT | 7 yrfemiafer Fft wwmmTfeFEsaf vin

9. Madhva refers to the thesis of Upasamharaprabalya in his AV:

The question has been discussed fully, refuting the view of
Upakramaprabalya of advaita, in Vyasatirtha's TT and in Vijayindra
Tirthas specia work Upasamharanvijaya. For a summary of their
arguments see my HDSV pp.309-11 and 408-10.
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But, though open to the ideas of the older systems and
their thought-patterns, Madhva has made many striking
contributions of his own, in many important respects. It is these
that entitle him to a place of honor in Indian philosophy. He has
drawn the attention of the philosophical world to the imperative
need for going in for a new set of concepts and categories like
Svatantra and Paratantra, Saks, Visesas, Bheda as
dharmisvarupa and as savisesabhinna from it, Svarupabheda and
Svarupataratamya among selves, Bimbapratibimbabhava relation
between Brahman and Jivas and eternal creation through
Paradhinavisesapti. These ideas were so radicaly different from
those till then entertained in dealing with philosophical questions,
that if their necessity was demonstrated, the whole treatment of the
problems of philosophy would change its course and enter upon a
fresh terrain. We shall see something of these new aspects and
direction of thought, developed by Madhva in the chapters that
follow.

Madhva's I nfluence on other Schools and
Commentators

Notwithstanding Madhvas powerful attack on various
shades of (Jivesvara) bhedabhedavada and Brahmaparinamavada,
many of the post-Madhva commentators on the Vedanta Sutras
were still reluctant to shake off their fascination for the language
and ideology of Brahmaparinamavada or Brahman's materia
causality of the world, which had come down to them from the
earlier line of Pantheistic commentators like Bhaskara and
Brahmadatta and which had a semblance of support in the sutras
such as Prakritisca (1.4.23). This is best illustrated in the case of
Nimbarka, who ostensibly holds that between Jiva and Brahman
the relation of difference and identity are both equally true and
real. Thisis opposed to Madhva's view. But then, when Nimbarka
difines what he means by identity and difference we find that his
view of difference and identity is virtually the same as Madhva's
though his way of phrasing them is different. For, according to
Nimbarka 'difference’ means dependence of the Jiva on Brahman,
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while ‘identity' stands for lack of independent existence and
functioning on the part of the Jiva (See Ghate, The Vedanta, p.29).
Thus, in Nimbarka's view, the Jivas difference from Brahman and
his identity with it would point to the same fact of dependence on
Brahman. His view that the description of the Jiva in the
Upanisads as being identical with Brahman is to be understood in
the sense that the former is dependent for ever on Brahman for his
existence and functioning , is nothing new or unacceptable to
Madhva and has been most tellingly emphasised by him in his
writings :

T AT T8 T A fecdd oA |
forrrr st iy et s ||
e wfeas T80 T - AT A

T g gaeETd: | (MGB iv.14)

Thus, the Bhedabhedasiddhanta of Nimbarka is nothing
more than a high-sounding paraphrase of Madhva's position and
cannot, therefore, be treated as falling outside the scope of its
influence. There are also other evidences of the influence of
Madhva's works on Nimbarka and his commentator Srinivasa. The
untraceable Sruti Atha kasmad ucyate Brahmeti brhanto hyasmin
gunah cited by Madhva in his NV on BSi.1.1 is found quoted by
Nimbarka (in a dightly different form) : Brhanto guna asmin iti
Brahma in his commentary on BSii. 3.28. His interpretation of the
Utpattyadhikarana of the BSin terms of the refutation of the Sakta
system fallows Madhva. Several untraceable Srutis cited only by
Madhva, for the first time, so far as we know, have been cited by
Nimbarka's commentator Srinivasa. The idea that the second Pada
of the third Adhyaya of the Sutras is to be connected with the
theme of Bhakti was mooted by Madhva for the first time in the
tradition of interpreting the Sutras :

R e 3= | waerd W (MBSBii. 2.1)

It appears from Nimbarka's introductory remark to this Pada
that he was much impressed by this point of view, though in the
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actual working out of the interpretations of the various
adhikaranas of the Pada, he has not been able to establish so close
a structural alignment of each of the adhikaranas with the theme
of Bhakti, as Madhva has been able to do (See my BSPC, Voal.lll,

Pada 2). Nevertheless, Nimbarkas statement:
TEUITET=A recognises the force of Madhva's stand.

Madhva's influence on Vallabha has not been any the less. The
way in which Vallabha has raised the Bhagavata Purana to the
position of a fourth Prasthana and commented on it may be
attributed to the example set by Madhva, the first known Vaisnava
Acarya and Bhasyakara to have written a commentary on that
Purana and drawn upon it a great deal in his interpretation of the
Sutras and the Gita. The distinction accepted by Vallabha between
the fruits of Jnanamarga and Bhaktimarga10 in moksa rests
squarely on the doctrine of Taratamya of bliss in Moksa among
Jivas, which is a distinctive doctrine of Madhva's philosophy and
is not found in any other school of Vedanta

Lastly, Vallabha has borrowed, without acknowledgement, the

verse:
EURCCIRINERERIBIERIETCH
T afeEraTg = Jfesh Frear aoid 1|
from Madhvas Anubhasya — ashort metrical digest of the BS, in
his 'Anubhasya’ on BS ii. 2.11. In holding that the fruits of
Bhaktimarga are superior to and sweeter than those of Jnanamarga

in Moksa, Valabha observes that for Jnanins God's grace and
favor last only upto the time of their release. This grace and favour

10. FFAFHFRAFERAERT Jeacs, FeuE! Se5vaq | (Valabha
iv. 4.22)
TFRIT AT EaEEEsT S | 7, JHRET FE FEgEmswiiT

Ta: (iii.4.48) -
FOEEEE T TR, GFAE G FEA T 17 (Bhag vi.
14.5)-(Vallabha-BSP-iii.4.39) -
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are showered upon the Bhaktas to a greater extent and
throughout Moksa. Though Madhva does not recognise any
exclusiveness between Bhakti and Jnana (See Chapter XLVIII, fn
13) he recognises gradation of intrinsic bless among the released
according to their natural fitness. Vallabhas distinction in the
fruits of Bhakti and Jnana presupposes the presence of Taratamya
in the fruits of Moksa. In his commentary on Gita 11.52 Madhva
guotes Bhagavata Purana in support of Anandataratamya there.
Valabhas son has quoted from Madhvas BSB ii 4.29 in his
Vidvanmandanam.

The influence of Madhvas philosphy has been most
promiment and pronounced on the Caitanya school of Bengal
Vaisnavism. The growth of this influence can be traced in the
works of Rupa Gosvami, Sanatana Gosvami and Jiva Gosvami. It
reached its zenith in the writing of Baladeva Vidyabhusana (1720-
80). His Govinda Bhasya on the BS is heavily indebted to
Madhva's as | have shown with copious details in my HDSV,
Appendix V. Baladevas teacher Radha-Damodara also quotes
from Madhva in his Vedantasyamanthaka. The doctrine of Visesas
has been taken over bodily from Madhva's philosophy and from
the works of Vyasatirtha by Radha-Damodara, from whom
Baladevatakesit over.

While noticing often Baladevas divergences in the
interpretation of the BSfrom Sankara and Ramanuja in his edition
of the BSwith English trandation, Dr. Radhakrishnan has failed to
show how a considerable part of Baladevas divergences from
Sankara and Ramanuja s, in reality, derived from Madhva. Had it
been done, it would have underlined the extent of Madhvas
influence on one of the leading exponents of the Caitanya school.
Some distinctive textual interpretations and sources cited by
Madhva have found their way into the later commentaries of the
Sankara and Ramanuja schools, notably Sridhara Svami and
Rangaramanuja and the author of the Advaita commentary on the
Visnusahasranama by a later Sankaracarya. -
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CHAPTER 111

MADHVA'SSAMANVAYA OF UPANISADIC
PHILOSOPHY

LABELS are convenient as a rule, though they might
mislead at times. Insofar as Madhva admits a plurality of selves,
for ever distinct from Brahman, though always subject to and
guided by it, his system may be tentatively regarded as a
plurdistic theism. But it would not express the whole truth about
the system, in its highest reach. There has been a persistent
tendency, however, to represent the philosophy of Madhva as an
‘absolute dualism'. This has naturally prevented the system from
getting its meed of recognition, as a sound philosophical systemin
the first place and a VVedantic one at that; for most people have an
aversion for the term 'dualism’ which has some unpleasant
associations. That apart, 'dualism’ signifies the recognition of ‘two

independent princi plesl. Madhva is not certainly a duaist in this
sense. It will be shown presently that neither the term 'dualism’ nor
its Sanskrit equivalent 'dvaita’ is commensurate with the highest
metaphysical ideology of Madhva's thought. which consists in the
acceptance of One Independent Transcendent-cum-lmmanent
Being as the source and explanation of all finite existence.

There is a fundamental difference in outlook between the
‘dualism’ of Madhva and those of the Samkhya-Y oga and Nyaya-
Vaisesi ka schools. Dualism has as much to do with the question of
the status of the reals recognised as with their number. Neither the
Purusas nor the Prakrti have, in Madhva's system, an independent
status or functioning-capacity asin the Samkhya:

IR aaTemm= e a7 FTfe:, a7 demrfE: |
ST o RT3 (W) T J adr A aeared 39 wEeH
: (NSp.329)

1. See Dogbert D. Runes, Dictionary of Philosophy, p.84
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Nor does it ascribe to God the position merely of an Onlooker
(Drasta) or a deus ex machina, or even of a co-operating force in
the cosmic evolution, as is done by the Nyaya and Y oga schools.
Mere Deism has no attraction for Madhva. God is not only above
the universe but in it. By virtue of these two aspects He becomes

the very ground of the reals, 2 the giver of their reality to them.

One distinguishing mark of the Vedanta in al its forms is
the fundamental belief that everything in the universe has to be
traced to an absolute principle which is the ultimate source and

explanation, both logical and ontological, of all else (WT

et fHee). Nothing in the world is self-explained or self

explicable. Brahman is the only self-explained reference of all.
Such atranscendent reference is denied by the Samkhya :

AT STIGITET |7 Th{aa TG T 3 3 | T IT: Jeare 37
AT i | (NS p.329)

Its acceptance is by no means a strict metaphysical necessity
in the Nyaya-Vaiseska or Yoga systems. The Vedanta, on the
other hand, traces the world of matter and souls to Brahman,
which is the cause of the world and gives meanings to its being
and becoming.

The metaphysical dependence of the universe of Brahman is
differently conceived in the different systems of Vedanta. Sankara
equates it with an appearance (adhyasa). The world of appearance,
which is superimposed on Brahman, would not be there but for the
reality of Brahman. It has no existence outside or apart from
Brahman :

TEAId TEATTHRITAE: | (SBSB i 1.14)

*2. Cf. TEIIT=T O S=Tad | (TaittUp ii.6), TR Jhf: | (MBSB
i.4.27), T ST WEI'WTWI%@H: I (M’s Comm. on ChandUp)—
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Sridhara explains the significance of this statement by saying -
in virtue of whose redlity, even the unreal creation appears to be

real.! FeaeaadT rEATaTT ST Geqaeaw T | (Commentary on Bhagavata

i.1.1) . Ramanuja, on the other hand, views the dependence of the
world of matter and souls on God, on the analogy of the
dependence of the human body on the soul, for its subsistence.
God is the soul (atma) of the world. When the soul departs, the
body perishes. So it would be, in the case of the world and the
souls. While it remains perfectly true that our bodies cannot exist
and function in the absence of the life-giving capacity of the soul,
Madhva finds this analogy misleading in so far as the soul is not
bound to the body as the Visistadvaitic theory of Brahman would
appear to assume. The relation of body and soul does not aso do
complete justice to the more or less derivative being of matter and

souls that is admitted in the system.3 Itisall very well to say that
identity means Aprthaksiddhi or inseparable existence. But it
would cut both ways. That seems hardly fair. The dependence due
to Aprthaksiddhi between God and His 'body' (or attributes) viz/.
matter and souls cannot be of the same kind or order, as exists or
may be said to exist between God and His essential attributes of
reality, knowledge and bliss. It is the inevitable implication of
Ramanujas position that the Infinite cannot exist without its
attributes of Cit and Acit, which are necessary to It. Y et, Ramanuja
himself is unable to concede so much in view of the many textsto
the contrary, especially Gita IX.4, wherein he admits frankly that
Cit and Acit contribute in no way to the existence of the Deity :

qfchdr 41 HHTTFR:  (RGB). Here, for once, Ramanuja gives up
his theory of reciprocal dependence and equates inseparable
existence(avinabhava)as dependence:

SAfFATITEE R A 99 TEdd’ 3T varfed (RGB x 21).
Thelogical consequence of such aview would be that the world of
matter and soulsisimmaterial and non-essentia to God in the end.

3. TERTRARRA T @A faead [TegmEyg e SrfEsa e
|| Vedanta Desika, Tattvamuktakalpa, p. 255.)
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Such a view is, however inconsistent with Ramanujas
general position that it hasits basis in the nature of God. It is also
difficult to conceive how Brahman could be said to be unchanging
in view of the changing nature of its Visesanas (Cit and Acit).
The modes change from subtle to gross state and vice versa. If
these changes of the modes make no substantial impression on
Brahman, they cannot be said to be grounded in its nature. But
Ramanuja nevertheless concedes that Brahman is subject to
change of some sort in and through these changes of the modes
themselves:

TAYFR AR =T qeTeag W RTedreT aRT ¥4 | (Sribhasya
ii.3.18)

'‘Unless Ramanuja is willing to explain away the immediate
perfection of the Absolute and substitute for it a perpetually
changing process, a sort of progressing perfection, he cannot give
us any satisfactory explanation of the relation of the soul of the
Absolute to its body' (Radhakrishnan, I.Phil. ii.p.716). That is why
Madhva abandons the metaphor of 'body and soul' and the doctrine
of 'reciprocal dependence' and the 'contribution theory', which it

implierc.4
In his view, the world of matter and souls has come out and

exists only as a result of an act of Will of God, which is its
nimittakarana. It cannot exist without His sufferance. This is the

meaning of texts like: $=WT T g (ManUp 8); 5% & ¥
FreH..(Bhag ii. 10.12). But the existence of matter and soulsiis, in
the last analysis, immaterial to God:

4, TR fE AT | T ATET G WA FAraeqaa 2
Aol gaeEfa | SRR e WA | (Nitimala, X, p.74,
Annamalai Uni. Skt. Ser., 1940) The 'Contribution theory' would also
have to concede that 'God is not absolute actuality, but is Himself in the
making' (Radhakrishnan, ii.p.715) [Italics mine].
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. fE Araypframerems: (Madhva, BT ii.9.31). It is the
world that is bound to God, not He to it. The Universe is thus
dependent on Brahman (Q’EJ’H'I;T%T) neither in the Advaitic nor in

the Visistadvaitic sense of the term, but as existing and
functioning of God's will. The self existent being of God would in
no way have been affected if the world had never existed at all.
The relation in which the world stands to Brahman is, thus, neither
superimpositional as in Advaita, nor physical and intra-- organic
asin Visistadvaita, but a trans-emphirical one, symbolised by the
idea of Bimba-Pratibimbabhava, in which Bimba is defined as that
which determines the satta, pratiti and pravrti of the Pratibimba,
as will be made clear in Chapter XXXVI. The statement that the
world cannot exist without God means that it owes its very power
of existence, functioning, etc., to God and derives them from Him:

dedieydifaggHd. The entire universe is thus an expression of

the Divine will®. It is in His absolute power. He can make and

unmake it all at will. His power over it is absolutely unrestricted.b
Alone among Indian philosophers, Madhva would concede that,
theoretically, there is nothing impossible or absurd in agreeing that
God can create a world out of nothing, that He could bring into
existence a universe not unlike the one with which we are now
familiar, without the aid of pre-existent matter or souls. But the
fact remains that He has not, in His infinite wisdom, chosen to do
so. And all our philosophy has necessarily to take note of this and
respect it. Similarly, He does not choose to destroy the eternal
existence of matter and souls and other entities, even though they

are | dependent on Him : TedRERTEATT o T (Tdyt p.9)

Madhva introduces the symbolism of Bimbapratibimba-
bhava (Original and Reflection) in place of

5. wHfanE weer 7@ (Dvadasa-Stotra, 1v.2) -
6. o1 FAtwTfeE wee se: (Mbh v, 66.8)
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Adhisthanaropyabhava, and Sarirasariribhava of the
Advaita and Visistadvaita, to illustrate the true nature of the
dependence of selves on God. It isintended to avoid the defects of
assuming an unreal or a reciprocal dependence and establish in
their stead, area but unilatera dependence of al finite reality on
the Independent principle, for its existence, knowledge,
knowability and activity (satta, pratiti and pravrtti).

On the Advaita view of aropa (superimposition), the
substratum reality (adhisthana) does not and can not confer any
true reality on the superimposed or sustain it, of its own free will

as God does in respect of the world 7, Creation, then, would be
completely mechanical and unregulated by a purposive will. The
knowledge of the substratum, on the Advaitic view, far from
sustaining the superimposed object would destroy it at once.
Hence the relation between the world, God and the souls would
not be a true and permanent relation, as it appears from texts like:
Satyasya satyam (BrhUp ii.3.6) and Nityo nityanam (Katha
Up.ii.2.13), in the Upanisads, on this view. But the Origina
(Bimba) as conceived by Madhva does sustain the reflection
(pratibimba) while maintaining its own transcendence and without
making the Pratibimba an intra-organic part of its own being. The
relation of Bimbapr atibimbabhava as conceived by Madhva would
be permanent and true of all states of the Jivatman and not merely
a passing one, true of Samsara alone, as their adhisthana-
aropyabhava would make it in the Advaitic view. There will be no
destruction of the Pratibimba so long as the contact of the Upadhi
is intact. The function of an Upadhi (medium) is to manifest the
Pratibimba. In the present case, it is the pristine nature of the
Jivasvarupa itself as Cit that would suffice, according to Madhva,
to manifest itself to itself in its true nature of metaphysical
dependence on Brahman and of being endowed with a measure of

7. afdal m st e wor ggq | (Gita ix. 18)
AT = y@ri aramearsEr | (Gita xv. 13)
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similarity of attributes (as part of the meaning of the word
pratibimba) with its Original (Brahman) without calling to aid the
services of any external medium (bahyopadhi): Svayam evatra
pradarsakah cittvat (MGB ii. 18). This power self-revelation is
hidden in the Jivain the state of Samsara (BSiii 2.5 and iii.2.19)

Hence, Bimbapratibimbabhava between God and Soul, though a
fact, always, is not realised in full in bondage. It is by means of its
internal Svarupavisesas that the Soul acts as its own reflecting
medium (upadhi) in realising its true relation of dependence etc.,
to the Supreme. It is in this sense that the Upadhi is at all caled
for to manifest to the individual soul its own Svarupa and its
relation to God. As this true Svarupa free from al impurities
constitutes the essence of the Jiva, it is termed Svarupa-upadhi, in
Madhva's terminology. The term Pratibimba would be misleading,
if it is understood in its popular sense of an appearance brought
about by a material and an external medium. This is not the sense
in which the figure of Pratibimba as applied to the Jivais used and
is meant to be understood in Madhva's Siddhanta (See his BB iii
2.18; See also Chapter XXXVI)

Madhva takes us to the highest limit of Divine
transcendence. The Supreme is independent of all accessories
creation:

RIS VAT fasoang g AT |
i wReThE A o w1 1| (AVii 1.19)

Though capable of doing without accessories or making
such changes in them as He pleases, God, out of His own free will,
has made the world different from Himself and partly different and
partly identical with its material cause (Prakrti). Jayatirtha, in
explaining this point, shows how the practical and theoritical
aspects of God's omnipotence are to be reconciled, in accordance

with the SrutiS.

Taking his stand on Bimbapratibimbabhava as the only
satisfactory metaphysical relation that would do full justice to and
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correctly represent the natural relation (Svabhavika-sambandha)
between God and the souls, Madhva finds the key to the
reconciliation of the Bheda and Abheda Sruti in the twin ideas of
Svatantra and Paratantra that underlies the very conception of
Bimbapratibimbabhava. The Bheda-Srutis bearing testimony to
the reality of the world of matter and souls speak the truth from
the point of view of factual existence and dependence of al finite
reality on God. The Abheda-Srutis speak the truth from the point
of view of the utter transcendent majesty and independence of the
one Supreme Principle. There is no essential contradiction in
accepting the equal reality of both these truths. The mistake liesin
pressing for a Svarupaikya (identity of essence) by abolishing the
finites (as unreal) or in treating them as intraorganic part of the
Infinite, which would destroy its homogeneity. The Svatantra-
tattva of Madhva is not a mere theological concept into which all
plurdity is sacrificed. It is a philosophical idea corresponding to
the Spinozistic conception of 'substance' defined as res completa
‘complete in itself, determined by itself and capable of being
explained entirely by itself'. Such substantiaity is possessed only
by Brahman. The Pratibimba can not be complete in itself, is not
determined by itself and is not capable of being explained by itself
(without reference to the Bimba).

8. ‘IR FROMAT Fg TIsiT gft FROTFROgTERT SRy
=BT FRORT A | T {AT THAT AEFTAEERT
eI, T Th{a MR Fereh RS g TS,
REEECURIEAR I To E COE e L2 111G =7 I RE | R HAN -rc
S ERERLIHER A RIE M O I o R HR I ER R E G R R AT
FROMRNE  TRANT AT | eFd Wafd- I e
FOTTEETAISRT T Ifq, TAT JH: | T T THAEHT Hroe
IF | § 7 (T T FATOERT T8 AT a7 FLOT TFIATA T

| I, T WA TRa=4 T T @0 | fF 9, S=s1rma o7 |
(NS, lip. 299)
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The true reconciliation of the finite and the infinite must be
based on this basic fact. Hence, Madhva holds that God or
Brahman is the only independent Reality or the highest reality, so
to speak (Advaitam nama yad ucyate tat Bhagavad-
apeksayetyarthah — Madhva's ChanUp Bhasya). Everything else,
Prakruti, Purusas, Kala, beginningless merit, etc., is ex hypothesi
dependent on Brahman for its very existence and functioning,
though not created by Brahman de novo. As dependent reals they
do not congtitute a 'challenge' to the Absolute or a limitation to it.
Their existence is not irreconcilable with the existence of Brahman
in any metaphysical sense. Madhva thus rises to the highest pitch
of Transcendentalism while keeping his feet firmly on the terra
firma of observed facts, without sacrificing the reality of the world
and its values or abolishing the individuals in the last analysis. If
philosophy is to be an interpretation of reality as a whole, it must
have relation to the facts of life and experience. However high and
for however long the philosopher may choose to soar on the naked
peaks of the Absolute, he must at last set his feet on hard earth. We
can not deny this world to have the other. Madhva indicates the
right ‘angle of Brahman' (bramadrsti) from which the philosopher
should look at the world of matter and souls:

3 i T e WA AT 0T T |
FEIIE: Hi-q T G+ IgUHAT I (Bhag ii 10 12)

¢ f& fad WeTaTfaeRT aar e e =E: | (Bhag i 5 20)
(g SHATRfaEET: | (BTii 9.2)
JEfAT 6 T A (AT qUad |
forrar fairesf fodt foeg & | (BT 5.2)
AT SIS T T T ey |
qefi aar ary * * %)
FEWTEERIGe IgeaHd Hied | (Commentary on BrhUp. iii 7.23)
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HTer SATHIT T&T AT WA ST TSR TEFdATEI A =TT 319
FF UT T I FEqeT | T edeEid | (Sruti quoted in BSB
ii.1.17)
f& qefis TIRTRE=Ad | (Commentary on BrhUp. iii 4.14)
Fgd WA | (ManUp. i 17)
T AM=AT qq RAET: WERTEI: | (Comeentary on
ChanUp. ii 21)

In his Bhagavata Tatparya, rising to the highest peak of
transcendentalism, Madhva distinguishes the highest reality from
mere existence. What is truly real is what has being in itself and
for itself. Such reality is possessed only by Brahman :

TRATRIRT S0 |
TSR T=e eI arfaar || (BT X1.24.17)

The others, especially Prakrti and Purusas, in so far as they
depend for their very existence and activity on the Supreme,
merely exist from eternity. They cannot lay clam to any
independent reality. In a hypothetical sense then, it is permissible
some times to speak of them ‘'as if not existing' or ‘other than

real?.

Such descriptions in the Srutis should not blind us to the fact of
their actual existence, distinct from Brahman and in complete
dependence upon it. We are welcome to hold that dependence
signifies want of substantiality in the Spinozistic sense of the term.
Madhva would not be perturbed by this and would accept the

9. Cf. 7 &g (Quoted by Madhva in BSB ii.1.17); 3afia wafq
Also : Qua comparata nec pulchra sunt, nec bona sunt, nec sunt
(St. Augustine Con. Xi.4). TeTTRREg STa&T ¥4 | (Sruti quoted by
Madhva in BSB i.1.1). Here ‘anrtam’ is used in the sense of
‘changing’ (31d TReT:-Madhva in Tdy) -
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contention. But it does not deprive a thing of its reality. Redlity, in
other words, is not the same as substantiality in the highest
philosophical sense of that term. It isjust uncontradicted existence
(anaropitam pramitivisayah). We have no right to deny redlity to
the world of matter and souls, simply because they are not
independent or do not always exist in the same form. But they are
there, have been there and will be there though ever changing and
depending on Brahman. Even the eternal substances, as we have
seen, are not exempt from creation in the sense of
Paradhinavisesapti in Madhva's philosophy. Such creation is the
badge of the finite:

TSR guIfF: | (Madhva's Commentary on ChanUp)

Why there should at al be such aworld of matter and souls,
or why God should tolerate their existence, is more than what any
philosophy could answer. Nor is it its business to do so. The only
plausible theistic answer to such a query isthat given by Jayatirtha

T TFAEAT AR AFEATIaRor=3T Fd 3 9q; & Frot ==fy, sq
TR ST TATaTsT it o | o, yfarfeffa | (NSp. 289)
Though Brahman can do very well without Prakruti or Purusas, it
prefers, in its infinite glory and inexorable will, to do with them.
Such dependence (apeksa) of Brahman on things which are in
themselves dependent on It, is no mark of inferiority or limitation.
It is at the most, a self-limitation and even that attests and
enhances its majesty:

AT |90 FaT T |

T ATFT AR W || (MBSB ii.1.15)

The dependent is often treated as of 'no consequence' and
having no separate existence :

(¢ Ta TIRTRET=Ad | (Madhva's commentary on BrhUp ii.4.14)
FEAT 76 T afeedd YA | (BT ii.5.12)
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T T, T /R T, ‘T 3da=Ee | (ChanUp v.1.15)

All this will show that Madhva has given earnest thought to
the position and status of the reals in his system with the insight
and imagination of a level-headed philosopher. He has substituted
a Brahman-centric view for the ego-centric interpretation of
Upanisadic thought. It is a pity that missing this distinction of
Madhva's philosophy, some historians of Indian philosophy should
have tried to dismiss him as belonging 'more to the religious
history than to the philosophical development of India.’

He has shown that if we are to avoid playing tricks with
evidence, the only satisfactory synthesis of the conflicts between
the Dvaita and Advaita Sruti in the Upanisads would be in the
adoption of the idea of the one Independent Transcendent-cum-
Immanent Reference of all finite reality. He has no sympathy with
the reckless monism of Sankara which is indifferent alike to the
hopes and aspirations of man and reduces the panorama of
creation to a random illusion of which no questions ought to be

asked or need be answered.10 At the same time, he is not for
ascribing false perfection of any kind to the world of matter and
souls. The world and the souls are given just what is their due and
nothing more. They are rea in that they are not the result of any
superimposition (anaropita) independent they are not and God is
greater than His credti onll and is immanent it. Such in a nutshell
is the position of Madhva. When we emphasise the existence of
sunordinate reals side by side with the independence of Brahman,
we have a dualism or more properly a theistic realism. When we
think exclusively of the transcendence of Brahman and isolate or
abstract It from everything else, we may and do sometimes resort

10. Cf. =1fr 7 7 wnfidr gfy: | 97 frgoraamraa e

TRETASHT Waf=q $TaH | (Bhamati ii.1.33) T & guamfeym:

afafirrafafie: | 7 f& aerfoas: el @aq, yFa a1 SBSB i.4.14
11. AT STq: FeATEfaRaT SHE: | (Mbh V.66.7)°

43



to the 'language of monism'. Such according to Madhva
and Jayatirtha is the summit level of Upanisadic thought.
Jayatirtha has expounded this ultimate synthesis of Upanisadic
thought with his characteristic clarity and brilliance:

TIOAT & FEAaRTT STHFARATTIR, haal g
T R @ *FE gfameafw 1 fag, 2)  wfRE
ERIERE I Rl R R R R R R I R IR ORI PR EQIEIN
E L B e | CHE I BIIR A R (N ECARIRICIEI PG RIFED
FITRTTETATRTIE STATHTETCATRROT: ) FIFET SRR

TSI AET; @) HIEG FEaad o o
AT, SAAMEARIRR: AR AMAfd | ddl AGegsdr
TR qEA TR TdHAa=edMT 3¢ fB=af-d | (NS p.123)
"All Upanisadic texts, without exception, speak of the glory of
Brahman as the abode of infinte perfections and attributes and free
from all imperfections. Of these, some (i) represent It as endowed
with attributes like omniscience, lordship, inner rulership,
munificence, beauty, goodness etc., (ii) Others represent It as free
from al such limitations as sin, suffering, liability to physical
embodiment and so on. (iii) Yet others describe Brahman as lying
beyond the reach of mind and speech, in order to bring home to us
Its comparative inaccessibility. (iv) Others depict It as the only one
that exists-in order that we may all seek It, to the exclusion of
everything else. (v) Others represent It as the self of all so that It
may be understood to be the source of al existence, knowledge
and activity in the finite world. But confused heads, missing this
central unity of Vedic teaching in and through a multiplicity of
inter-connected approaches, mar the unity of their teaching by
introducing artificial distinctions of stand points of Saguna and
Nirguna, Vyavahara and Paramartha and so forth, in interpreti ng
the message of the Upanisads'.

This new synthesis of Upanlsadlc philosophy propounded
by Jayatirthain the light of Madhva's interpretation of the VVedanta
will be seen to be more satisfying than the characterless monism

44



(nirvisesadvaita) of Sankara on the one hand and the intraorganic
monism (visistadvaita) of Ramanuja, on the other, which hardly
alows Brahman to exist by itself. Svatantra-Advitiya-

Brahamvada, 12 if we may so agree to designate the philosophy of
Madhva, would appear to be logically the more consistent and
philosophically the more commensurate solution of the problem of
the finite and the infinite. The Advaitin atogether ignores the
relative aspect and existence of the world of matter and souls for
al time; while the Visistadvaitin detracts from the self-sufficiency
of God by his intraorganic conception of their relationship. The
new synthesis put forward by Madhva has the advantage of
preserving these two vital elements in proper blend under the
terms of 554 F¥ T FGH WIET AT U7 T | TeIea: ¥f-q, T i
FgusT || (Bhag ii.10.12) which is the corner-stone of Madhva's

philosphical synthesis. Brahman as the Svatantratattva is implied
in the very existence of the relative and the Paratantra..

Prof. V. B. Inamdar, writing in Homage to Dr. T. G.
Mainkar (ed. by C. R. Deshpande, Bombay, 1982) has rejected the
aternative title | have suggested as ‘clumsy and not quite suitable,
as it can also describe the Advaita of Sankara, as his Brahman also
is Svatantra’ (Op. cit. p.111). There is no denying the fact that the
terms 'Dvaita’ and 'Dualism’, in their commonly accepted sense of
a philosophical system committed to the acceptence of two
independent reals or principles is inapplicable and inappropriate
to Madhva's view. Hence the need to think of a more suitable title

12. This new designation was first suggested by me in 1936. It received
the approval of the late Sathyadhyanatirtha, Svamiji of the Uttaradi Muitt,
the greatest authority of Dvaita philosophy in the present century. It was
later adopted as the title of one of my works, published in 1942. Dr.
Radhakrishnan refers to 'the implicit-monism' of Madhva (1.Phil, i. p.
40). H. N. Raghavendrachar has claimed that Madhvas philosophy
rightly be called Brahmadvaita and the Madhva is a monist in the truest
sense of the term. Alur Venkatarao of Dharwar gave Madhvas
philosophy the name of 'Purnabrahmavada. All this is a sign that
philosophical interest among the followers of Madhva is very much alive
and resurgent. -
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which would be commensurate with its actual teaching about the
status of the 'tattvas accepted in Madhvas system. As no single
compact word satisfies this requirement, alittle diffuseness has got
to be put up with in the interest of finding a name which would
dispel outright and effectively bar all avoidable misconceptions
regarding the status of the reals in the system. For, it is not only
the number of the reals in the system that is involved in this
guestion but the relative status of the Tattvas.

Prof. Inamdar's contention that Sankara's Brahman too is
‘Svatantra is unsustainable. To Sankara his Brahman is 'Nirvisesa
(without any characteristic). It is not both Savisesa and Nirvisesa.
(See his comment on BSiiii. 2.11 of the Ubhayalingadhikarana.)
To declare Sankara's Brahman to be 'Svatantra is to deprive it of
its 'Nirvisesatva and make it 'Savisesa. Sankara would hardly be
disposed to thank the Professor for such a suggestion. In any case,
the Svatantrattva, as shown by Jayatirtha, to be meaningfully so,
must be independent of any other (existing) principle in respect of
its being, its awareness of its own self or being and its activity,
Sankara's Brahman has no self-awareness and cannot have it. For,
in his philosophy, to talk of Brahman being conscious of its own
being or conceive of its being so would be to court the fallacy of
the overlapping of the subject and the predicate in the same act
(kartrkarmavirodha). Nor can a Nirvisesa-Brahman have any self-
directed activity. -

Inamdar's next objection is that term ‘advitiyam' in the
ChandUp has been interpreted in the sense of having no equa or
superior 'by none except Madhva' (op. cit. p.11). This is not
correctly informed. For, more than two centuries before Madhva,
the same meaning has been accepted for the term by Ramanuja's
predecessor Y amunacarya, in his Siddhitraya, while discussing the
interpretation of the Sruti text. He has aso driven home his
interpretation with an effective analogy: -
T T FATElEAAST e | -
G RERITIEEIC A -
T § degaacFhareaad 1| (Sddhitraya, Ubhayavedantagranthamala,
Book Depot, Madras, 1972)
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Prof. Inamdar has also argued that the next sentence in the
ChanUp says 'the origina principle wished to be just many', which
leaves no room to think of arival or superior in that context'. But a
comparison of that text with another of the same type in the same
context of creation from the AitUp 'the Atman alone existed in the
beginning and nothing else whatever winked' (nanyat kincana
misat, i. 1.1.), meaning that nothing else was active (vyaparavat)
then, as everything else was in an undevel oped state and inactive —
shows that the statement in the ChanUp has to be understood as a
significant negation, in keeping with the principle of 'Ekavakyata
(consistency) of Sruti siddhanta. From this point of view, there is
nothing to object to Madhva's and Yamuna's interpretation of the
word ‘advitiyam’, which emphasizes the aspect of Brahman's
supreme independence. 'Svatantrya or independence is far too
positive a characteristic that can be meaningfully ascribed to
Sankara's Nirvisesa-Brahman. It can neither have a will to create
nor a wish to become many except through Adhyasa
(superimposition). But the Nirvisesaislogically prior to Adhyasa.

The Professor's last objection is that the title 'Svatantra
Advitiya-Brahmavada 'covers only half the field as the chief
emphasis would be only on the supremacy of Brahman, ignoring
the other important aspect of Madhva's doctrine viz., the reality
and the non-identity with Brahman of the other categories of
existence as opposed to the Mayavada. In fact, the latter was the
mainspring of Madhva's theory and the chief aim was to demolish
Monism' (Op. cit. p.112).

| have anticipated this objection while drawing attention to
Madhva's 'Sat-siddhanta’, (See Chapter 1V, fn.4) quoting
Jayatirthas clarification as to how 'Sat-siddhanta’ consists of two
aspects of Para and Apara Siddhanta (main and subsidiary
doctrine) relating to the Paratattva (the supreme knowable) and the
Apara-tattva (the dependent knowable) or the Aparaprameya,
respectively. The Parasiddhanta relates to the supreme Brahman
its independence, infinitude and freedom from all imperfections
(nirdosasesasadgunam). Everything which pertains to finite reality
(viz. the world of matter and souls) constitutes the
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'‘Aparasiddhanta’  (subsidiary doctrine). For, the Paratantra-
Prameya (dependent knowable) is not something set over and
against the Svatantra, in Madhva's system. They are not on a par.
The concept of 'Ekavijnanena sarvavijnanam' (knowing the many
by knowing the One) from the ChanUp has also been explained by
Madhva accordingly (See Chapter XXVIII), from the point of
view of the primacy of the Svatantratattva. It is thus the supremacy
of Brahman with its transcedental attributes that is the mainspring
of Madhva's philasophy :

TR {: TSI |
== 91 Wfd: 1| (Madhva, Tdy, Introductory

verse)

That is the prime import (mahatatparya) of the Sastra and all
therest of the teaching relating to the finite reality is the subsidiary
import (avantaratatparyam) of Sastra:

TRy qaeaeT faw:
TETATCT S T e |

AT TR Tedq

INTAET euTEarsa: || (Madhva, VTN)

Madhvas approach to the thesis of Ekavijnanenan
sarvavijnanam in the ChanUp rests on the same premise of the
knowledge of the chief leading to the knowledge and fulfilment of
the purpose of the subsidiary :

Pradhanavijnanad apradhanam jnataphalam bhavati.

The concluding words of Jayatirtha in his commentary on
Madhva's TS emphasi se the same truth (See Chapter I, fn.7).

| readily agree with Prof. Inamdar that 'any name therefore
which we may give for this system must have a clear and direct
bearing on the fundamental aspect of Madhva thought' (p.112)
since Madhva's 'Para-Siddhanta must naturally and necessarilly be
deemed to be the fundamental aspect of his teaching, it will not be
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difficult any more to redlise that notwithstanding a little
diffuseness in the phrasing, the aternative title of Svatantra
Advitiya-Brahmavada suggested by me brings it out clearly and
directly without the vagueness and other shortcomings of the
commonly current title of 'Dvaita.
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CHAPTER IV

MADHVA'SCONTRIBUTION TO INDIAN
THOUGHT

MADHVA'S philosophical categories differ much in their
scope and function from those of contemporary schools.
Sometimes the nomenclature is retained but the conception is
different. In other cases everything including the names is
different. Madhva is generally alergic to over-elaboration of
details and picturesgque Prakriyas in the establishment of his
theories. A robust commonsense and a rigid adherence to the tests
of truth characterise his logic and epistemology. He does with the
barest minimum of metaphysical presuppositions. His theories
disclose both redlistic and idedlistic trends in important respects.
He does not shrink from them because of their scholastic
affiliations with this or that system of contemporary philosophy.
His acceptence of Sa-visesabheda (identity in difference) between
substance and attributes (in certain cases) and between 'difference
and its substratum (dharmi) shows a strong idealistic bent. On the
other hand, his rejection of the universal (samanya) shows an
extreme realistic attitude, undreamt of in the Nyaya-Vaisesika and
Mimamsa realisms. There is, therefore, little truth in the
assumption that “the philosophical side of Madhva's teaching is
mainly based on the pre-Madhva Realisms like those of the
Nyaya-Vaisesika and Purva Miamsa’ or that “he makes a clever
use of Nyaya-Vaiseska categories in the development of his
views'.

Madhva is origina in his ontologica theory of Svatantra
and Paratantra which is the keynote of his philosophy and in his
philosophical ideology of a Svatantra Advitiya Brahman, to which
it leads. The concept of 'Difference' is given an entirely new
orientation by the acceptence of 'Visesas. Of course, categories
and concepts like substance, quality, generality, existence, time,
space, causation and the like are the common property of all
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schools of philosophy. But it is the distinctiveness and merit of
their conceptions that mark one philosopher from another. So it is
with Madhva. His views on the nature of substance and its relation
to the qualities 'possessed' by it and on space and time are quite
different from those of the Nyaya-Vaiseska and Mimamsa
Realists and are in many respects strikingly modern and far ahead
of contemporary views. He has four new categories viz. Visista,
Amsi, Sakti and Sadrsya not recognised by the Nyaya-Vaisesika
redists. He regjects the Samavaya (inherence) of the Nyaya
Vasesika realism in toto. He makes his Visesas do duty for
Samavaya. But his Visesas having nothing save their name in
common with those of the NyayaVaiseska. Though a
Bhedavadin, Madhva does not subscribe to the Nyaya-Vaiseska
or the Visistadvaitic view that substance and attributes should be
absolutely different or externaly related (by Samavaya, as in
Nyaya). Nor does Madhva accept the Bhatta view of their identity-
cum-difference (bhedabheda) in all cases. He dismisses the dogma
of Gune gunanangikarah — that a quality cannot reside in another

quality—as unproved.l He has no use for the universal essence
(Jati) and anugatasatta of the Mimamsa and Nyaya schools. He
holds a position akin to that of Nominalists that difference and
resemblance (sadrsya) are both unique and sui generis in each
particular, though perceived through a counter-correlate
(pratiyoginirupya), thus effectively barring the argument from
universals to Monism. He is as much opposed to the Satkaryavada
of the Sankhyas as to the Asatkaryavada of the Nyaya. He does
not agree with the Nyaya that the mind is only inferentialy

established through non-simultaneity of cognitions.2 It isto him
intuitively established (saksivedya) — which has great
psychological significance. -
There are fundamental differences between Madhva and other
Realistsin respect of the theory of Knowledge and Error, on the

1. Iwery AT dger 8 fEmE 1 (AV ii.2.14)
2. FTTSRAEeTf=ET f5em | (Nyayasutra, i 1.16) -
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guestion of the sources of validity of knowledge, the status of
memory as a valid source of knowledge, on the admissibility of
indeterminate perception, the nature of the soul, selfconsciousness,
God and ultimate release. His conception of Saks as the ultimate
criterion of al knowledge and its validity is essentially built on
Vedantic foundations. He is concerned more with the
philosophical status of the world and the selves than with any
gualitative or quantitative analysis of phenomena and their
properties as in the Nyaya-Vaisesika or with their physica and
intellecutal classification of Padarthas. He sets himsdlf, in the
spirit of atrue philosopher, to discover and elucidate the nature of
the highest principles behind the cosmos. The Universeis not self-
sufficient or self-important to a Vedantin, as it may be to a
Sankhya or a Naiyayika. There is nothing to be gained by too
much preoccupation with it. It would be enough if it is realised as
being at al times dependent on Brahman and controlled by it in al
stages of its being and becoming.3 This is the main point
emphasised by al schools of Vedanta from different angles.
Madhva also approaches the Universe from this particular angle.
The doctrine of the world is only an 'Apara-Siddhanta’ or a
subsidiary truth (anusangika) to the doctrine of Brahman, says

Madhva? His system, therefore has its roots in the Aupanisada
standpoint and cannot be treated as divorced from it. It is true that
Vedantic systems have made extensive use of the categories and
thought-measuring devices of the Logical Realism of the Nyaya-
Vaiseska. But the metaphysical bearings of Madhvas system
cannot be grasped except as a reaction against the different types
of Monism which preceded it, such as the pure Monism of Sankara
(Nirvisesadvaita), the correlative or intraorganic monism
(visistadvaita) of Ramanuja and the transmutative Pantheism
(Brahmaparinamavada) of Vrttikara, Bhaskara, Brahmadatta,

3. [MmMME wd Afwy S W | (IsaUp 1)
4. fsfory: afgr: | WITOIRW * SFATRRRSGTTATE * STasor 9aq
| TTAEET AT ITer | (NS, p. 518b)
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Yadavaprakasa and others, within a strictly Vedantic set-up.
Madhva's agreement with non-Vedantic realisms is in respect of
the general principles of empirical realism such as the acceptance
of the redlity of the world, of difference, the possibility of
knowledge, the scheme of Pramanas and the dualism of matter and
spirit. But the conception, aim and philosophical significance of
his categories are quite different from the scholastic tradition of
these schools. These have been evolved by Madhva as a result of
independent cogitation and critical analysis of the principles and
categories of contemporary Vedantic schools, in the light of
materials gathered from an older school of Vedantic Realism,
traces of which are found in the texts from Brahmatarka and other
sources cited by him. For purposes of logical refutation of other
schools, including the Vedantic, Madhva and his followers have
freely drawn upon the dialecticd machinery of the Nyaya
Vaisesika and other schools. They have utilized it in self-defence
against the Advaita and in refuting the criticisms of the Advaitins
themselves on all earlier forms of realistic thought as reoriented in
the light of their own specia theories. They have also used it in the
constructive exposition of their own Siddhanta. This excessive use
of Nyaya-Vaises ka methodology of logical diaectics, in the later
phases of the Madhva school, tended, in popular estimation, to
giveit an air of being an absolute ‘Dualism' fighting for the reality
of every human being and particle of matter in the Universe, as
their birth-right and as being of the same status as that of the
Supreme Being. But the keynote of Madhvas philosophy has
always been the acceptance of the ONE INDEPENDENT REAL
as the 'Parasiddhanta and all the rest as of secondary importance:
F WEGHET  UT GIIWAT  WeMcEd | (MGB  ii.24)
By applying the doctrine of Savisesabheda to Brahman, Madhva
preserved its complete homogeneity, without sacrificing the
infinite richness of its qualitative content, thereby introducing a
more dynamic, colourful conception of Brahman through the
doctrine of identity-in-difference, for the first time in Indian
thought. His theory of Visesas is the life-breath of the doctrine of
identity-in-difference. Without it, it would be impossible to
conceive of an identity-in-difference, in any school of thought
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ancient or modern. Since no other school has accepted 'Visesas,
the credit for the philosophical conception of ‘identity-in-
difference’ should also go to Madhva. This theory of Visesasis his
most outstanding contribution to the stock of philosophical ideas
in Indian thought. Its elasticity and resilience to admit of interna
distinctions of reference, without the disadvantage of 'difference’
‘difference-cum-identity’, 'Samavaya or ‘fictitious difference
(kalpanikabheda)', through the inner resource of the substance
itself, replaces many worn-out and outmoded conceptions of time,
space, causation and creation by more satisfactory ones. Thisisno
small contribution to thought. This will be made clear in
appropriate-contexts.

In the field of epistemology also Madhva's contributions
have been outstanding and in some respects far ahead of histime.
His comprehensive definition of 'Pramana and its clear distinction
into 'Kevala and 'Anu' and, above al, his conception of Saks as
the ultimate criterion of all knowledge and validity are front-rank
contributions to epistemology. There is nothing approaching it in
any other system of Indian philosophy. It remains Madhvas
unique contribution to the theory of knowledge. Its repercussions
on realism in modern thought are sure to be fruitful, if properly
exploited. His own realism is thereby established on the firm
philosophical foundation of intuitionism instead of an empiricism
pure and simple. Similarly, his thesis Bimbapratibimbabhava
between God and soul is a new conception that goes beyond al
contemporary attempts to solve the problem of the relation
between God and the finite selves. Bheda (difference), in the sense
of pure exclusion, between Jiva and Brahman has no attraction for
Madhva. He is not satisfied with a mere externa master-and-

servant relation between God and soul®. God cannot be excluded
from Jiva at any stage of its being. Nor can the individua be
completely merged in the Supreme. The only way in which he
could retain his individuality of orbit and yet be bound to the
Supreme by a natura attraction of being is through the (symbolic)

5. €. TRA=qHTHT] RUSURRECCRGIICE H1q | (Jayatirtha, Tdyt p.29)
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relation of Bimbapratibimbabhava. It is not extinction of
individual consciousnessin Moksa but its sublimation in tune with

the Infinite® that is a the root of the conception of
Bimbapratibimbabhava between the Supreme and the individual.
This touches mysticism at a crucial point. It will be seen that
Madhvas views on Svarupabheda, Taratamya and Traividhya
among souls make important contributions to the problem of evil,
freedom and freewill. Madhva does not promise Sarvamukti. But
as a broad hypothesis of human nature and destiny in the widest
sense, his views of these questions are not without their strong
points, though there may be many other philosophers who may not
be disposed to take such a rigid view of the diversity of human
nature and destiny. Madhva for his part would argue that the
business of philosophy is to tell the truth, whether it pleases or
irritates, and not smply to indulge in pious platitudes and pleasant
imaginings. His theory of Jiva-traividhya is a logically derived
conclusion. It goes beyond the commonly accepted explanations
of the theory of karma in Vedanta, as an ultimate explanation of
the inequalities of life. It points out that if these inequalities of life
are to be explained satisfactorily, the theory of Karma, which is
supposed to explain such inequalities in equipment and
opportunities, must in the last analysis take its stand on certain
basic differences in the nature (svabhava) of the souls themselves.
The plurality of selves which is experienced by us will have to be
grounded in something that is more fundamental than Prakritic
vestures and influences including Karma. If that something is not
there, the law of Karma itself would be a cruel joke on humanity.
It is Svarupabheda alone that would supply the missing link in the

theory of diversity of individua Karma ab initio’. Madhva has
shown great boldness of spirit in detecting the weak point in the
conventional theory of Karma as generally advanced in Hindu
philosophy and rectifying the deficiency by filling the gap in the
theory with his doctrine of Svarupabheda, Taratamya and
Traividhya among souls. Considering the importance of the theory
of Karma in Hindu philosophy, Madhvads emphasis on
Svarupabheda of souls as the determining factor in the
differentiation of their karmas from time immemoria would
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beseen to put the whole theory of karma in a better and more
intelligible light, for thefirst timein Indian thought.

6. €. FTT ¥ F:W AT | (TAii.15.2),

(reafigeTd HTeaae MeT=aaTIe:, T WHATiGHT TS Hedr SefTd-
IELACURITT, A a7 (BS, iii. 2.19) ST E&T | T80T T | Wl
famT 7 99 aeEd gwwhEsad | (Madhva, BSB)

7. gl f& Fiueer wmguria AT |

dfersT =7 afeafgRe=ars==amT: |

TSR e ... || (Madhvain UpKh 10-11)
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CHAPTER YV
MADHVA'SONTOLOGICAL THEORY

As dready pointed out, in the General Introduction,
Madhva's ontology turns upon the two principal ideas of being —
reality and independence. The former presents the idea of reality
expressed in space-time relations, pertaining to the world of matter
and souls. The latter is the higher aspect of reality which is
characteristic of the Deity alone. Redlity in the ordinary sense of
the term may consist in one or more of the three aspects of
existence, consciousness and activity:

SN ERIDEIR R R ICER
as Jayatirtha refers to them. The idea is found in other systems

also as in Advaita where existence (asti), consciousness (bhati),

and bliss (priyam) are appropriated to Brahman (brahmarupam)l
or in Buddhism which defines phenomenal reality (paratantra
satyam) in terms of practical efficiency (arthakriyakaritvam).

CRITERION OF REALITY

The criterion of reality according to Madhvaisthat it should
be unsuperimposed and given as an object to valid knowledge, as

existing at some point of time and in some pl ace?

The tortoise's har, though unsuperimposed and
unsuperimposable for want of its prototype, is not however a
reality as it is not presented as existing at some time or place, to
anybody's vaid knowledge. The two ideas, of being
unsuperimposed and being given as an object of valid knowledge

1. R ATl i & 07 ST | T T FET Sgy adr 53 |
(Drgdrsyaviveka, 20)
2. ST wfirfafae: | aftfaarser samsmRig Racme faafya |

(Vyasatirtha, TV Mandaramanjari, p.2) -
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as existing in some place and time, are thus complementary and
areimplicit in Madhva's definition of reality (tattvam) given by
him as'Prameyam'3 inhisTV as explained by Jayatirthain his
Commentary onit.

Vyasatirtha points out in his Mandaramanjari how the
condition of being unsuperimposed is sufficient to proclude the
objective content of an erroneous experience such as that of silver
in shell from being admitted to be 'real:

TR AT SARITUAUEH =TT
—~ (aN Q e
BTl R R oVl R FI R R RE R I RIMI G MR R SN EEI R RRER IR G

Dr. K. Narain's finding in his work entitled a Critique of the
Madhva Refutation of Sankara-Vedanta (Udayana Publications,
Allahabad, 1964), p.15 that 'the criterion of reality according to
Madhva aways consists in being an object of experience' or that
his definition of reality is 'extensive to include the facts of illusion
which nevertheless are objects of experience' and that ‘Madhva's
criterion of redlity, originally contemplated as consisting in
objectively to experience, has been dightly modified by
Vyasatirtha are all due to a complete misunderstanding of
Madhva's correct position and reading his own ideas into
Madhva's words.

In the first place, it will be seen from the opening words of
Madhva in his TV that he proposes to equate 'tattvam' and
'‘prameyam’. And prama is universally understood in the sense of
valid knowledge or valid experience and to exclude invalid
knowledge and experience. When the same Madhva defines
'tattvam’ in his other work (the TS as 'anaropitam’' he should
naturally be understood to mean by it what is an object of valid
knowledge (pramitivisayah), consistent with his other rendering of

3.y fzford 7y | (Madhvain TV)
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tattvam as prame-yam.4 -
Dr. Narain's confusion of thought is probably due to his allowing
himself to be carried away by the superficial sense of the adjunct
‘pratiti' used by Jayatirtha in his commentary 'pratitau satyam iti
vacyam', and drawing the hasty conclusion from it that Madhvais
or was a any time satisfied with the criterion of redity as
consisting in merely being an object of experience, without taking
care to define whether the said experience isavalid one or not and
remaining unmindful of his definition becoming 'extensive to
include the facts of illusion, which nevertheless are objects of
experience'.

Dr. Narain could have avoided this pitfal, if, instead of
fallowing his own light, he had allowed himself to be guided by
Vyasatirtha as to how in the context of Madhva's definition, the
adjunct pratiti-visayatvam supplied by Jayatirtha has necessarily
to be interpreted in the sense of pramavisayatvam or being the
object of avalid knowledge or experience.

The purpose of Vyasatirtha's suggesting a negative defintion
of reality (in his Nym) is not, therefore, to save Madhvas
definition of 'anaropitam pramitivisayah' from any overpervasion
in respect of objects of erroneous experience, as Dr. Narain
persists in supposing, but quite a different one, viz. to formulate an
aternative definition of reality from Madhvas point of view,
which would bring it under the scope of the criterion of 'non-
contradiction’, also, thereby establishing that the criterion of
reality as uncontradictedness is not the exclusive property or
monopoly of the Advaitavadin and that it is perfectly applicable
to Madhvas criterion of redity too, in terms of trikala

sarvadesiyani sedha-apratiyogitvam'.

4. 3 T FROTCHEAARING, F T ‘T s gddr
TeTfufa aT=ay | a9 ‘gEE’ 3T = s | (Jayatirthain Tvt. p.1).
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Advaita talks of Badha or contradiction of experience of the world
in terms of traikalika-nisedhapratiyogitvam. Madhva has given his
own definition of Badha which is purely epistemological:
fTTaeaT=rT 0] foee &9 aay | -
or as a correct cognition of what has been known otherwise than
asit is (anyatha vijnatasya samyag vijnanam badhah) —i.e. to say
a correct knowledge replacing an earlier distorted one.

Explaining this Jayatirtha writes in his Vadavali that such
correcting knowledge is possible in Dvaita philosophy in respect
of the misconception of the world's nature as ‘'indescribable
(anirvacaniya) as contended by the Advaitin, coming to be
corrected by the true knowledge of its nature as a reality existing
in time and space, though, not for ever. But Dr.Narain goes
beyond this and spesks, with a knowing air, of “a belief in
Madhva philosophy™ that “the transitory knowledge of the world
is contradicted and removed by the eternal knowledge of the Lord
and other entities’ (op.cit.p.14). This astonishing statement is
probably due to a (bad) rendering of Jayatirthds words:

giorhcarfear  fagmaer  grw,  SfUTRATfeRT  arasRHaTeEe
SFETHTH TR |
But they do not lend themselves to the trandation given by
Dr.Narain. What Jayatirtha has actually said is that the definition
of Badha in terms of Anyatha vijnatasya samyag vijnanam can be
applied to the misconception of the world as being momentary
(ksanika) or unreal (mithya) engendered by the propaganda of
Nihilists and Monists, when such distorted knowledge comes to be
set aside by the correct knowledge of its being not momentary
(asksanika) and not unreal (amithya) but durable (sthira) and rea
(satya). That the contradicting knowledge (badha) here does not
annul the object of misconception would follow from Jayatirtha's
clear explanation of Madhva's words: Vijnatasya anyatha samyag

5. which signifies; not being the counter-correlate of a negation of
the thing in question, with reference to all the three periods of time
and all places.
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vijnanam badhah. The correcting knowledge in regard to the
misconception of the world in the instances cited could not affect
the reality of the world or the Jivas, as such, in Madhvas
philosophy. That is what the Advaitin is bent upon establishing.
Dr. Narain's attempts to make it appear that Badha or contradiction
in the Advaitic sense is acceptable to Madhva philosophy is a
lamentable distortion of the truth. Had Dr. Narain looked up
Raghavendra Tirthas commentary on Jayatirtha Vadavali he
would have known the correct position:

I - TARTIATICAT FTACATR RN |

Dr. Narain, however, repeats his finding in the third
paragraph of p.14 of his book about 'the transitory existence of
the world being contradicted in the philosophy (of Madhva) by the
right and eternal knowledge of the Lord'. He should know that in
Advita theory, Badha as applied to the world involves liquidation

of the world (dharmi) as such.® But in the Dvaita view thereis no
liquidation of the world by the knowledge of Brahman, but only a
correct assessment of its status as a reality depending on Brahman
for its existence, activity and cognisedness, as along as it lasts in
space and time.

In this connection Dr. Narain has torn one of Madhva's
statement in his Tdy:

TIATTE T STfwreTeds, Hff g |

from its context and has proceeded to read his own meaning into
it, viz. that the criterion of reality according to Madhva aways
consists 'in being the object of experience’. The statement quoted
from Madhvais neither adefinition of reality nor does it make it
‘extensive to include the facts of illusion ehich are nonethel ess

6. a1faaT g wrdor A wirsafd |
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objects of experience' (op.cit. p.15). Such afallacious contention is
the outcome of not taking into account the distinction so clearly
drawn in Madhva's philosophy between valid and invalid

experience.7 For, further down in his Tdy Madhva goes on (by
way of explaining his earlier statement: Na ca pratyaksadrstam
anyena kenapi badhyam drstam quoted by Dr. Narain) to point out

; TEITCEATGET J, TEATCRMIRERTg | T T e
foRfa=Te | that a perception can only be corrected by a

more powerful valid perception. This recognises the existence of
superficial perceptions (such as the perception of the limited size
of the moon) which are erroneous. But there is no reason to doubt
the soundness of our perceptual experience of the reality of the
world. Thus, Madhvas definition of reality as anaropitam
culminating in pramitivisayah or being an object of valid
knowledge does not require to be modified by Vyasatirtha to
prevent its over-pervasion or 'extensiveness to include the facts of
illusions as Dr. Narain persists in thinking and trying to make out.
The Advaitasiddhi has objected to Vyasatirtha's definition of the

real FrRTEaIE AT | on the technical ground that the

counterpositive of an absolute negation for all time and space as
envisaged by his definition is beyond the range of human
perception. The absence of such a negation, in its turn, must be
still more so.

The Nyayamrta-Tarangini has, in reply, cited the perceptual
judgment Ghate akasatvabhavah in support of the possibility of
such a cognition without the perception of the counter positive of
the negation. The absence of negation with reference to
Trikalasarvadesa (the three periods of time and all space) can
certainly be perceived in the world in the sense of difference or

7. Even the Tarkasangraha of Annambhattawrites : T (3T¥aT)
fafonr:, Fumatsaemer |
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reciprocal negation (anyonyabhava). In such a case, the perception
of the locus (adhikarana) of the absence in question is sufficient
for the perception of the absence of the thing negated, as in 'the
pillar is not the ghost (stambha pisaco na) :

frramaferTreafies s v Trqar fEfi | T, T3,
TR FeTfaeTal TVACT] (=18 HTH QT T R o -
FfeaTfTfieesT o yuErany, fd T #sfT W | (Srinivasa
Comm. on Nym 1.9).

Thus, both the terms in the definition of Tattvam, are necessary to
have an adequate conception of the real. The second term bars the
possibility of areal existing somewhere, without being given as an
actual psychological fact in immediate apprehension, such as 'a
comet rushing through, space, entirely unbeheld. For, Madhva,
like Bradley, would argue that the real is present to the mind of
God as a system of presentations, even when our perception of it is
suspended or is not there or even in respect of realities which no

human subject perceives8 Madhva derives this doctrine from his
interpretation of the Upanisadic text Tam eva bhantam anubhati
sarvam (Mund Up.ii.2.10). This is the implication of his doctrine
that al acts of consciousness (pramiti) by the dependent selves are
ultimately dependent on God's (pramitau paradhinam). He would
not, therefore, agree with the view of modern realists that the
fundamental characteristic of what is real lies in its independence
of al relation to the experience of a subject. That is the reason
why Madhva rejects the definition of Svayamprakasatva in
Advaita as ‘'unknowability as an object of knowledge
(avedyatvam). The existence of the Atman must be a part of an
experience of the Atman itself: Na ca svaprakasatvam api vina
manam siddhyati. The failing of intuitionism is that is offers no
account of the way in which things are known. The addition of the
explanatory adjunct 'intuitively' (svaprakasatvena) seems only to
deny an explanation though seeming to give one

8. frwfrar: wer wafa, ¢ T FREEIEAT | (Madhva, Tdy.)
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THIOTE, S 7 Sfeee, ‘7o AT feed) - g
l'%»;gmqlrd{wlguvqwcqlql (VT Nt p.96 b)

To the contention that the reality of a thing cannot be
established in the absence of any proof of its redlity, it is no
answer to say that it is established without the aid of any source of
knowledge. Even 'self-evidence' as salf-evidence, must admit of a
subject-object relationship in its operation. And that will confirm
the postion that the self is open to Saksi-Pratyaksa (which is one of
the Pramanas).

APPEARANCE AND REALITY

Madhvas definition of reality raises the question of the
nature and implications of 'reality’. Is mere existence 'reality'? Or
is rea existence in space and time; or else real existence for all
time and through all space? It is here that the issue assumes its
familiar philosophical aspect. We have here one of the dividing
lines of philosophical systems which splits them into different
schools. Sankara's approach to metaphysics is said to lie in his
making a philosophical distinction between existence and reality,
as against the commonsense view that accepts surface phenomena
as real. 'If al that occurs or what we perceive were true, there,
would be no false appearances. Dissatisfaction with the first view
of things is the mother of al philosophy. While commonsense
accepts surface-phenomena as real, reflective thinking asks if the
first view is also the final view. The purpose of philosophy is to
distinguish the unreal from the real, the transient from the eternal’.
(Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, | Phil. ii, p.527) . This distinction between the
existent and the red is the point of departure between physics and
metaphysics. The Platonic distinction of the actual and the ideal,
the matter of the Milesians, Empedoclean element, Pythagorean
numbers, all these represent the persistent attempts of philosophers
al through the ages, to locate the real behind the apparent. No
philosopher would be worth his salt, if he did not undertake such
an analysis into the nature of being. Modern philosophy has been
dallying with the same problems for centuries, under different
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names. Descartes and Spinoza were both obsessed with it. Wolff
and Kant merely changed the names and opposed 'phenomena to
‘noumend. Hegelian philosophy distinguished 'being’ from
‘existence. Modern Science also has its own theories of
phenomena as the splitting up of electric energy.lo

The distinction is not, however, the monopoly of idealistic
thinkers. Madhva, as a result, readily admits the criticism of
Bradley that between recognising a datum and blindly recognising
its content as a redlity, there is a world of difference. There is

room in experience for both truth and illus ons.11 Our senses need
not always be veridical.

Appearance is not reality. But there is no reason why
existence should not be. Even the critical philosopher like Kant, in
holding that the thing-in-itself cannot be objectively known, would
appear to recognise objective experience as reality. To say that the
objects do not exist simply because they do not persist, is an
unwarranted perversion of logic. It involves a confusion between
opposites and distincts. Distinction is not denia. If an object
perceived in a given setting does not exist at another place and
time, we cannot rush to the conclusion that it is unreal. Existence,
then, is a test of reality. Madhva would define 'satyam' as

existence at (some) time and place (fRReR@EEE 1) and not
necessarily as existence for all time throughout space
(H':M?lchlcwwl':hlccl{l). Actual existence at some time and place is
sufficient to distinguish the real from the unreal
(SrarTfemrferagfariT 1) which cannot be said to really exist at the
time and place of its appearance (or at any other), save in our

distorted imagination. The unrea has no actual existence in time
or space, though it may appear to have it. Such an appearanceis

10. ap cit. ii. p.521. -
11 @ wusEymarnsfE | (AV iii4.41), SERET 99K,

gf-saforgasaay Y 54T Mfanga-edd. ... | (NSp.218b)
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indeed the characteristic mark of unreality: 3/ @ FdIfafe
Y -—ﬂ;|

The advaitic diaecticians are disoya to experience in
denying that the unreal can appear as the real, immediately in

error. We can have no conception of the unrea in error, apart
from such appearance:

I TN T TeefaOIg T aT; T T aeeaTfafe: |
i TR T41sTT | (Madhva, GT ii.26)

We are, however, concerned here with acutal facts, Sankara
admits that the illusory snake in the rope has no actual existence at

any time : A% WA ifgea &fenw: &0 fEwm: @9 fEdd
(Commentary on GK, i.17).

Illusions, then, arise when the non-existent appears as
existent and vice-versa : IEFEA &Y, T8 T JdIaed T~ |
(Madhva, GT, ii.26). Thisis borne out by own experience and no
useful purpose will be served in trying to escape it by dialectic
ingenuity.

The second test of reality recognised by Madhva is :
arthakriyakaritvam (practical efficiency). One cannot make vessels
out of the illusory silver in the nacre. Even where an illusory
appearance of a snake in the rope is found to produce certain
reactions of fear and the like, there is always a definite modicum
of reality behind it:

IR f e e |

TeATARATRTR T TeATIHREHT || (AV i.4.11)

It is not the 'snake' that causes the fear or worse reactions;
but the 'consciousness’ of there being a snake due to the rope itself
mistaken for a snake, forming the qualifying adjunct of the
psychosis. So far as that particular psychological experience is
concerned, there is not the dightest difference in the intensity of
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the feeling between it and that of an actual experience of a snake
in daylight. The 'snaky-feeling' may be overcome soon afterwards;
but it exists for the time being and that alone is the cause of fear,

not the non-existent snake.l2 -
The real, then, is neither necessarily momentary (ksanika) nor
necessarily eternal, as the Buddhists and the Advaitins assume, in

their respective theories of truth (I TERMOTRY ; ST TeIH).
Samkara posits that the real must be so for all time. This is
metaphysically motivated. It is not an epistemological or alogica
deduction: (& TAT TR TR WA FEmRafT |

(NS p. 207 b)

This is the Madhva view of the matter and it cannot be dlsmlssed
as unreasonable. As a matter of fact, even those entities whose
reality is limited to a particular period of time or place, can be
reckoned to be within the meaning of the dictum :
STforRfrraufaarfies @, for, what actually is at a given time and
place, cannot admit of absolute negation with reference to all
periods of time and all places : Afg R are:, T FresEaT-

g | 7 SRR F1 O@, T AR | (VING p.95). Its present

existence must be admitted; though it may cease to exist the next
hour or day. The Madhva doctrine of truth reminds us of the
timelessness of truth as a logical content propounded by Plato.
Reality, then, consists simply in actual 'relation to time and place”:

‘IrqITERIGEH e, which cannot be predicated of unrealitues

like hare's horn. The Madhva conception of redlity is thus a via
media between the extreme momentariness (ksanikatva) of
Buddhists and the eternalism of Advaitins. Madhva endorses the
Nyaya view that a thing is real so long as it is assignable to a
definite space-time setting and not simply so long as it appears to
be. Theimmediate corollary of such a position isthat the doctrine

12 Foqm e EEfesERETd | gieT  SaERd  faRrees,  safmEmnmE
wiwga=(Vadavali,p.49) cf.Also  Sankara ==ft, wwEEHEeRT-

TiEHEFEHI R daarsfagiraerE(BS-ii.2.14)
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of tripartite classification of redlity (Sattatraividhya) in Advaita,
into absolute, practical and apparent (TRETRI®, HEERE and

gTiauTéiE), is a myth. The Madhva definition of reality as

Anaropitam (W‘ﬁﬁ’d‘{) is intended to show that the so-caled
Vyavaharika and Pratibhasika are not realities in the true sense of
the term. All existents that are not superimposed (anaropitam) are
absolutely rea (TEHTRIFEA). The 'Vyavaharika and the
‘Pratibhasika’ 'reals, are both admittedly falsifiable (badhya), the
one earlier and the other later : 7 7 feTfeymTATA T Framf
| 9T T TSI FAaTfayT=T SAafeqenT wafq | GeAryaeg 7oF
gfafeT areqq 2fd | (Sankara, BSB,iii.2.4) .
They are, as such, both equally unreal and have no common
ground with the Paramarthika, which is never sublated. As
Kumarila puts it, there can be no common ground between the
false and the true, to justify the distinction of degree between them
or their being brought under a single category of thought:
T T T G TIETEATET: | (Sokavartika). -
We may speak of the opposition of real and the unreal; but not of
internal degrees of reality between the real and the unreal. We
may speak of a man and his shadow; but not of a real man and
shadow man. It would be asridiculous, if not more, to speak of the
truely real, the falsely real (vyavaharika) and the still more falsely
real (pratibhasika-satya). There being then, only two possible
modes of predication acceptable to logic, Madhva is unable to
concede any tertium quid between reality and unreality. X is either
real or unreal. It isamisuse of language to call it provisionally real

(HTERIRF) : FGTFRSHAN AfeeHT AT F:? asks Madhva The

unreal cannot, by any stretch of the imagination, be accepted as
real, in serious thought : Nasato vidyate bhavah. Such an attempt
can only be treated as a piece of sophistry or a perversion of

thought calculated to mislead the unwary: §&T 3@ §3fd: 2 T 3
Eqr FEEE T T W gUEREEEn ST
FAEFAEATGET || (Kumarila Sokavartika) -
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Madhva therefore rejects the concept of "Mithyatva as a tertium
quid as quite unproved and equates it with absolute negation or
unreality: Mithyasabdastvabhavavacyeva, Tadanyatra pramana-
bhavat. (KN) -
The Advaitins have from the begining between trying to
distinguish between the two; but to Madhva it is a distinction

1
without a difference. 3 -

Gradation of Reality -
Though existence is thus 'reality’, Madhva recognises that its
highest expression must be metaphysical independence of every
other form of existence in finite readlity, in respect of its being,
powers and activity. The reason for this has already been made
clear. Everything in finite redlity is therefore grounded in the
Independent Reality, known as Brahman and needs it for its being
and becoming. For this reason, the Independent Real has been
described in the VVedanta as 'the Real of the reals (satyasya satyam
—BrhUp ii.3) and Nityo-nityanam — Eternal of the eternals
(KathaUp ii.2.13) -
Existence is but one aspect of reality. It does not exhaust it. Nor is
it the highest or fullest expression of it. As Dawes Hicks putsit so
well, 'There is no mystery whatsoever about the notion of pure
being. Being is ssimply the fundamental category of thought which
denotes everything and cannot, therefore, specialy denote
anything, — in other words, connotes nothing. That which every
entity is, cannot be a property by which one entity could be
distinguished from the others. God, whatever else He is, must
certainly be. But so must a triangle or a pebble in the street, a
planet or the Sun. It short, there is no being which is simply and
purely, being. It iswhat God is over and above mere being that is
of primary significance to the religious consciousness
(Philosophical Bases of Theism. p. 117).

13, TEA TR AR T, e g | (Nym
i.1). (For afulll discussion of this question see NS and Nym and
my HDSV pp.350-51).
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While existence in space and time is thus redlity and is
possessed by the world of matter and souls, there must be
something more than mere existence, having metaphysical
independence or substantiality in its own right which we may
agree to designate as the highest real or the philosophical Absolute
which would be the ultimate explanation of all else. Such
independent reality should be immanent in the universe, whence
the latter could derive and draw its sustenance. Without
presupposing such a basic and transcendental reality that would
have to be immanent in the world, there would be chaos and
disorder in the universe, Madva makes a strong plea for
recognising such aprinciple:

1. AT TEHAMR forao: |
eI T2 e §EIT qgariad |
I SR ST g 1| (BT i. 5.2)
2. 3 W T HTe AT ST UT T |
TFEIIE: i T G+ IgUHAT 1| (Bhag ii. 10.12)
3. WITEERIE Fgeafifd fcdd | (BrhUpiii. 7)
A, G FAFIETEHAT = T |
TR T: T e eaTem T 3 |
FTRATEAT: TRFedT: dEf AT @aar || (AVii. 2.5)
5. FRTARHEAITATIS (o= |
o faETeT gEaEgEAeS: || (BT ii. 5.21)
6. Fafy freres et TarsiT gausrer
srfaaTfiTes fawmRafa | (GTi. 7)
7. SRR T8 e SHTe: |
2efzamgsinaT fafd=r g@a T 11 (BT vii. 1.9)
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This is quite a new point of view in the interpretation of
Upanishadic thought, for which Madhva should get due credit. Itis
not, of course, new in the sense of its having been unknown to the
Upanisadic tradition. What is meant is that Madhva was the
pioneer to penetrate into the tangled mass of Vedic and Post Vedic
literature and rediscover, refine and rehabilitate the point of view
and giveit aproper exposition.

T W42 T F07 7 IR |
AEATIAT] TGHTHETS fafg.... 11 (BT xi. 19.16)

TEG T [ BAEAT=HTE] 7 |

AT afafe g R e 11 (BT xi. 26.2)

Such statements as the above are not intended to deny the
reality of the world in the actual sense of the word. They are
intended to emphasise the dependent nature of everything in the

cosmos of Brahmanl#. It is a mystic approach and parallels to it
can be found in the writing of mystics al over the world. St.
Augustine's famous pronouncement in this strain has aready been
guoted in Chater Ill. They show how monistic descriptions in
exuberant language are to be understood and interpreted.
Independence is philosophical 'self-determination’ which is
explained amost in the same terms as the substantiality of
Spinoza, as a res completa which gives meaning and completion
to everything else. Thisideais contained in the classical defintion
of 'Svatantra put forward by Jayatirtha

e oo e W—ATE |

Madhva says that from the highest point of view, even sentienceis
synonymous with independence: T =aTTaTRATH T4 f& f3ar fag:

147 T et g,  gTereraiiegdT
Hafdi(NS)
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inasmuchas 'self-determination’ is the real mark of sentience.1°
A T ST F TR R 2|

The insentient (jada) is so because it cannot act of its own accord
(WqFITI® ). Inasmuch as the human souls are not independent
existents, knowers and agents, in a philosophical sense, they are
regarded by Madhva as so many ‘'Reflections, Images, or
'‘Abhasas of the Supreme Readlity, in the sense that all their powers

are rooted in the Supreme Source and derived from it, G

faferer ffar, @ f& fo=frads el —GB ii.19) like the

reflected light of the moon. 17

While the Independent Real is thus the ultimate presupposition of
al philosophy, the dependent reals embody the justification and
proof of the independent. Though the independence of God is not
serioudy disputed by other schools of thought, its significance and
philosophical necessity have not been so well brought out, as in
the system of Madhva It is not as a concession to religious
prejudice or a fashionable belief that Madhva accepts the
Svatantra as the highest expression of reality. It is the wrap and
woof of all metaphysics. The Advaitic Brahman, being

15. ¥, AT ESTEE | §=8 SeHidd qgl qgdad (!
TATHIT: | ST T SA=40T T AE (T TadT FaH=smEg,
AREIF W | WRHATREE WA=zl Jeadad |
AT =B AR G JaTca AR R @14 | (NS

16. Toeg fSErfafRaaT |

17. Cf. &I TG F: T4 FST TR A=l T &0 ¢ TaittUp
(ii.7); Gita, xv.12
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ex hypothes attributeless (nirdharmaka) and static, could not be
spoken of as 'Svatantra within the definition of

wEy Ay R WA | (TS).

The Visistadvaitic Brahman being ex hypothesi an intra
organic unity (Visistaikyarupa) cannot be shown to be superior to
its modes of Cit and Jada or independent of them (Paranapeksa),
s0 long as the system is committed to their reciprocal dependence
of Sesasesibhava and its corollary of the ‘contribution theory' of

mutual advantage between the twol8  held by at least a section 19
of the Ramanuja school. Ramanuja himself rises above such
necessity in one context (under GB ix.4) and Vedanta Desika
openly endorses Madhva's view, as aready pointed out and thus
abandons the position believed to be characteristic of the
Ramanuja school that 'the difference of parts of God, as matter and
souls, aways existed and there is no part of Him which is truer
and more ultimate than this' (Dasgupta, |.Phil.iii, p.200). If thisis
so, Madhvas stand would by no means be redundant or
superfluous.

The independence of God and His freedom from all imperfections
is very much compromised in the Pantheistic philosophics of
Bhaskara, Yadavaprakasa and Nimbaraka, so long as these
systems adhere to the actual transformation of the Brahman-stuff,
whether wholly, directly, or in part, or indirectly,

even, through its existential aspect (sacchakti) or energy-
aspect (cicchakti). They lead to a great disruption of mora
experience of remorse and responsibility. Logical Pantheism is
inconsistent with our ideals of goodness and evil. God is perfect.
As His personal effects, whatever and whoever exists must also be
perfect. But such pantheistic unity is disproved by the inevitable

18.Tattvamuktal ap,p.255. -
19. Tengalais. See aso passage from Nitimala quoted ante
Chapter 11l in.4
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presuppositions of human life. Our instincts refuse to accept that
evil is good and to see the Deity in disorder, virtue in crime, truth
in error. Nor can our evaluations of truth and error be dismissed as
illusory. If the events of the world are the modes of God, how can
they be illusory?

We find the same inability to rise and stick to the high level of the
independence of God or the Absolute and the necessary
dependence of the entire Universe on God, in the non-Vedantic
Theistic systems like the NyayaVaiseska and Yoga Their
limitations in this respect have already been made clear (See
reference in NS p.329, quoted ante in Chapter 111). Even the
eternality of the atoms, admitted by the Nyaya Vaisesika, could
not be exempted from the sway of the Deity.

There is no need to suppose that what is eternal cannot
possibly be 'dependent’ on another. Let us take a non-eternal object
like a pot. It is not a matter of "accident' that such objects are non-
eternal. Their non-eternality or impermanence is 'determined’ by
some reason. Otherwise, they may as well be destroyed the very
next moment after coming into being. Similarly, what is wrong if
one should suppose that the eternality of eternal substancesis also
‘determined' by a governing principle or power. Surely, we do not
find the non-eternal objects foregoing their non-eternality and
becoming eternal just because their non-eternality is determined
by another principle. It is the nature of the non-eternal to be
destroyed sooner or later. In the same way, even where an eterna
substance is 'determined’ by another, there is no fear of its losing
its eternality and becoming non-eternal by the caprice of the
determining principle. For the governing principle will maintain
and guarantee the status quo of the other as an eternal entity for al
time. There is, therefore, nothing illogical or inconceivable in
maintaining that eternal Padarthas (entities) aso are dependent
(20) on God just like the non-eternal or impermanent entities. The
reality of the universe is thus, in Madhva's opinion, an important
philosophical accessory (anusangika) to the redlisation of the
ideology of the Svatantratattva. He cannot, therefore, be charged
with an obsession for the reality of the world and of five-fold
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difference (pancabheda), as some critics have done. Jayatirtha puts
Madhvas attitude to the world in its proper perspective, by
referring to the doctrine of the reality of the world as a 'subsidiary
metaphysical doctrine' or 'Aparasiddhantal (NS p. 538 b).21 The
world is not important in itself to the Dvatia philosopher.

W=y & wa=meaar fafed s wafa | s,
TETATGHTTIUAE, 3¢ Tmg AT W] | (TS)

Madhva is no theological dualist. There is no place in his

new creation theory of 'Sadasatkaryavada or 'eternal creation'
through 'Paradhinavisesapti’ for the Orienta Augustinian
monarchotheistic' idea of creation at a certain date by the sheer fiat
of God out of fathomless nothing.
Paradoxically enough, Madhva admits the creation of eternal
substance also in a Pickwickian sense of 'Paradhina Visesapti'
which will be explained later. Real creation, in his view, means
such an eternal dependence of the world of matter and souls on
God, as would involve their non-existence in the event of God's
Will to that effect. His Will is the essentia condition and
sustaining principle that invests them with their reality and without
which they would be but void hames and bare possibilities. The
scientific value of Madhva's doctrine of 'Paradhina-Visesapti' will

20. frer wmaEeEfeaa ome- fafafa | ol
AETEATs e offT ArReef e wafa | a7 ST U
farmRToRreTq | o frerenfy fear afe T, qer gt T =irear
RHfT Ferg Ferefiaar graT | AR |,
freaer fregaman wrfiaasfr 7 Srafraaeta | afEmEtEed |
dfeegaa fd 3fT | (NS p.330). -
21. ffaa: wfcogr:, RIREEI | ... S TRRGTHTE. ... | STEH0T
A | T A ITE|
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be evident when it is contrasted, for a moment, with the fact
that Biblical Chronology in the West fixed the date of Creation of
the world at 4004 B.C. Geology has since vastly extended cosmic
time. But athough the actual date may be pushed back
indefinitely, the view of creation as an event in time, at some
indefinite period in the past still continues to lurk in many quarters
and even eminent theologians like Flint have clung to it heroically.
But thanks to the stupendous advance of science in recent times,
such crude notions have no place in serious thinging, quite apart
from the difficulty of having to answer the question of why the
Deity should have chosen a particular time to create, after having
kept in its shell al along before. It will be clear then that the
dependence of even the eternal entities on God and their creation
or evolution through Paradhinavisesapti brings out the
independence of God al the more prominently. -
The supermacy of God as the immanent-cum-transcendent
Principle of the universe introduces order and unity in the cosmos,
in spite of its interna differences and ramifications. The
multiverse of reals becomes a universein that it owes alegiance to
a single source and derives its strength, power and reality, beauty,
goodness etc., now and for ever from the One.

ATCTCAaradd | Haudg Farg=Ad | aed e aaTard,

Tq, TEARTAN | 3% fe Mo I wEae: & Al meha
T 99 7 g gaeaeTd: || 37 | (Madhva, GB iv.24).

Thus, Madhva's chief ontologica classification of

being into Svatantra and Paratantra does full justice to the three

primary data of philosophy in the light of the requirements of
religious consciousness and specul ative reason. -
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CHAPTERVI

MADHVA'SONTOLOGICAL SCHEME -

Brahman as the only Independent Real is the highest ontological
principle of Madhva's philosophy. It is Infinite (Uﬁ), of perfect
bliss (3HT, ¥¥9¥T<), the Real of reals (¥ ¥4, the Eternal of
eternals (fam  fa@mm), the Sentient of al sentients
(FATHAM), the source of all reality, consciousness and activity

(AT =) in the finite. -
Dependent reality (THFIHTT) consists of Cetana and

Acetana. The subdivisions of the Cetanavarga are, to some extent,
theological in character. The speciad place is given there to
Sritattva as the presiding deity (principle) over the entire domain
of Jada-Prakrti. Sri or Laksmi is for this reason, designated as
Chetana-Prakrit. Similar presiding principles (Abhimani-Devatas)
are accepted for other material principles like Mahat, Ahamkara,
Bhutas, Indriyas, etc. on the clear authority of the Upanisads,

Brahmasutra (ii.1.6)l and the Pancaratras. The Sritattva ranks
next to the Supreme Being, qua Paratantra. But it is not without a
partial parity of status with the Supreme in virtue of being co-
pervasive in time and space and being ever-free from bondage
(Nityamukta) and therefore designated as 'Sama-na (BSB iv.2.7).

Sri is placed in the isvarakoti and has cosmic SNayZ, accordingly,
over the destinies of the souls and the modifications of matter.

1. Sankara also admits as a Siddhanta view the existence of
Abhimanidevatas (See BSB i.3.33) -
2. See Ambhrni Sukta, RV X. 125.

ferafbafayeRar T (T TR AT fa=TaT: |

JHT AT SIATAG: (Dvadasha stothra vii, 1)
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An anaogous position, with some difference in details, is
given to Sri, in the theology of Ramanuja also.The rest of the
Cetana-varga, is subject to the bondage of Prakrti and is further
subdivided into 'released’ and 'unreleased’. There is an intrinsic
gradation among the released and unreleased aike, Hiranyagarbha
among the released (and in Samsara too) occupying a privileged
position as Jivottama. Unlike Ramanuja, Madhva accepts an innate
distinction among (released) souls into Deva, Rs (Pitr, Pa) and
Naras. The Devas are Sarva-prakasa (fit to reaise god as
pervasive), the Sages are Antahprakasa and the rest

Bahihprakasa3. The non-released are again classified as salvable
(mukti-yogya), ever-transmigrating (nityasamsarin) and the
damnable (tamoyoga). This tripartite classification of Souls is

unique to Madhva theology4. Its ethical and philosophical merits
will be discussed |ater.

The Acetana section falls into two categories of positive
(bhava) and negative (abhava). Three kinds of negation (abhava)
are accepted — pragabhava (antecedent negation), pradhvamsa
abhava (subseguent negation) and Sadabhava (absolute negation).
The mutual or reciprocal negation of Nyaya philosphy is equated
with 'Difference’ and is not considered a mere negation as it does
not involve negation of existence in the very first act of
perception. The conception of atyantabhava differes redicaly
from the Nyaya view in that its counter-correlative (pratiyogi) has
no factual existence (apramanika). (see Chapter XI11).

In the domain of positive reas, we have both the eternal and
the non-eternal. If everything is eternal, static and uncreated,
causation would cease to have any meaning. Even if it were
interpreted in terms of manifestations, the question would still
arise about the manifestation itself —whether it is caused or

3. IR IEIFET: YRR | <7 919 FEURET:, RIFIS:-
THRIT:, ST UF AfegaEm:’ 3T Tgaeframm(Madhva BSB iv.3.16)
4. Seemy BSPGii. Pp. 226-27
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uncaused. In the former case, the question will be continuously
repeated involving a regress. In the latter case, the same
redundancy of causal effort will be there. -
It would also be impossible to account for creative evolution,
dissolution, etc. in the absence of some enduring stuff out of
which things can be created and into which they can he resolved
and returned. The doctrine of momentary creation (ksanikavada)
and dissolution cannot be accepted by a reflective  mind, asiit is
disproved by our experience (Pratyabhijna) and conviction of the
continuity of objects.

There s, thus, a clear case for the acceptance of both eternal
and non-eternal Bhavas. Space, time, the Vedas, the subtle apects
of the elements, senses, Ahamkarika Prana, Mahat, Ahamkara and
the qualities of Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas, are deemed to be eternal.
The grosser developments of these are non-eternal. Where the
substances show both the aspects, as for example, time viewed as
an eterna process and as a succession of moments, each aspect
would be referred to its appropriate category and the substance
itself be spoken of as 'Nityanitya.

The world of attributes comprising qualities (primary and
secondary), action, Satta, Sakti, Sadrasya, etc., are regarded by
Madhva as constituting the very essence of the substances

themselves.® They need not, then, be regarded as having a
separate existence of their own, requiring independent
enumeration or classification. But where they are conceptually
distinguished from their substances, by the power of (interna
Visesas) they could certainly be enumerated, classified, and

studied separately.6 Madhva, however, puts forward atwofold
classification of attributesin general as (i) yavad-dravyabhavi

5. 3eA0T qalsT-AERIcAqar WeT | AHTATg degi-de faama: 1 (AV i 2.13)

6. It isfrom this standpoint that the conventional classification of
Padarthas (into ten categories) in Madhvasiddhantasara and other
works isto be understood.
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(coeval) and (ii) ayavad-dravyabhavi (changing). The
former type of attributes or properties, being coessentia, is
identical with the substance themselves. The later are to be
considered as partly different and partly identical (bhinnabhinna)

with their substances, in an equal measure. 7 Thisrelation applies
in respect of the pairs: (1) cause and effect, (2) temporary
gualities of substances and their substratum, (3) genus and species,
(4) Visistaand Suddha (the thing-in-itself and the thing as
qualified), and (5) part and whole etc.

7. Inrespect of permanent attributes the relation is taken to be one
of colourful identity (savisesabheda) rather than absolute identity
(nirvisesabheda) which would make them tautologous. This clear
and uneguivocal stand has to be kept in mind in interpreting
Madhvas doctrine of creation of eternal substances like Jiva,
Prakrti, Avyakrtakasa etc., in terms of what has been defined by
him as 'Paradhina-Visesapti'.
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CHAPTER VII
THE CONCEPT OF VISESAS

THE relation between substance and attributes is one of the
intriguing problems of philosophy. It has well-nigh taxed the
ingenuity and resources of philosophers in the East and in the
West. Madhva's contribution to the solution of this problem is both
original and significant. He has actually contributed a new idea —
the concept of Visesas — to the treatment of this philosophical
problem. It is an outstanding discovery of his. Madhva accepts a

relation of ‘colourful identity' (FfS=RMT4E) in respect of coessential

attributes and difference-cum-identity (¥eTE) in the case of
transient attributes:

@fved ¥ U 7; Freae T 4edd | (TV)

He has thus made a striking effort to rise above the 'dualism'’
of substance and attributes and combine them into a homogeneous
whole that admits, however, of logical, conceptual and linguistic
distinction, wherever necessary, through the self differentiating
capacity of substances themselves, to be known as 'Visesas or
relative particulars.

These Visesas are ubiquitous and are not confined to
material substances. They exist among sentients as well, including
the Supreme Being. In sentient beings, these Visesas, whether
manifested or not, are identical with their substrata; while in
regard to insentients, attributes which are co-eval would be
identical with the substances (and distinguishable by Visesas);
while changing or impermanent ones would be different-cum-
identical with their substances. The whole question has been very
clearly expounded by Jayatirtha in his commentary on the GT
Xi.15, p.184.

“Visesa also is of two kinds as pertaining to a Cetana. Some of
these are 'produced’ and some are 'eternal’. Though the Visesa as
constituting the nature of a sentient person is eternal, it is spoken
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of as being 'produced' by reason of its becoming manifested at
times and remaining unmanifested at other times. In the same way,
Visesas pertaining to insentient things are also twofold in their
nature. The substance as such is the material cause of the Visesas
in an insentient thing. Though Visesas co-exist with the substance,
as partaking of its nature, till a distinction can be made of them.
In respect of insentient reals, some Visesas are produced as effects
and some others last as long as the thing itself lasts. To illustrate,
in the statement 'the nature of the sentient being is, the Visesas
such as sentiency, thingness and 'having a nature’ are aways
manifested. In an example like 'The sentient person is doing this
or is engaged in eating, going, €etc., 'the eating', 'the doing' and
such other Visesas are subject to manifestation and non-
manifestation (as actions). Both these types of Visesas in a
sentient object are completely identical with their substratum.

So also, in the statement 'the mango fruit is, the traits of
mango-ness, fruit-ness, etc., are co-eval with the substance and
are, therefore, entirely identical with it. In the statement The
mango is yellow or ripe, the traits of ripeness and yellowness are
transitory and are, therefore, to be regarded as being both identical

with the substance in one sense and different fromit, in another'.1

1. 9 AR ST wEfer T v RSy g wefa
TagATHRET Ty R SfrfaRmfaay@r ST |
A fRfesess fReRFeEr, S eEERTESTeEET
JALEATAT, FREIOT FAGIM & F2g AEgesamifa
faR 2fer w | ST T Jaca e T R 3 T:
frefismaar | 99T w0, Y, TS FORETAISA R
FFFAfFAgAn: (IR T, AfFaeaer sEed) O fgfer e
forrfiomr syt | 17T, JaReaETd T JacT TS TR
AT RS- | fd Jaweties faarfeERm:
Frerfehn:, Ry AT sfr ame: |
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The argument for the acceptance of Visesa as thus presented
by Trivikrama Pandita. The conception of the relation between
substance and attributes is a very difficult one. If they are
identical, the distinction of ‘'substance and ‘attributes is
meaningless. We would have substance alone or attributes alone,
in that case and not both of them. If the two are different, their
relation becomes a purely external one. If they are related
internally by Samavaya this relation itself has to be related to the
terms and so on ad infinitum. The only way in which a regress can
be avoided, on any one of these alternatives, would be by agreeing
to invest the first relation itself with a certain capacity to take care
of itself, explain itself, and relate itself to the relata, without
waiting to be explained or related to its terms by another relation.
Since an appea has thus ultimately to be made to the self-
explicability of the relation, it will be wiser, more economical and
expedient, to invest the substance itself with such an intrinsic
capacity of integrating its attributes into a homogeneous whole,
with itself, without prejudice to their distinction of references
according to exigencies, and without the need for any externa
relation. This intrinsic, capacity of substances is proposed to be

called 'Visesas — a very appropriate name,? so far as any one
could see, and one which could not be improved upon. We have,
here, in the Visesas of Madhva, a remarkable anticipation of the
Hegelian doctrine of 'internal relations.

Experience shows that the various qualities of a thing are
not the fictions of the mind. The temporal, spatial, qualitative,
guantitative and causal characteristics of objects that we see are
not altogether the fancies projected by the mind; for there is no
reason why and how all minds should or could project alike and
carry on with a sense of pre-established harmony of world-
building impressions. But there are attributes like the 'light of the
Sun' and the 'primary qualities which could not be perceived apart
from the objects possessing those qualities. The idea of atriangle

2. stfrsfir fegrereng fagm: | (Tg. p.333)
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as a three sided plane figure implies the other idea of the
sum of its angles being equal to two right angles. The two ideas
are not however the same though they involve each other. There
are a number of practical difficulties which stand in the way of an
absolute identity of the two: substance and attributes. Jayatirtha
draws attention to some important considerations of this kind
which justify a certain measure of practical distinction between the

two, consistent with our experi ence.3

(1) In the perception 'the jar is white', the whiteness and
the jar cannot be regarded as coterminal and coextensive. The jar
is something more than its whiteness. When one is asked to fetch a
white thing, one does not necessarily fetch a jar. (2) The two
terms, the jar and whiteness, are not synonymous in connotation,
for there is no contradiction in saying that the jar is not white as
there would be in saying that the jar is not a jar. (3) The jar is
perceived irrespective of its whiteness as when a blind man feels
its presence with his hands, even when he is unable to perceive its
whiteness. This shows that the perception of ajar is not the same
as the perception of its colour. When the whiteness of the object is
changed into redness by a coating of paint, we still continue to
perceive and recognise the pot as such, though not in its former
colour. All this pointsto an undeniable distinction between the -

3. A T HEEAINT (2) TR ged Rgaa =T ()
TR (3) ATRTEREE (¥) ToTeRERIE: (@)
TEHATIGH A hH=ZFHAA, (&) A TE a8 IRJF: T¢ 3qTTE-
faRpammE: (\9) sty wersafufaaq IErsaffe T gt I3T-
et TeTa AT (<) FERSEETRTT JFHEEd TERTATI AT E:
(%) TeIET FFFRATATITAIE: ST | T 397 geffaif: |
TAEANEN | FAERECEIEE | GeqaRHgHeRrEarn
et frfesfr oo stfeq wemmfoemT deufaff: agzmfed o
T [ T Fed= @y | ¥ faaarshisrsiT fEmmag fRm v
11 (NS p.106b)
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ideas of substance and attributes. The attributes not merely
subsist, but exist. Their distinction from the substance is not
illusory. At the same time, the attributes have no readlity apart
from the substances and are aways presented in al judgements

about them as identical with their substances: I[F: T, @l 9=
Apposition of form and content between the subject and the
predicate (STHTERTET) is an accepted proof of identity (3T
JATOM). Itisin this crossing intersection of identity and difference

that Madhva finds the clue and justification for his concept of
Visesas, to bridge the gulf between substance and attributes and
preserve the basic unity of experience without in any manner
sacrificing the numerous distinctions demanded and drawn by the
necessities, niceties and nuances of scientific usage and practica
utility. We can never do without 'Visesas, in whatever way we
may choose to conceive of substance. Madhva would, therefore,
willingly endorse the criticism of D.M.Datta that 'the necessity for
an interposition of a third entity or relation arises from a narrow
and exclusive conception of ‘terms. If we widen our outlook and
think of an entity as possessing in addition to its essential, non-
relative and intrinsic character, other extrinsic relative
characteristics which it might have in the infinite situations in
which it may be placed, then we can easily dispense with the
existence of a third entity or relation. A thing thus comes to be
viewed as an identity of some intrinsic and extrinsic forms or
aspects. Different words are then found to denote different forms
of the same thing in different aspects (Sx Ways of Knowing,
p.115). This criticism will not apply to Visesas as conceived by
Madhva, which are not extrinsic to or different from the terms.
Visesais neither a'third entity' nor a relation. It is part and parcel
of the terms and yet capable of distinguishing them where and
when necessary. Its help is indispensable in any attempt to ‘widen
our outlook and think of an entity as possessed, in addition to its
essential and intrinsic character, other extrinsic characteristics,
which it might have in the infinite situations in which it may be
placed' (ibid, italics mine). It would be impossible to effect an
'identity" between 'the intrinsic and the extrinsic forms or aspects
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of athing, without the agency of Visesas. It isthe only way out.

Visesa is thus same as the principle of identity-in-
difference Madhva defines it as 'the potency of things in
themselves which determines the use of non-synonymous
expressions in predicating something of them, provided however
that in such cases, there is no absolute difference between the
given thing and its predicates: #eg ATTRTEFREWE: (RN AT
Fa: grsfa segsRm: 1 (AV 1.1.1)
Visesa is thus the peculiar characteristic or potency of things
which makes description and talk of difference possible, where as
a matter of fact only identity exists. It is a differentiating or
pluralising agency which serves at the same time to exhibit the
plurdities as flowing centripetally from a given object and which
happen to occupy the focus of attention on account of a dominant
pragmatic interest at the moment. It renders possible the validity
of countless viewpoints while the object itself retains its unity,
independence and integratiy. Jayatirtha defines it as
ARSI NaHEa e’ | (NS, p.106)  or the principle of
thought whereby, in al cases of identity judgements a real
practica distinction of a non-figurative nature, is or has to be
drawn and accepted, if the judgements in question are not to be
tautologous (paryaya), belonging to the pathology of thoughts as
T 92 (the pot is a pot).

Madhva and his commentator show that such experiences,
involving the mediation of Visesas are to be found everywhere in
the Scriptures and in our daily life of lay and scientific commerce4

g A F&, A T, TR Ja, IFA
‘T FUTA, ‘TNATE U, W 6T etc,
They introduce order into the world of substances
4. Cf. 797 FToeq sfr #wre sfa fRmr wafa, @ sfa
fagmanr fRTeT | AT qoneRReTtT F@v R afor s sfd
faRToTferRTSRTET Zoe 2 Wi | (TP-111-2.30)
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(padartha) and keep intact the unity of substance in and
through all its various modes, predicates, aspects, attributes and
relations. Madhva indicates in his BT about six places where
Visesas usually comeinto play : 1) ‘3eg=qaga =i ¥ 2)TOTHT
e 3) FIfRRHATAT 4)  frEERdEE: ddr
5) TEURREET (freame *** (BT xi.7.49)
It is this 'power of things in themselves, which, through an
underlying identity of essence, enables us to distinguish (1) a
particular from its universal; (2) a quality from its substance; (3)
motion or power or energy from things possessing them; (4) the
Svarupa from the Svarupin and Svarupatvam. Jayatirtha points out
that in the term 'Svarupatvam’, the use of the suffix 'tva’ stands for
Visesas and that without acceptance of such a shade of meaning its
use would be redundant. Visesa is, therefore, but another name for
the potency of the thing in itself whereby it maintains its unity and
continuity through all its modes, predications and aspects:

wfaTiieaEe et TRy |
Y R 7 ey 7 Arsfr g |
forgroreg fagrars=ar 7 Jarfe Fer= |
T forzrer s wiesfa |

T ST (14T AT TEGSATSA |

RO FIRT: e 93d||(Madhva, comm. on BrhUp.1.4.9)

A luminous stone is not something totally different from its
luminosity. It stands self-related to its lustre:

YT T GAMT: TR JoA |
T T GANT: TIRTZ (e |
T T TR T 9E: FHfEd | (Comm. on Brh Up 1.4.9)

Thething itself is so constituted:
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SETHE AR TSA=IS3ITeHTAT & |
AATHTE deqei=ded fHRITd: 1 (AVii.2.13)

that it can relate itself to and distinguish itself its modes,
predicates or properties, without invoking the aid of any other
relation or a 'third entity' (as Prof. Datta terms it). It is
Svanirvahaka, self-explicable, self-contained and self-related. It is
only by the acceptance of such a potency in things that we can
‘widen our outlook' and conceive of a substance ‘as an identity of
some intrinsic and extrinsic and extrinsic forms or aspects (Datta,
p.115). This conception of substance as a unity of countless
Visesas:

U AT TR 9 | (AVi.2.13)

held by Madhva, resembles the Jaina theory of substance as
that which has many qualities forming its essence : S =aaHTcHH

& (Haribhadra Suri). There is however this difference that the

Jaina theory of substance as a dynamic redlity, an identity that
changes, would be incomplete, without the acceptance of
something like Visesas to round it off. It will be difficult to
maintain the basic identity of substance per se, without the
Visesas.

Visesas should not, therefore, be mistaken for new or
additional attributes of things, that mediate among other relations
and manage to distinguish them where necessary. Such aview will
be not only opposed to the nature and role of Visesas, as
conceived by Madhva, but also defeat the very purpose for which
they have been conceived. It is such a misunderstanding of the
nature of Visesas that is at the back of the criticism that "If Visesa
is different from the subject, it breaks its integrity. If it is non-
different from it, we cannot call it Visesa" (Radhakrishna, I.
Phil.ii.p.746) (Italics mine).

The same confusion of thought regarding Visesas in
Madhva's system, that it is either an attribute of the substance, or
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an additional entity, is to be seen in the writings of even
distinguished traditional critics of the system like Madhusudana
Sarasvati and Brahmananda. The author of the Advaitasiddhi
writes:

W vaREyfafaRaag s (FeafRsfi) aeremeT * ok |
TR TEHETTTR: | T qfe fEeTesRoT seayssT i ar= |
TR EWARTRRE e,  @gF R ||
(Nirnayasagar Press edn. p.807).

This criticism that the acceptence of Visesas in Brahman
would destroy its oneness quite as much as the acceptence of an
internal difference of substance and attributes therein, betrays a
presumption that Visesas must be different from the substance
(Visesin) which is categorically denied by Madhva. The criticism
also suffers from self-contradiction in that Madhusudana himself
declares that there can be no Visesas other than the distinctive
nature of things, and nothing more is claimed for the Visesas by
Madhva philosophers aso. To say, as does the author of
Advaitasiddhi, that it is not the nature of Visesas in the Dvaita
system, simply shows that he has not rightly understood their true
nature according to the Dvaitins. But strangely enough, he himself
goes on to point out that "the Dvaitins unlike the Nyaya
Vaisesikas, do not regard their Visesas as different from the
essence of things:

U 39 QT ek ST AN cdaTTa T 3987 | (p.807)

The author of Tarangini, therefore, points out that the talk
(of the Advaitin) of there being no Visesas, other than the

"distinctive natures of things' (FEHTRETEEEY) in itself involves
the presumption of Visesas 3R fAT ETRMREIAEa: | (Tg
p.383)

In view of so much confusion even in learned quarters about
the true nature and scope of Visesas, it would be better to set forth
its authentic nature in the words of the original works clearly and
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categoricaly:

SEAHT TSI ATCHIAT T | AATaRdeg: % || (AVii. 2.13)
Jayatirtha defines Visesas in the clearest terms as the
‘potency of things.

wfEteaRT a7, werEfRRA =T | (Vadavali, p.97b)

Raghavendra's commentary on it clinches the matter once
for all ; TErRRTRRIT T secaataafierd: | Jayatirtha again writes
elsewhere : T f33TT Afg g=TeHe, @ A s foRm: w@T@? TAq
farsfr Yo derfafafer o fRmer adEeTr: | The

Vedaratnavali (written a century) before Nyayamrta and
Advatasiddhi) expounds the nature of Visesas as 'nothing but the
potency of things themselves!'

I g R stfimrsafy fadmeam | R efa fiag |

ATETATRACIIRME | UHRHT 38 JHTIMTEEESATHRROTE dSd | T
MfEFAfRMTSTfT 99, & dfe ¥ 03 f=1T: | (Visesavada MS)

There is, thus no point in the criticism that 'if it is non-
different from substance, we cannot call it Visesa' Call it by
whatever name you will, Visesa will be there in the nature of
things as it is only another name for substance, with al its
wonderful capacities.

Madhva is thus fully justified in holding that it would be
impossible to establish any adequate theory of the relation
between substance and attributes without invoking the aid of
Visesas, which are aso called Svarupavisesas in order to show
that they are not other than the Substance. Such Visesas are forced
upon us by the very laws of thought as a Sarvatantra siddhanta,
says Madhva:

sETTEUEATieAT * ¥ | wereyer fiwfy R ard v f |
TATER! RN SR ST et wag ¢ (AVii.2.28)
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They lurk everywhere in relations between substance and
attributes from whatever angle they may be approached, as the
'mysterious Mrs. Harris of metaphysics as one writer has racily
put it. Visesa is just a 'peculiarity’, an unnameable something
recognised by al, tacitly, and Madhva has only tried to give it an
apt and special name and a form and has rendered its existence
explicit, in the interest of clearness of thought and judgement. This
isno small service to scientific thinking and metaphysics.

Visesa as a Sarvatantrasiddhanta

Madhva undertakes to convince the open-minded that
Visesas must be accepted as a postulate of thought. There are only
three possible ways in which the relation of substance and
attributes can be conceived, viz. (1) that they are entirely different
from each other (atyantabhinna), (2) absolutely identical with
each other (abhinna), or (3) both identical and different
(bhinnabhinna). Thus three views have been put forward by the
Naiyayikas, the Advaitins and the Bhattas respectively. Madhva
shows by argument, that everyone of these views has ultimately to
fall back on Visesas. He, therefore examines and regjects them al,
in favour of a fourth view of Savisesabheda (identity based on
Visesas) as the only acceptable view, free from the difficulties
incidental to the other three.

The theory of absolute difference between substance and
attributes is not only full of difficulties but cannot also commend
itself to our philosophic imagination. Is the said difference no. (1)
different from the terms or identical with them? In the first case, is
the difference no. (2), aso different from or identical with the
terms and so on indefinitely, so that we are left with a regress. If
difference no. 1 were identical with the terms, it cannot be
conceived as the difference of this or that term, as such
descriptions would themselves presuppose a difference. The terms
and the differences would al be synonymous. If the said
difference were said to be self-supporting, is such self-sufficiency
(svanirvahakatvam) different from or identical with the terms and
with the act of self-supporting? In the former case, an endless
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regressissureto arise. In the latter case, the attributes of 'nirvahya
and 'nirvahaka’ given to Samavaya would make the subject and the
predicate overlap in the same act of self-supportingness. If it be
said that the difference between substance and attributes is
naturally endowed with such self-supporting and self-linking
capacity, it would be but another name for 'Visesas and such
potency could as well be claimed for and vested in the substance
itself, instead of in 'difference’!

If substance and attributes are to be different and externally
related by Samavaya, the question arises if the Samavaya relation
too, is similarly related to the relata by another Samavaya and so
on. If Samavaya is self-linking (svanirvahaka), without the aid of
another link, such a self-linking capacity may be well be posited
of the substance itself, at the very outset, so that the luxury of an
additional relation (padartha) may be dispensed with : gfieeTaTdr

R T |

If the difference between substance and attributes were,
however, identical with the relata, there would be no difference
left as such, but only the two terms. In the absence of any
difference, we cannot even speak of there being two terms,
substance and attribute as such, as even this idea is born of
difference. If the terms and difference are identical, one may
contend that difference alone exists as a matter of fact and no
terms whatever! Difference then, between substance and attributes
must be accepted not as being absolutely identical with the terms
but ‘identical with a qualification' (Savisesabheda), that would
preserve al three of them intact and prevent their mutua
synonymity. Such distinction of reference may indeed be most
profitably attributed to the substances themselves, instead of the
relation of difference.

The Bhedabheda views of substance and attributes is in
need of Visesas at the very outset. Identity and difference being
opposites and therefore mutually exclusive, cannot be brought
together and conceived to coexist (samanadhikarana) without the
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aid of a mediating factor. Either of them could, therefore, be
invested with the peculiar capacity of putting up with its opposite :
YewfesiE: or sTaemfEHe:. Such a peculiar capacity of making

opposites meet will indeed be a'Visesa.

Even supposing that substance and attributes are connected
by a relation of Bhedabheda, what will be the sort of relation
between the identity and the difference, mutually and to the terms?
If that is aso one of bhedabheda, there will be a regress. If the
bhedabheda is to be accepted as svanirvahaka (self-linking), it can
only be so with the help of a peculiar potency in it called Visesa,
for want of a better name. If bheda and abheda are different from
the terms, there will be a regress. If identical, they cannot be
represented as 'belonging' to them (tadiya) without some kind of
peculiarity. Nor can difference and identity between the terms, be
again identical with them. If they are, difference and identity will
both become identical in their turn, which will lead to an absurdity
and there will be no possibility of establishing a relation between
them.

The doctrine of undifferenced reality (akhandata) of the
Advaita is equally dependent on Visesas. This may be illustrated

with reference to the famous difinitive text (laksanavakya) &cF

A 5@ which is in the nature of a proposition or judgement

on the nature of Brahman and ascribes to it three attributes of
reality, consciousness and infinitude. It will be necessary to call to
aid Visesas if the unity of the judgement and the oneness of
Brahman in and through the three attributes are to be preserved.
Are the attributes satyam, jnanam and anantyam mutually
different or not? If they are, we have to admit an element of
plurdity in Brahman, which cannot be. If they are all the same,
there is no need to predicate three of them, as any one of them
would do. They will thus be synonymous in effect (paryaya) and
hence redundant. It cannot be that there are subtle shades of
difference among them; for Brahman is ex hypothesi Nirvisesa,
i.e., without any shade of any kind of difference or plurality. Nor
can their employment be defended on the assumption of
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affirmation through negation of the opposites (AT RHG).

Even there must be recognised some kind of distinction from the
opposites negated, as otherwise, the entire negation would be a

meaningless proposition.5 The distinction from unreality must
perforce be distinct from distinction from ignorance, limitation etc.
The doctrine of Savisesasbheda is thus forced upon al as a

universal principle (Faa=IfiraT=:). None who cares for the laws
of thought can escapeit.

Madhva's Visesa is thus the counterpart of the priniciple of
identity-in-difference recognised by many Western philosophers
and that of Samavaya and Svarupasambandha recognised by the
Nyaya-Vaisesikas and the Advaitins respectively. But it is not just
another name of Samavaya. It is not a relation at all, in the sense
Samavaya is, though it is svanirvahaka like the latter. It has a clear
advantage over Samavaya, in that its self-sufficiency is more
directly and easily established than that of Samavaya.The
acceptance of Samavaya has to be supplemented by the
assumption of its self-sufficiency and ability to render adistinction

of reference without a distinction of essence possible (s7fir
ﬁ@m) which is the hall-mark and raison d'etre of
Visesas (AfHOTERTATOTRG) .

Samavaya Too Needs Visesas

Moreover, Samavaya itself has different characteristics such as its
own existence, being inherent in the whole and its parts, being
nameable, knowable and being in relation. These characteristics
cannot be differentiated from the essence of Samavaya. For, if
different from Samavaya, these characteristics will have to be
brought into relation with it externally. Such arelation

5. €. = (RN g ff AmEdagem: ¢ (Madhva, AV i, 2.21) &34

[aN [ aN ~
STIAAZTH ATIA AR ATT | -
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cannot be Samyoga (contact) which being a 'guna is admissible
only in adravya (which Samavayais not). If the characteristics are
identical with Samavaya, how are we to account for the reference
to them in non-synonymous terms, their predicative relation with
Samavaya and syntactic reference to its characterisitcs by the use
of the genitive case: Samavayasya saita, jneyatvam, etc., and the
plurality of its characteristics or the condition of some of its
characteristics remaining unknown while Samavaya itsdf is
perceived, unless Samavaya, in its turn, is equipped with the
resilient power of Visesato differentiate itself from its own self,
for purposes of such digtiction of references without involving
distinction of essence? These difficulties can not be satisfactorily
explained, unlessit isforced to take the help of 'Visesas.

Visesas is not just another name of Samavaya, though, like
the latter, it is also self-distinguishing (svanirvahaka). In fact,
Visesais neither arelation nor something different from substance

itself, in the sense in which Samvaya is6 It is the immanent
dynamics of substance itself expressing itself through its essentia
properties that is distinguished as Visesas of substance and
referred to in non-synonymous terms (aparyayasabda) in
apposition (samanadhikaranyaprayoga) as in 'Satyam jnanam

anantam Brahman."

Substance is not a bare abstraction without facets
scintillating from its being. While the self-explicability of Visesa
is the self-explicability of substance itself and does not fall outside
its scope, the self-linking capacity ascribed to Samavaya in the
Vaisesika system comes into only when we cross the third stage

6. THA: TEHATHHAN W@idied:, T SAMd 9= | qarel
TR | (NS p.356 b)

7. TOEET SAMRRNGH, AT RIMREAT SRS -
FIEREgUTT=fa | (NSp. 357 b)
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from substance itself, viz., its attributes, their difference and
the nexus of Samavaya. Thus, Visesas conceived as substance's
own power of self expression in terms of subject-property relation
(dharmadharmibhava) within itself has a decided advantage over
Samavaya, in that such self-expression is rendered possible by the
intrinsic power of nature of the subject itself whereas Samavaya
with its power of Svanirvahaktva, stands a few removes away
from the subject, in the process of integration. There is, therefore,
no special advantage in going so far from the subject (dravya) to
Samavaya and investing it with the power of self-explicability and
self-linking. The preference can be given to substance itself at the
very outset, in deference to the law of economy: Dhar mikal panato
dharmakalpana varam. Samavaya has been put up by the
Vaisesika school to account for the intimate relation as between
cause and effect, part and whole, subject and its attributes, etc., on
the ground of inherence of the latter in the former,— expressed in
terms of an 'iha pratyaya’ such as 'the cloth in the threads here' (iha
tantusu patah) given in an inseparable relation (ayutasiddha), as
distinguished from absolutely different objects like a horse and a
COW.

But a closer examination resolves the inseparability into an
identity through Visesas. This can be seen from comparing two
such cognitions of 'iha pratyaya as 'the threads and the cloth'
(tantu-pata) and 'fruitsin the basket' (iha kunde badarani). Though
the relation of supporter and supported (adhara-adheya bhava) is
common to both these predications, we perceive a difference in
their complexion. That difference must lie in the identity of cloth
with threads and the difference between fruits and basket.
Judgments like 'iha tantusu patah' have, therefore, to be treated as
judgments of identity as distinguished from ‘iha kunde badarani'. It
cannot be contended that the difference between the two
judgments is due (not to the identity or the difference, but) to the
inseparability (ayutasiddhi) of the relata in the one case and their
separability in the other and that 'ayutasiddhi' is evidence of
Samavaya. For, at the time of the existence of the adhara-
adheyabhava between the threads and the cloth and the basket and
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the fruits, the inseparability of the cloth from the threads and the
separability of the fruits from the basket, though true, make no
difference to the complexion of the two cognitions at thetime. It is
irrelevant to the point that there may occur the separation of the
fruits from the basket later on, while there may not be the
separation between the threads and the cloth. But as Vyasatirtha
rightly points out in his Nym, the perceptual cognition of ‘threads-
cloth' (tantupata) when it arises, does not take the form 'the
relation between the cloth and the threads is not going to be
destroyed' or 'that separation of the threads from the cloth is not
going to take place in future'. Sinilarly, the cognition of the fruits
in the basket, when it arises, does not take the form ‘the relation
between the basket and the fruits will be snapped or that their
separation will take place at some future time.' The form of both
the cognitions is simply restricted to the existence of the cloth in
the threads and of the fruits in the basket. Nor does the cognition
of tantupata as such cognize the relationship in terms of their
Samavaya or inseparability of the relata. For this reason, the
cognition of Tantupata should be distinguished from that of
kundabadara only as a cognition of identity of the threads and the
cloth and that of the fruits and the basket as one of their

difference.8

So long as the difference and relationship are both admitted
by the VVasesikas, in respect of the threads and the cloth on the one
hand and the fruits and the basket on the other and insofar as the
subsequent termination of their relation or the future separation of
the relata has no bearing on the perception of Tantupata and

8. ATEHARMEAT egafihg: | T TR R
FUIEEN Wafd | fmeg T Tquerege™y | T8 T aguedt:,
TUEATRT AT, TgUefaTT a7 T e icmwRT | A7fT Foeaeedt: o
TETRT AT, FUEHEU AT 3T WRAAATRRT | Teeie -
Fouod a4 | (Nymii. 16)
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Kundabadara respectively, no difference in the nature of the two
cognitions can be felt. Since a difference is clearly felt, the
differentium of the cognition of Tantu-pata from that of
Kundabadara has necessarily to be admitted to consist in the
identity of the threads and the cloth, leading to the acceptance of
Visesas to sustain dharmadharmibhava, adhara-adhyeyabhava, etc.

The argument of Samavaya from lhapratyaya is not,
therefore, conclusive.

The concept of Visesas is thus Madhvas most original and
substantial contribution to the problem of substance and attributes
in Indian ontology. He is in ho way indebted to Samavaya or any
other category of the Nyaya-Vaisesika for this. The generd
impression of many that Madhva philosophy is based on the
doctrine of the Nyaya-Vaisesikas and their categories has aready
been shown to rest on ignorance of facts and imperfect
understanding of the basic principles of ontology on which the
realism of Madhva is constructed. It may perhaps be said with
better reason that the 'Visesas of Madhva are reared on the ashes
of Samavaya.

Lastly, it has nothing save its name in common with the
Viesesas of the (Nyaya) Vaisesikas. It is easily distinguishable
from the Vaisesikas, Visesas which are ex hypothes restricted to
eternal entities alone: ﬁcqioqiwl Tt v (Muktavali). But

Madhvas Visesas are not confined to eternal substances. They
exist in non-eternals also. The purpose and function of Visesas too
are different in the two system. According to the Vaisesikas these
peculiarities are found in eternal things alone like paramanus and
serve to distinguish one eternal from another and one eternal of a
genus from others of the same class. They are accordingly known
as 'Vyavartaka-Visesas and apply where such differentiation
(vyavrtti) isnot otherwise possible through class-concept or other
means, as between a pot and a cloth. They are not, therefore,
recognised by the Naiyayikas in 'Savayava entities, which can be
distinguished from one another through distinction of parts.
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Function of Visesas

The function of Visesas, in Madhvas philosophy, is not
merely to distinguish, but to unify the part and the whole, and to
render a distinction of reference, without one of existence or
essence possible, where necessary or desired, into substance and
atribute, part and whole etc., within inseparable wholes. The
Visesas of the Vaisesikas, on the other hand, operate only in cases
of absolute difference. This fact is of utmost importance. It suffices
to keep the Visesas of the two systems as the poles apart and
expose the fallacious assumption of some scholars that the Visesas
of Madhva's system are either derived from or inspired by those of
the Nyaya-Vaisesikas. It is the failure to grasp the true nature of
Visesas taught by Madhva, that is responsible for the wholly
misleading estimate of its role in his philosophy that we have in
such sweeping assertions as "By means of the category of Visesas,
it will be possible for us to account for the world of distinction
without assuming them to be ultimate” (Radhakrishnan, |. Phil.
ii.p.746); "It is through the functioning of Visesas that we have
difference or Bheda' (ibid 746). It is, therefore, necessary to point
out that Visesas have been admitted by Madhva only in cases of
absence of actual difference, as between parts and whole,
substance and attributes, etc. and where despite such absence of
actual difference, a certain measure of internal distinction of parts,
gualities or aspects is met with, in lay and scientific parlance and
validated by experience. Visesais, thus, a category of thought or a
power of things inherent in them which, by definition, is intended
to justify and rationalise this lay and scientific acceptance of
‘difference in identity'. The Vadaratnavali makes this raison d'etre

of the acceptance of Visesas, clear: T 39 FeTeTeXfT HEMEHHIH,
foRTe YemmgRTs: TTfefd aT=am | aF Yewy Terefised | 9 fg
YT JEOERG,  eEderRd I, a3 denfafafafEm:
THTOTEAT=RATTTAT & STTeshaar Hehrhferhroe Fed | It can,
on no account, be applied or extended to cases where a genuine

and absolute difference reigns supreme, and where there is no
room for the slightest trace of factual identity (svarupaikya) or
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coexistence (samanadhikaranya). It cannot, therefore be
universally substituted in all cases of actual difference in the world
as between man and a horse and difference as such and as a
category of thought banished from the world of experience, or
dismissed as not being 'ultimate’. To attempt such a substitutiuon
is to confuse the original with the substitute and prevent the
function of the latter by extending it beyond its legitimate scope
and sphere of application. Difference and Visesa have each its
own place in life well defined and their jurisdiction is fixed
beyond possibility of encroachment. It will be illegitimate then, to
suggest that difference as such can be replaced by Visesas
everywhere under all circumstances and that we may account for
the world of difference without assuming it to be 'ultimate,
through the miraculous help of visesas. It should not be lost sight
of that Visesas are strictly limited to cases of proved basic identity,
which however admit of an internal distinction of reference, valid

in  experience: I WS THIOTERIGT  Wadq, aad faEmr
FAERATEARISHIRIT | Ty g 4eEdd THIORISeTd T SAagRl
faRrefra=a 2fq | Jayatirtha: GT-Nyayadipika, p. 182). The position
cannot be made clearer than this. Nor can the operation of Visesas
in their own sphere of difference-in-identity in any way lessen the
ultimacy of Difference as a category of experience in other
spheres. The one does not and cannot annul the other from its
legitimate sphere. Both are necessary for an intelligible and
satisfactory interpretation of reality. '‘Bheda and 'Visesa may,
therefore, be described as the two facets of Madhva's ontology.

Madhusudana Sarasvati has objected that as both Difference
and Visesa fulfil the same function of differentiating, there is no
sufficient reason to give the chief place to Difference and make
Visesaits substitute only (pratinidhi). It may as well be dispensed
with. The Tarangini answers him. The consensus among
philosophers is sufficient reason to accord Difference the chief
place. There is no such consensus in regard to Visesas. Even the
Mayavadin admits Difference though he regards it as 'mithya, but

he will not recognise Visesa even on those terms. FLHAIRMT
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VEHEARINTT T AT 4 39 JHIOFRT | H G faTeedd qed |
e R wEifEesia | s e fremmerf
{3 R | (Nym Tarangini, p.334.b)

In his NS Jayatirtha has brought out the point that
multiplicity is not necessarily concomitant with absolute
differencein al cases. In other words, we have to accept two kinds
of Vyapti : (i) where the language of difference (bhedavyavahara)
is employed as between two or more absolutely different
substances or things and (ii) where a subject-attribute relationship
(dharma-dharmibhava) is recognised within a single substance, in
regard to its essential attributes which are otherwise established by
valid means of proof to be identical with the substance itself and
spoken of in appropriate language as admitting of a distinction of
reference in practical parlance and scientific thought and usage
(without implying a distinction of essence).

102



CHAPTER VIII
MADHVA'SDOCTRINE OF 'DIFFERENCE'

MADHVA rejects the universal as a natural corollary of his
doctrine of uniqueness of the particular, be it a person or a thing.
This uniqueness is to be understood in terms of difference from all
else. Difference is not merely a component part of redlity, but
constitutes its very essence. so much so, that to know athing is to
know it as distinct from all others, in a general way and from
some in a particular way : I gadr faewet f werEsT @A
(VTN).

This is because difference constitutes the essence of things
(dharmisvarupa) and is not merely an attribute of them, related
from outside. A substance, according to Madhva, is not a bare
substratum of qualities, or an abstraction, but a synthetic unity,
capable of inner distinction of parts and aspects, in speech and
thought, according to exigencies under the aegis of Visesas. For,
difference cannot be taken to be flatly and colorlessly identical
with objects (but only colorfully identical or savisesabhinna) lest
judgements of both identity and difference, that we do have of
them should become unaccountable.

Such, in brief, is Madhvas theory of Difference. It is plainly
different from the Nyaya-Vaisesika and Mimamsa view and thisis
another striking proof that the logico-philosophical bases of
Madhva's system are in no way borrowed from or inspired by
these pre-Madhva realisms and that they are the result of
independent cogitation on the problems of philosophy.

We have seen that God, matter and souls constitute the three
major redlities of Madhvas system. The number of souls is
unlimited and the modifications of matter are numerous, in various
states. These three are conceived as distinct entities. The reality of
God is of the independent grade. That of the rest is dependent.
Between matter and souls, the former is of alesser grade of redlity.
It is only in this sense that we can speak of 'degrees' of redlity in
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this system. The reality of things in space and time involves the
differences in name, form, attributes, relations, and tendencies.
These manifold differences are generaly classified under these
heads: (1) Sajatiya or difference of one thing from others of its
own kind, (2) Vijatiya or difference from those of another kind,
and (3) Svagata or internal distinctions within an organic whole.
The last one is not admitted by Madhva in its absolute sense. In
the sphere of the other two differences he has adumbrated a

scheme of ‘five-fold Difference’ (Pancabheda)l:—

Jdva ... (2) .... lsvara ... (3) .... Jada
(1) ©) (4)
Jiva | Jada

This fivefold difference is collectively spoken of by
Madhva as 'Pra-panca — J&g: TfHT ¥ I7:4: (VTN). It isreal and

eternal and admits of no stultification.2

Advaitins have sought to deny the reality of this fivefold
difference in establishing their thesis of the falsity of all the three
entities.

S IRIREN UG BRI BCETAlET R RRICI

(Samksepasariraka, i. 2)

1. Jayatirtha, in his Commentry on VTN shows how this five-fold
digtiction is clearly presupposed in the very terms of predication made in

the MandUp text 3HTEHTRT (1.16) and 3T GIUEMM (i.10)...

2. Jayatirtha, has explained the derivation of the term on the basis of
Panini, V.1.60; TAMT T T | ‘TEEIEl H AT A AR
TS FITATH T, The: TF: T | THedT =, HIgTaar=aar
T | (NSi, 230 b)
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They have, therefore, subjected the concept of Difference to
a searching criticism and sought to discredit the logical realism of
the Nyaya-Vaiseska and Mimamsa schools, grounded in the
reality of difference, Redlistic Vedantins like Ramanuja and
Madhva have, therefore, been obliged to review these criticisms of
the famous dialecticians of the Advaita school and redefine their
attitude to Difference in such away asto overcome the difficulties
raised by them. We may, therefore, examine Madhva's position
with reference to some of these criticisms of the category of
‘Difference, urged by the Advaitic diaecticians.
There are only two possible ways in which difference
could be conceived : (1) as an attribute of things
(dhamabhedavada) and (2) as an integral part of the thing itself
(dharmasvarupa). Neither can be said to be entirely free from
logical difficulties. All attempts at conceiving of difference in a
logical manner are eluded by it. Advaitins therefore hold that it
cannot be 'real’ (pramanika) and must, therefore, be put down as a
product of Avidya. For the conception of difference is vitiated by
many fallacies, such as interdependence and infinite regress, if
regarded as an attribute of things. Whether difference is viewed as
in its turn 'different’ from its relata or as different-cum-identical
with them, this relation again will have to be similarly viewed as
so related and that again similarly, ad infinitum.

The supposition of 'identity' between difference and the
object will tend to abolish the reality of difference altogether and
leave the object alone to exist, inasmuch as difference cannot
claim to have a separate existence of its own, apart from an object:

YO AT W, WEE J, a7 a6 WeEEAd s ¥g v
SFTICITAT HIAG WT TG TERI | 3THE T, THAT, TF T, T 4G 0T |
AT TETHITET | (Istasiddhi, (GOS, p.23)

The theory of difference as 'Dharmasvarupa, held by the
Prabhakaras, is equally objectionable. For difference, being in the
nature of disunction (vidaranatma), the oneness of a thing will be
in danger of disruption by the numerous disjunctions (distinctions)
which will form part of or constitute its nature and penetrate its
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very essence and individuality. The oneness or integrality of the
object will thus be destroyed and in the absence of oneness,
manyness also would cease to be, so that only nullity (sunyata)

would beleft in the end: FRETROTIEHAT Waeg FREET, ?%ﬁ%aﬁ
T A ud F gAqT qIfE (e smEd | (Anandabodha,
Nyayamakaranda, pp. 45.46)

Thirdly, if difference were included in the essence of a
thing, such difference should become fully known, once the object
is known, and there will be no more room for doubts of any kind
subsequently, so far as that thing and its difference from others are
concerned. But such is not the case in experience. This shows that
difference cannot be treated as the essence of things, but as

something outside their content: 3% T TT We:, TaT 4T Toeae

ofufd &= <& ¥ | (Sriharsa, Khandanakhandakhadya,
p.210)

Lastly, difference is not cognised by itsef and
independently but only in relation to its terms, either as qualifying
them, or as being qualified by them. But in any case, unless the
terms themselves are previously cognised, their difference from
each other which is either attributive, or bound up with the
cognition of the correlate, and counter-correlate, cannot be. But
then, the cognition of the terms is dependent on that of the
difference aready referred to. There is thus an inescapable
(mutual) interdependence involved in any attempt to define the

nature of difference or conceive of it.3

It is evident from the writings of Madhva, that he has
carefully examined the problem in the light of these and many

3. ¥er & 7 wa=t: I g, TevefSRIMoTddT, afsaraqar ar | o,
TRt AT, ey a1 fecamafa=rarderearaaerEEradar gddr,
egda: | PRt TR, fRmTERraEdiaar
R eaET | T AT | (VING p.48)
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other criticisms of the Advaitic diaecticians like Mandana,
Vimuktatman, Anandabodha, Sriharsa and Citsukha and has
attempted to find a way out. His position may be summed up in a
few words: Whatever may be the difficulties in the way of
expounding the nature of difference and accounting for its
perception, the fact of its experience cannot be denied. If logica
difficulties are felt in elucidating the process by which it comes to
be apprehended, it is open to us to go beyond the accepted theories
on the subject and explore the possibilities of other suitable
explanations and adopt newer angles of vision in dealing with the
issue, without discrediting the very truth and reality of the
experience of differenceitself as such. It would be unphilosophical
to give up the attempt as beyond solution: #f& FfsraTTfeemT
ELA R%Mlc’,\slvbclli:— (Jayatirtha, Mith. Kh., p.8), much more so, to
try to escape the responsibility by condemning the perception of
difference as a delusion and giving it a bad name (and hanging it)
as the Advaitins have done! Moreover, granting that all known
theories on the nature of difference are untenable, it would still be
impossible to prove that the conception of difference is itself a
delusion, simply because of our incapacity to make it conform to a
definite pattern aready familiar to us, or to define it in some
particular way. The Advaitins have not shown and could not show
that the ways and means of accounting for the perception of
difference, which they have attempted to overthrow, are the only
ways of defining it or that they could not be bettered or improved
by suitable devices : {21, TTeEEiEEs THRI-R Fedfasafd, Tfw=
T TR FHAATRIRT FHeTf T | T T a6 | (CTNL. p.52).

They could not show that the concept itself was fraught
with such inherent contradictions that in whatever way it may be
defined, one cannot escape them. To show that particular
definitions or methods of explanation are wrong, is not to show
that the things themselves are indefinable and, therefore, unreal. In
order to show that, a particular concept has got to be analysed on
the basis of its own occurrence and the inconsistencies involved in
such an analysis, shown. The Advaitins could not afford to do this
as they themselves are obliged to accept the category of difference
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and make use of it, not in criticising the doctrines of their rivals,
where one could plead the right of Wﬁ?@ M, but in

formulating some of their own Siddhantas on topics like
Anirvacaniya and Jiva-Brahmaikya. For example, 'anirvacaniya' is

defined by Advaitins as Wﬁﬁm or the nature of being

different from Sat and Asat, in essence. This element of
'difference’ from Sat and Asat, which is the nature of Mithyatva,
must be real and true; in which case it would be impossible to hold
all differences to be false. It cannot be claimed that the distinction
from Sat and Asat, present in the conception of Mithyatva, is a
spurious one, while the difference that is sought to be denied by

Advaitin is of the genuine order ("TRATRI), and that, therefore,

there is no self-contradiction in his theory of difference and its
application. In that case, Sadvailaksanya and Asad-vailaksanya
being both of them admittedly false, the universe will have to be
regarded as both existent and non-existent (sadasadatmaka), rather
than as something different from both. Such a position will be
inconsistent with the Siddhanta of the Advaitins.

Differencein implicit in Badhakajnana

The dismissal of difference as a fiction of thought and its
relegation to the category of delusion as a product of Avidya,
gives rise to a serious difficulty in defining the nature of
tattvajnana, in Advaita. This knowledge of ultimate truth is said to
be knowledge of non-duality (abheda-jnana) which operates as a
‘Badhaka-jnana’ in stultifying the agelong perception of difference
and duality. Such a sublating cognition must naturally involve an
element of difference and 'opposition' to the past. One is,
therefore, entitled to ask if the Badhaka-jnana of non-duality
embodies some content of difference from the earlier state of
knowledge, or it simply takes the 'form' non-difference? In the
former case, the redlity of difference of some kind will stand
conceded and come to stay even after the birth of Tattvajnana, if it
is not to relapse into the former state of ignorance! If, however, the
tattvajnana of the Advaitin is simply one of non-duality, it will be
necessary to define the precise significance of the negative
element (a-bheda) in terms of one or the other of the three well-
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known meanings of 'otherness, 'negation' or ‘opposition’. In any
aternative, difference and its reality will be implicated. For the
stultifying knowledge which is to take the form of ‘absence of
difference or bhedabhava, must necessarily fix and define its
content as something different from its counter-correlate (bheda).
It must, in other words, be expressed in any of these three forms:
There is not, difference’ (now): or 'there is no difference (here)' or
else 'that something has till now been passing for difference.
Everyone of these forms of the sublating cognition will involve an
element of difference and would be powerless to transcend it. In
this way, the denia of the redlity of difference, by the Advaitin,
will involve a self-contradiction, in the last analysis.

Madhva meets the logical objections to the reality of
difference, positively also. The so-caled difficulties of
interdependence etc., are no bar to the validity of the experience of

difference: ST ITITSRIET THTEATIqa=aahedtd (Jayatirtha, VTN p.52).

It is possible to find other ways of overcoming these and
justify the perception of difference and its reality. Otherwise, it
would be equally impossible for the Advaitin to show that the
realisation of non-difference is the highest teaching of Vedanta, to
be attained by study and meditation; for the conception of Abedha
(non-difference) is as much open to these logical difficulties as
'Difference’ itself.

It should be noted, in this connection, that most of the
criticisms of the Advaitic diaecticians of the concept of
difference, made before the time of Madhva, have reference
primarily to the views about difference held by the Nyaya
Vaiseska and Mimamsa redists. The former have treated
difference as an attribute of objects. Such a position is hardly
tenable, as writers like Vimuktatman and Citsukha have rightly
shown. But the other view of difference as '‘Dharmisvarupa, or as
constituting the essence of objects, does not seem to have been
held by any save Mimamsakas of the Prabhakara school. The
Advaitic dialecticians have, no doubt, urged objections against this
view also. But their criticisms in this respect, do not affect the new
and distictive theory of the nature and status of difference
formulated by Madhva, and expounded by Jayatirtha, on the basis
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of the new priciple of 'Visesas and 'Savisesabheda, proposed by
Madhva. These early Advaitic dialecticians, till the day of
Citsukha, and including him, do not seem to have been aware of
the doctrine of Visesas introduced by Madhva for the first timein
Indian philosophy, or its repercussions on the discussion and
settlement of the problem of difference. This is conclusive proof
of the fact that Madhvas new doctrine of Visesas and its
application to the rationalisation of the perception of difference,
heralds almost a revolution in the history of logic and Vedanta, in
the Middle Ages. With its help Madhva gives a new orientation to
the doctrine of difference and tides over the difficulties raised by
Advaitic dialecticians against the theory of Dharmisvarupa-
bhedavada. He straightway agrees with his critics that difference
as an attribute of things (dharmabhedavada) is untenable4. In
doing this, he has gone far ahead of the Ramanuja school which
clings to the theory of Dharmabhedavada. If the new solution of
Difference as Savisesabhinna (colorfully identical) with the
substratum, does not commend itself to Advaitins who came after
Madhva, it is not because of any further difficulty in the
conception of difference viewed in the light of Visesas, but
because of a deep-rooted metaphysical bias in favour of the
unreality of difference and the Nirvisesatva of reality. Difference,
then, according to Madhva, is not something that falls outside the
content of an object or what is generally considered to constitute
its essence:

qffudifara deudifaffe sdifaganmard® (VTN p.48)
The 'thing-in-itself' is a metaphysical abstraction. A thing
iswhat it is, just because of and not in spite of its difference from

4. This is the reason why Vyasatirtha and the other
followers of Madhva have not felt called upon to meet the
arguments directed against the conception of difference as
Prthaktva, Vaidharmya etc. For further remarks on this see
Dasgupta; 1.Phil. 1V. pp. 179-80; Chandradhar Sharma, Cri. Sur.
[.Phil. p.375; Dr. Narain, Critique of Madhva Refutation of
Sankara Vedanta, p. 195 and my HDSV pp. 313-14..
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others. In perception, the essence of a thing is the sum total of its
distinction from others:3=EfMa &M (Taitt Up Bhasya,
p.10). A world of difference lies latent and hidden in the bosom of
everything. But these differences are not all of them necessary or
presented to cognition in detail, every time an object is perceived.
The number of differences that might be perceived and correlated
depends on the exigencies of the situation and selective interest.
Out of the world of differences with which an abject is for the
nonce placed in apposition, only such as are relevant to the
occasion or interest of the percipient are marked and emphasised
and the rest excluded and ignored without any reference to their
counter-correlates. It follows then that in all acts of perception of
an object, its difference from othersis revealed in the same act, in

a general way and for the most part : 9T3: gadr faeeor f& Teresy

Zzad (Madhva VTN). Where however doubts arise, they must be

put down to the perception of differences from a few prominent
counter-correlates only and missing the differences from others,
owing to their bearing in question, aided by other unfavourable

conditions like distance, want of sufficient light etc. : Fafag
AT A JA@E A EREREEETeT S (Vadavali,
p.83). The sphere of doubt is thus limited to cases of resemblance
and other contributory factors. It is by no means unlimited as the

objectors make out: 7T § H3fiad, dersfr Fafeg =mEweT w3 | i
wafid wafq, Fafq weafag @3 | (Taitt Up Bhasya ii); 3o o
AT Jevd Ffcrfed Tear 939 Ffd (VTN, p.5). This disposes of
the objections of Sriharrsa :

Ife WeT 4g |1q, qer 9T Ty weT wefifa s dm ml
(Khandanaii.,p.210).

5. 'The perception of a given object is the same as the perception
of its difference from others. There are no two perceptions here —
the perception of the thing in itself and of its difference from
others. Hence, there is no room for the fallacy of interdependence
in perception, as aleged.' -
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Difference being thus dharmisvarupa, the so-called perception of
the object is nothing but the perception of its difference—, in other
words, the perception of an object is the same as the perception of
its difference from all others in a general and from some in a
specific way. Inasmuch, then, as there are no two perceptions here,
but only one unitary act of cognition, and inasmuch as there are no
two things cognised (viz., the object and difference) but only one,

there is no room for the fallacy of interdependence at all : T ¥ ¥er
gfifoT: TETHAfe gy Seydifalfa gdfagammeTg T |
(VTNt. p.48). This disposes of the objection of interdependence
raised by Citsukha and others. Though, difference is admittedly
the nature (svarupa) of objects, the acceptance of Visesas in the
svarupa of these objects renders occasional doubts possible:
TR AR | (NS, p.382). -
This disposes of the objection of Sriharsa that doubts would be
unaccountable if difference were regarded as the essential nature
of objects, and Vimuktatman : 3T4E @HIT T Fed, T 4g U, As

Jayatirtha points out, the mediation of Visesas meets al these

difficulties effectively: fRMT saeamEmERs T afq- R
WegfafrfeTal (VTN p.52). -
Dr. Narain has raised another abjection in his Critique of Madhva
Refutation of Sankara Vedanta that if the Madhva theory of
Svarupabheda and the readlity of difference be accepted, then the
presence of the pot in the jar (dharmi) should be maintained,
which isludicrous (Op.Cit. p.193). This objection has been met by
Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha in the NS (p.382). and Nym (ii.15) with
the answer that the counterpositive in such cases functions merely
as an indicating factor (upalaksana or jnapaka) in producing the
knowledge of the indicated (upalaksya) while itself remalnlng
(tatastha) outside the dharmi. 6

There is thus no logical impediment, whatever, in regarding
Difference as 'Dharmisvarupa’ constituting the essence of objects.
In the light of Visesa, the category of difference has been fully
vindicated by Madhva and shown to be perfectly valid and
intelligible.
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6. Read :— wfaaifimfeaes wewr afferere gfaarfiErsir @
foes wmfifd 97 & swEReg=w, s§ = mn T,
rrfeeeE | A fadfm | ey, i e

AT TEHTAT | %% SqTadaheaaroT gfemRmgmammefa 3 | (NS
ii.p.381)

EE IR IE EHI R A (e B T e D AR E S ESIE L IORI LR RIS
VSR HATEHT 3, TS Fer=e g @ |
ERIRE L 2GR LRI CE IRk R 2 B I Rl CEIRC
e 39, @@ Yhasfr | qEq gfefeE STeweEr
qftfoa=qaTa: | T5 T-

“TETY G FRITARIAT |

TTe T A AT HEITeE 12 |

deee ST FRATETITdT 7 de: |

AT AT Ifaad 11" (Nymii.15)
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CHAPTER IX
SOME OTHER CATEGORIES: VISISTA, AMS|
AND SAKTI

We may now turn to a few other categories of Dvaita
ontology which have a bearing of Madhvas theology and
cosmology aso. These are (1) the group of three represented by
Visesana, Visesya and Visista, (2) the pair represented by Amsa
and Ams and (3) Sakti.

VISISTA

Visista includes the Visesana and Visesya. Visista means
the composite whole. Visesana means the component or the
qualifying element or adjunct and Visesya or Suddha the
substance to which the qualifying element is attached, — in other
words the thing-in-itself.

The conception of Visista varies in the different schools.
The conceptual Realists would not look upon it as objectively real:

forgrot fafires degeam oy |
e Tt fafrefife fr )

The Vaisesikas also do not recognise the Visista to be other
than the Visesana, Visesya and their relation. Thus, the Visista is
that entity which is the object of the qualified judgements such as
Agniman paravatah, Dandi Devadattah, Isvaras Sarvajnah.

It cannot be contended that the qualified justifying ‘the
Visistavyavahara is engendered by the Visesya, Visesana and their
relation and is, therefore, nothing more. For the judgement is
something more than the collective knowledge (samuhalambana-
jnana). It isaunitary cognition. Moreover, the counter-correlate of
Visistabhava cannot be either the bare Visesya or Visesana. We
have, therefore, to recognise that Visista is a new entity
(dravyantara) produced by Visesana acting as the material cause
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in contiguity with Visesya — the contiguity acting as the efficient
cause of the transformation. Or, Visesya itself may be regarded as
the material cause, or both Visesana and Visesya severally — their
products being mutually identical. Or, Visista may be regarded as
produced conjointly by Visesana and Visesya. In such a case,
there is no fear of overlapping of genus (Jatisankarya) in the
effect, as between dravyatva and gunatva in the product. For these
two being mutually concomitant, there is no room for mutual
intersection of natures.

Visistakara is thus neither Visesana nor the relation as such
but Visesya. But it is not the mere Visesya. The Mimamsakas
believe in the relation of Bhedabheda among the three. The
monists hold them to be simply identical.

Madhva holds that every new relation alters or modifies a
substance to a greater or less extent. His view of Visistais akin to
the conception of whole and part in Hegalian philosphy. according
to which the whole is something more than the sum of its parts
though dependent on them for their existence in the physical
world. The substraction of any one of the parts, destroys the
whole. Only, Madhva would add that a new Visista would step in
then :

v AR e et gTaRgeTeata (VTN
TIFUIHTEE [ARTEEaEEe: (Up.Kht)

Madhva distinguishes carefully between relations and
qualities which are coeval (Yavaddravyabhavi) with substance
(visesya), as for example, God and His attributes of omniscience
and those which are changing and impermament
(ayavaddravyabhavi). In the former case, there is identity always
subject to internal distinction of reference through Visesas. Hence
such identity is termed Sa-visesabheda. In respect of changing
attributes and relations, there is only Bhedabheda or difference-

cum-identity, asin IfEHTT T : -
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FRTAgEAITRTaRE, fafieer faEror SereswRE | (GTt,

p.188 b; NS 365)

The same principle applies to Amsamsis also. The concept
of Visista has important bearings on Madhva's theory of causation,
aswell be shown hereafter.

AMSA AND AMSI

These two terms may be taken roughly to correspond to the
idea of fraction and unit understood metaphorically. They are aso
sometimes used for part and whole respectively. Madhva applies
the idea of amsa and amsi to sentient beings also. He distinguishes
between Svarupamsa and Bhinnamsa. the Avataras of God are His
Svarupamsas. The Jivas are Bhinnamsas. The Devas also have
their amsas (cf. Indraand Arjuna). The theory figures on Madhvas
theology to a great extent. In respect of ordinary Jivas aso, the
operation of amsamsibhavais considered necessary to account for
the harmonious working of the quantitative adjustment of their
innate potencies for bliss, volition and activity in regard to
requisite ends, through the agency of Visasas (See BB ii.2.
adhi.7).

SAKTI

Sakti is supersensuous (atindriya). Sahajasakti is recognised
to exist in God’ as well as other Cetanas?, in insentient thi ngs and
substances like fire and in qualities also. As indicated by their
names, Sahajasakti is intrinsic and Adheyasakti is induced by
external factors, such as consecration in an image (pratima). The
acceptence of adheyasakti is necessary aso to account for the
sense organs producing invalid knowledge, due to vitiation by

1. RISH AT 2T ST (Svet. up. V1.8)

2. GHTATHT SR EF AT AR, AT, I, T8, S
(TTii.9)
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defects, the Saksi grasping the invalidity of knowledge by
ingtituting tests in the case of discrepancy of knowledge and
Samskaras giving the visual organ the power of recognition
(pratyabhijna). Vyasatirtha has adduced syllogisms to establish

Sahgja and adheyasaktis.3

Sakti is accepted by Madva as nitya and anitya according to
the nature of the substances in which is resides. They are, of
course, inseparable from their substances, if they are coeval with
them, and bhinnabhinna, when impermanent. The differentiation
of Sakti and Saktimat, is rendered possible by the agency of
Visesas, asin the case of amsaand amsi, etc.

The creative energy of Brahman is, for instance, identical
with Brahman; but it can be distinguished by the play of Visesas.
The Saktis themselves have two aspects : Saktita (latent state) and
Vyaktita (manifested state), also regulated by the play of Visesas.
Hence they do not operate in mutua conflict, at the sametime. To
illustrate, the creative and destructive energies of Brahman are

both eternal and identical with its bel ng.4 But there is an inner pre-
established harmony which regulates their working periodically
and without overlapping. At the time of dissolution, the creative
energy of Brahman is in dormancy (saktirupa) and comes into
play Vyakti only at the right time. The distinction of Time into
'the time of creation’ and 'the time of dissolution' is likewise based
on internal Visesas in Time which are also Savisesabhinna from
it.2

3. ‘M Trafa e dmvee S e
T AR 3f SfmastT e T8 (TTi.10)

4, ;AT =G T=RT: | FTSar Seroreg QT WTasTaa: ||
(Visnu Purana. i.3.2)
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WTARTSE: TITETE:, ST 90T 399: (Srutaprakasa on Sribasya.
i.1.2)
5. ST T 99 Rz |

T T Hfaeq Jaq R & g 1|

T g faRroT Ty fagryoft |

TS fEeAET AT Al || (Commentary Brh. Up.
i.4.9)
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CHAPTER X
SADRSYA VSTHE UNIVERSAL

SADRSYA (resemblance) is a category that replaces the
Universal in Madhva's system. Here, Madhva parts company with
the Nyaya-Vaisesikas and Mimanmsaka-realists and joins hands
with the modern Nominalists and the Jainas.

There are three main theories in Western philosophy about
universals. The Nominalists look upon particulars alone as real.
There are only individual things in nature and particular ideas in
the mind. Thereis no universal at al. Only the name is common to
many. This view approximates to that of Madhva and the Jains.

The Conceptualists think that though only individual things
exist in nature, without any universal class-essence running
through them, the human mind has the power of forming abstract
and general ideas about them. Universals, then, exist in our minds
as concepts. The Redlists, on the other hand, maintain that
universals exist both in nature and in the mind.

In Indian philosophy, the Buddists are extreme nominalists,
splitting even the so-called individuals into momentary essences
(svalaksanam). The Nyaya and Mimamsa schools show varying
degrees of realistic bias in their conception of the universal. The
argument from universals to monism is easy to guess. The Jainas
have argued that the nature of universal is not one of class-
essence, but of similarity or resemblance. Such resemblance is
actually experienced and should be taken as the objective ground
of the notion of universals.

The same is the stand taken by Madhva. His rejection of
universal (samanya) is a direct corollary of the pluralistic
implications of his Svarupabhedavada. He believes in the

distinctiveness, nay, uniqueness of each individual and parti cularl.
He could ill afford, then, to recognise a single universal class-
essence running through a number of particulars, which will
surreptitiously open the door to monism in the end. He therefore,
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sets his face resolutely against the universal and gives it no
quarter.

In his discussion of the problem of Sadrsya vs Universal,
Madhva has surprisingly anticipated many of the arguments
against the Nominalist view of the real universal advanced by
modern thinkers. The realists contention is that most of the words
we use in common life refer to things, qualities and relations or
actions (dravyagunakarmani) which do not exist by themselves.
Unless our words express some elements which a number of
particular things, qualities or relations have in common, the
purpose of language and thought would not be served. To that
extent inference based on Vyapti between hetu and sadhya would
also be impossible, as our words and thoughts could not rise above
particulars, and inferences take us from particulars to the general.

It is urged by modern Redlists that the Nominalist's attempt
to meet these difficulties by substituting ‘resemblance’ for
universal is futile. Resemblance itself, as proposed to be used,
would be a true universal in order to apply to different kinds of
resemblances. These ‘resemblances would be far too vague, as
everything resembles everything else in some respect or other. We
should have to admit a different kinds of resemblance for each
universal term. It would be simpler and less cumbersome to admit
an objective universal characteristic corresponding to each term
instead of trying to detect more and more particular forms of

resemblance?.

Madhva points out in reply that there is a basic difference in the
modus operandi of resemblances and universals, which the
Redists has failed to note in his arguments. It is this. The

extension of significance of terms to a number of resembling
particulars is achieved by 'Resemblance’ not because it represents -

1. Cf. foheg, 7 o< Arisrmgene foheq ofdeeg wanfT R (NSi.1.1)
“Firrrer firnamter wert ffEeT a1f (AVii.2.24)
2. See A.C.Ewing, Fundamental Questions of Philosphy, p.213
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the conventional sense (Sabdasakti) of the word for the particular
entity or the appellative basis (pravrttinimitta) of the application
of the word to that particular, but merely because it operates as a
mark of inference, in helping us to know that al the other
particulars bearing a strong resemblance of a specific kind and
measure to the given one admit of being denoted by the same
name or word (vacakatva saktih sadrsyasya vyapika atastam
saktim tattadvisayataya sadr syam sphutam jnapayati — NS, p.373).
This potentiality for extension of reference to other similar
particulars is learnt in the very first act of learning the use of the
word and its connotation. The purpose of learning and teaching the
use of words in any language is to be able to secure such extended
report:

‘I AT T IHACHERIT U ZTseAT=AT Sl s A a9 | 3AR
TR, THRTRE TH S dEder T | (NS
p.372)

Though in Madhvas philosophy, resemblance, like
samyaoga, vibhaga and bheda is an asymmetrical relation, till by
reason of its being experienced always in relation to a counter
positive relatum it is quite within its competence to extend the
sphere of its reference beyond the given particular to many others
of like nature according to exigencies. Likewise, the ascertainment
of Vyapti and casual relationships are also with in its competence
and there is no need to requisition the services of the universal for
these purposes.

The Nyaya-Vaiseskas have tried to get over such
difficulties by replying on classessence in some cases,
svarupasambandha in some others and 'imposed properties
(upadhi) in yet others. Madhvas philosophy offers a uniform
principle of Sadrsya as the basis of all extension of reference with
vacyatva (connotation) and pravrttinimitta (appellative basis)
limited ab initio to distinct particulars. The extended significance
being already understood in the first instance of learning the
language, there is no difficulty in limiting or extending the
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significance to suit the exigencies of a given context. The further
objection that 'we cannot distinguish a vast number of
resemblances, by inspecting the resemblances of each relation’, is
pointless, says Jayaturtha, as such partial resemblances could not
be eschewed even in respect of universals:

TH A=~ THTIAPASTRANT T TR =i |
Sttty v goEer gaEeETd | (NS, p.373)

If the universe of reference is narrowed down to specific
forms of the universal and not to too generalised ones, the same
thing could be done in the case of 'resemblances too:

sfafrm i, @ 7 =hEr 3T 9, dfe
HEFARRIT o forg AT @O 3fd QT | (NS, p.373)

Madhva also takes the wind out of the sails of the Realist by
maintaining the extreme Nomina

hat it is sui generis in each case. This is consistent with his
Svabhava-bhedavada according to which no single characteristic

can be the essence of more than one enti ty_3
SRECLI @'Sﬁ-?l' kK
T RCIEERRERREY

TCEATfFTE aTeHadsd || (AV ii.2.13)

Similarity is not a perfectly symmetrical relation. There is
some difference between the similarity of A to B and that of B to
A, as Visesas are relative to the point of view from which they are
examined.

The uniqueness of resemblance does not however prevent
its facilitating inferential extension of significance of terms in
required cases, as there issufficient likeness between a group of

3. TIET I WA | (Udayana : Kusumanjali, i.5)
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particulars described as similar to one ancther, to justify the
application of the same name or genera term, just as 'differing'
attributes are apprehended as 'different’ without requiring the help
of another difference to render them intelligible. Madhva argues
that the contention that extension of significance of terms would
be impossible without the idea of a universal will be suicidal. For,
if that be so, we would have no admit a series of universals one
behind the other, in order to justify the title of each universal to be
so called and hypothesised. Similarly to know all the particulars
by the name 'particular’ we will have to admit a 'universal’ of
'particulars.

STTAq2Iq e aTg, T Jea e e |
T AT AR || (AV ii.2.13)

We refer collectively to the essentiality (svarupa) of several
things. But there cannot be a single essential nature common to
many Svarupas, as 'Svarupa by definition is strictly particular,
belonging to only one thing. If another generality of Svarupatva is
admitted to run through many Svarupas, that one and the other
(remaining) Svarupas will have to be brought under the purview of
another 'Svarupatva in its turn and so on ad infinitum. The
difficulty can be avoided only by recognising with Madhva that
the different Svarupas are referred to by the same term 'Svarupa to
show that each has a Svarupa of its own like any other and that no
real thing iswithout a Svarupa of its own.

The ontological consequence of Madhvas view that
resemblance is sui genris in each case, appears to be that the
Pratibimbatva of each individual self to God, based on a certain
measure of Sadrsya, is aso unique and distinctive in each case
and that no two individuals will bear the same resemblance to the
Bimba (viz. God), in respect of their spiritual attributes of
consciousness and bliss.
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CHAPTER XI
SPACE AND TIME

THE Hindu theory of Mahapralaya which can be traced to
the Rg Veda (X. 129) presupposes an absolute theory of time and
space according to which they have a being in themselves apart
from the things in space and events in time. Space and Time must
ex hypothesi be infinite. If we deny this, there will be the great
logical difficulty of conceiving a boundary to finite space and
time. We shall have to recognise more space and more time
beyond them and this will lead to aregress.

‘I 13 AR, ‘TEET FeT TR, T RIS R EACRIE
T=sefrerETst aaRafe=sefiis: | rTean @M e e,
TR e TTiaT SR azddaT™ | (Nym 1.5)

No doubt the conception of infinite Space and Time also has
its difficulty of involving the contradiction of a completed infinite.
But Madhva thought with its most serviceable concept of Svarupa
-Visesas overcomes this difficulty and makes it possible to hold
that space and time have infinite potential divisibility and have

existence in themselves through Visesas. 1

The concept of Space as Avyakrtakasa in Madhvas
philosophy must be recognised to be a remarkable advance in
Vedantic thought, if we consider Thibaut's comment in Vol.ll, p.3,
fn.1 of thistrangation of Sankara's BB that “the Vedantins do not
clearly distinguish between empty space and an exceedingly fine
matter filling all space, which, however attenuated is yet one of
the elements and as such belongs to the same category as air, fire,
water and earth” (SBE Vol. XXXVIII, p.3). Madhva shows

himself fully aware of this necessary distincti on? and its scientific

1. @ ARG, Fe: FQsfa, [ Fo, EErEaden,
A aTEHaAT, T AT ERF=aea | (Vyasatirtha, Nym, i.5)
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significance: TR ATHRET: FIGTLISTLT ¢ (AV ii.3.1).

He, therefore, holds that Space and Time are distinct entities,
intuited by Saks and that they are not merely ‘forms of intuition'

as in Kantian thought. Otherwise, they could not be intuited : 77

TR, geaT 2 fRR | (AVi.3.1)

The Madhva conceptions of Space and Time is thus much
ahead of that of other Indian schools and looks surprisingly
modern in some respects. This is due not a little to their being
interpreted in the light of the new doctrine of Saks and Visesas
which are Madhvas most striking contributions to philosophic
thought. They seem to hold great possibilities for the future of
metaphysics. With these two ideas Madhva overcomes the
antinomies which beset the conception of Space and Time in other
philosophical systems of ancient and modern thought as well.

Space is termed "Avyakrtakasa' by Madhva as
distinguished from ether (bhutakasa). The former is eterna and
uncreated and the latter is a product of matter. This twofold
classification of Akasa is a specia feature of Madhvas
philosophy. It is tersely termed as 'Akasa-dvaitam' by Jayatirtha
and Vyasatirtha (See my BSPC Vol. Il p.126). -

The Nyaya-Vaisesikas hold that there is one eterna
ubiquitous space (vibhu) which is not open to perception, but is
only inferred from the spatial characteristics of proximity,
remoteness, etc. But spatial properties and relations like distance,
size, etc., can be perceived directly through touch, sight, etc. The
Mimamsakas hold similar views. The Samkhya and Y oga schools
look upon Space and Time as categories of the understanding
(buddhikalpita). Some Naiyayikas regard space as perceived by
the visual sense. Jayatirtha dismisses this as impossible on the
Nyaya view that space is colorless. Nor can Space can be |eft be
entirely inferred through sound, as even the cogenitally deaf have

2. e fesrefrm=eiT g | Ser, s=dd fe T At |
e 2 fasr (e Aerd fEad | (AVii 3.1)
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a perception of space. -

Madhva's theory of the intuitive perception of space and
time has received assent from many modern European thinkers.
The ordinary 'scientific' view of space is what makes movement
possible. The idea of possible movement is formed by abstraction
from the experience of movement. Thisis circuitous. Madhva says
that we cannot understand movement as such without being
already conscious of space. Movement does not explain space.
Space explains movement. He, therefore, suggests that space must
be accepted as a reality given by direct perception, not of the
ordinary senses, but of Saksi, which is specialy fitted to sense the
supersensuous. No memory is, therefore, necessary to establish
space inferentially and mentally, as some of the older Naiyayikas
thought and some modern philosophers do.

Madhva's definition of space as distinguished from ether, is
true to its essential nature of providing room for bodies to exist :

IFTREME FTHREE (AV ii.3.1) This is expalined by Vyasatirtha as

HIhRISH. This is supported by a passage from the Bhagavata
(iii. 30.43) quoted by Madhva. He holds that space and time are
infinitely divisible, into further spaces and further parts of time,
each such part being held to be a'natural’ part of it and not merely
conditioned by Upadhis. For, 'Upadhis, according to Madhva, are
not so much the causes of distinction (where they do not actually

exist) (WEHIET:) as'pointers (FTT=T:) thereof.

He shows that it is logicaly inconceivable that Space is
created :

STIRTIHT BRI FAGCTIA ST |
FEHRIET T4 foh AT ST 2 (AVii.3.1)

We cannot conceive of the antecedent non-existence of
space anywhere, if space is to be created. Production also needs a
material stuff and there is no such stuff out of which space could
be created. If Prakrti isthat stuff, the question could be repeated in
respect of it, asto why it should alone be uncreated. If thereply is
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that the production of Prakrti from another stuff is inconceivable,
the same thing could be said of space also. The Buddhists view of

space as 11:«1%{&’111413 (absence of tangible reals) would lead to other

difficulties such as that such reals existed at a time when space
was not yet in existence (or created). This would reverse the ideas
of Sristi and Pralaya. Madhva, therefore, pleads strongly that space
must be accepted as an uncreated and eternal sustance — a view
which receives striking support from the remarks of Herbert
Spencer : 'If space is created, it must have been previously non-
existent. The non-existence of space cannot, however, be imagined
by any mental effort. If the non-existence of space is absolutely
inconceivable, then necessarily its creation is absolutely
inconceivable' (First Principles, p.27).

As aVedantin believing in the Brahmakaranatvavada of the
entire universe, Madhva seeks to reconcile the essential uncreated
nature of space (and other ex hypothesi eternal reals) with the
Vedantic axiom : that everything in the universe is in some sense,
created by Brahman (BS i.23) by interpreting the 'creation’ of
eternal substances like space and time in a Pickwickian sense? of
Paradhinavisesapti (RfaZMTT) which will be explained later.
This shows that Madhva has been the only commentator, who has
had the right insight into the raison d'ete and metaphysica
significance of the principle of Samanvaya enunciated by the
Sutrakara. He explains the references to actual creation of Akasa,
in Upanisadic cosmology, as referring only to Bhutakasa and this

is the reason why he has admitted to two kinds of Akasa, in his
system.

3. 'Creation' includes other cosmic determinations also like 'Sthiti'.

4. 'Pickwickian sense' does not stand for ‘explaining away'. Nor does it
mean 'misleading' or connote insincerity, dishonesty or anything of that
kind. It carries a good sense and had been used only in a sense acceptable
to serious philosophical writing.

The following reference will make this clear :
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(i) Webster's New International Dictionary of the English
Language (2nd Edn. London, 1953) definesit as:

'A sense that is esoteric, constructive, recondite or the like, a
peculiar sense’ (p.1857, 1 and 2).

(i) Prof. A.C.Ewing uses it in his well-known work
Fundamental Questions of Philosophy :

'In general, we must be very cautious about transferring direct to
Philosophy statements which though useful are only true in the
Pickwickian sense, i.e. in a sense quite different from the literal one. This
almost certainly applies to such assertions as that space is curved... It
may be difficult to decide whether one is using some expression in a
Pickwickian sense and if so in what sense' (p.146 op.cit.)

TIME

Time, in Dvaita Vedanta, is the essential constituent of all
experience © A7 T FHAT AERMOTETSTYAC 30 TAERAATSSTA]
(Vadavali, p.95). But it is not, as in Advaita, apprehended by the
ordinary sense of perception.5 It is held to be perceived by the
Saksi, on the testimony of ‘GTfET¥a’. At the stage of Susupti,

there is no functioning of the sense organs, including the mind.
Hence, there is no scope of Pratyaksa or Inference. The perception
of time in this dreamless state, is borne out by the immediate
evidence of its intuitive experience, recollected immediately on

waking® up and expressed in the judgement : TAER FTe
gEugaET™y (I have slept in bliss so long). This cannot be

disregarded as a mere recolleection as there can be no recollection
of what has never been experienced by oneself. For the same
reason of itsimmediacy, it cannot be treated as an inferenceto a--

5. frerAT FeRfsgaaaEng e (Vedanta-Paribhasa, p.22
Calcutta

6. REE ARy REETT
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condition of complete freedom from any kind of infelicity 'at the
period of time just elapsed. If such a condition has been
experienced by the person who draws the present inference, he
should have had a direct experience of 'that period of time which
has just elapsed’. There can be no inference of its condition, had it
never been experienced by him. There would thus be no
explanation of the experience of dreamless sleep (FTIfHTH)
unless the perception of time (besides that of Atman and of bliss

i.e. T&IgEY) is accepted. For the same weighty reasons, the
intuitive perception of time by the Saksi, must be admitted : FTeT

e arfarerer: guar = wdifad: 7 (AVi.4.11)

The Naiyayikas look upon Time as only inferable and not
open to direct perception as it is formless. But as Madhva rightly
points out, the inference of time would itself presuppose time asits

Paksa (minor term) and the ascertainment of Vyapti in respect of
time would be impossible without a prior perception of time.
There is, thus, no other Pramana, than the Saksi, by which time
could be proved. The Nyaya, Samkhya and Yoga philosophers
would appear to hold that time is more a category of the

understanding (FfeHTT)~ as a necessary ‘form of intuition'

known only through inference as there is no perception of blank
time without a sensible content. Madhva shows that this is not so.
It should be regarded, says he, as a fundamental ontological
category that conditions al our being and becoming. No
experience is possible without it. It is experienced along with the
experience itself :

T AT T q: T FacTiaaime-d, ffg Fohioard |

7. STAATRTAT IS T2 ATRFTRT | TofTRg H3TaReaTd ATGAT T a0 |

Faafefd we T a1 wyfor=e | arfafres #e @fad & 2349 11 (AV
i.4.11)
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The organ by which the intuiting Self becomes aware of
time, is termed the Saksi or Svarupendriyam which is no other
than the Saksi itself turning its own inner searchlight, so to say,
upon itself. This answers the difficulty felt by many Western
thinkers like William James that we have no sense for bare time,
that we cannot intuit a mere duration. The difficulty lies in our
taking only the waking experience as the basis for philosophising.
The Vedanta, on the other hand, draws its certified data from the
other states also, including Susupti, in particular, which is the
highest state of ideal experience (of bare ego, bare time and bare
felicity, if you please) of which everyone of us has had direct
experience, as the covering of it so conclusively proves. Madhva
has thus anticipated Kant's notion of pure intuition of time without
any sensible content in his doctrine of the intuitive perception of
Time by the Saksi. His view has also a remarkable affinity with
Alexander's acceptance of the intuition of time and space, prior to
sensations and his view that it is through intuition that they are
immediately perceived.

Madhva does not hold that time is an undifferenced and

indivisible whole (akhanda). It is infinite and infinitely divisibleS.
It is an infinite stream of duration without beginning or end. Each
duration is pervasive. As in the case of Paramanus, the shortest
conceivable duration is also theoretically divisible still further.
Electrons in physics, though physically divisible are not logically
s0. Madva holds that at whatever size they might be said to be
"atoms, we can aways conceive parts of them smaller than the
whole, although it may not be possible for physical reasons to split

8. In his BT (iii), Madhva gives an interesting table of the
smaller units of time starting from the one occupying a point of
three trasarenus. There trutis make one vedha, three vedhas a
lava, three lavas a nimesa, three nimesas a ksana and so on.
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them : 3TfATT @ IV | (AV)9. This enables him to hold that the
divisons of time are al 'natural’ parts of it and not merely TR
or superimposed : STHTRT: FTe TITET: U WersHIFAT (NS p.387
b). Asin the case of space, so in respect of time, Madhva posits
that it is eternal and uncreated in the sense of base empty time
(anadi) and non-eternal (divisible). Both are intuited by Saksi.

Thisis how he reconciles the Vedic, Upanisadic and Puranic texts
which speak of time in both the ways:

TS T=IT FeTd e | (RV X.129.1)
7= ®H T F:H | (Bhagii.10.12)
w9 T Ff 1 (TAX.1.2)

T ®@ 999 | (Visnu Purana quoted by Madhva)

It is also pointed out by Madhva that unless intrinsic parts
are accepted in Time, the established order of time in Srsti and
Pralaya could not be maintained without risk of overlapping and
the admission of Upadhis for this purpose would be pointless,
unless there were aready natural distinctions in time to which the
Upadhis could attach themselves apart from the difficulty of
interdependence which would also ensue, in the event of Upadhis

de novo.10

9. Cf. 77 firmmagay ey, awi foumm 7 #wersfr wiagndfa, @
TATIRIT AT (NS p.349 b)

10. FIGHST FTTYBIGTATET T TAG T 92q | FIGHT AW, 367
ME=8E] | AT J, FIGICHEAT] JEaTeATe =T (SNR p.19)
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CHAPTER XI11
CAUSATION

THE Madhva theory of causation cannot be understood
without relation to its doctrine of Visista, already referred to. The
true bearing of this doctrine on the question of creation of 'eternal
substances like Prakrti, Jivas, Space, Time, etc,would not be
missed if the distinction of Yavaddravyabhavi and
Ayavaddravyabhavi relations is clearly borne in mind. Jayatirtha's

statement : fafRTeTRe argEeTiE ofq TEEEgTSET wafd (NS,
p.431) if rightly understood, in the light of the important
distinction drawn between these two types of relations, would
have prevented the utterly baseless though sensational conclusion
of the 'essential creation' (Fﬂ“@q‘ﬁﬁ) of the Jivas (as of other
eternal substances) according to Madhva's theory of Causation,

drawn by Prof. H.N.Raghr;tvendrachar.l This has evoked protests
from many orthodox quarters, as a misinterpretation of Madhva
The embodiment of selves and such other Visesanas of finite
reality, being in the nature of the things, not coeval with the
entities concerned, there is no possibility at all of applying the
principle of Savisesabheda between them. The proposition
fafareremer sgeEeTTi=: (NS p. 431) would not, therefore, apply

to them.

Madhva's doctrine of Bhedabheda between Visista and
Visesya (or Suddha) in respect of changing attributes and relations
of things, leads to the corollary of 'Sadasatkaryavada' of causation,
which is his general theory of causation.

Causation implies a change, a beginning and end:
Tffd afequmme TEHEET, Se: W1g AR = AT

1. Dvaita Philosophy, It's place in the Vedanta, Mysore
University, 1941.
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HATRITAT: TR AT T |
et FRTETS ST, FisT AL ? (GT ii.16)

'‘Causation’, therefore, has reference only to the 'Visesa -
aspect of the substance in question. Madhva, therefore, rejects the
Satkaryavada of the Sankhyas and the Asatkaryavada of Nyaya
philosophy as halftruths. He combines them into a new theory of
Sadasatkarayavada; for change is not merely something new
appearing, but it presupposes a substratum that changes, in form or
state. Ex nihilo nihil fit. Causation would be impossible and
meaningless, without the assumption of continuity of the cause in
and through the changes it has undergone. Hence Jayatirtha
defines causation asfollows :

To {8 g FEEETE AT T | T TRed yafq
gfer & afmmomnfea 7==0  (NSp. 394)

Such a definition is intended to meet the criticism that if
cause and effect were different events they would be absolutely
separate and there would be no relation between them. The gulf
between the two will then remain unbridged. The Buddhist
doctrine of causation as an ever-changing, constant, ceasel ess flux,
each moment (ksana) of existence being but a 'specious present'
with no duration, is sharphy criticised by Madhva and Jayatirtha.
We cannot think of a 'change’ without a changing thing at the
back. There must be a 'something' that is not contained in the
succession which carries on each vanishing point of the succession
and adds it to the next (BSii.2.21). Such a link would be missing
in the Buddhist doctrine of Ksanikatva, as aksana is, according to

2. The existence of things which are referred to as 'existing'
is recognised by al persons, as having no existence before they
came into being and after they cease to be. At the beginning and
the end all effects are non-existent. If the non-existent factor
which subsequently comesinto being isnot aVisesawhat elseisit
that is'born? (Tr).
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the Buddhist view, indivisible like a mathematical point (and
nirvisesa at that). There would be no split-second interval between
any two vanishing points of moments at which the cause and
effect could have met and 'causation' taken place by the
transference of 'Samskaras. For, mere sequence or succession (in
time) is not causation. Madhva holds, therefore, that the effect is
partially non-existent in its definite form and shape, while being
existent in the form of the cause.

IR FROTATATS R & (AVii.1.19)
TRATS: T2 qTHT 67 <o 1 ¢ (GT. ii.14)

He does not, however, subscribe to the Samkhya view of
absolute identity of cause and effect, as that will render causa
effort superfluous and causation meaningless. Even if that were
understood in the sense of 'manifestation’, the same difficulty
would arisein its case:

TS T S FATE=HET W4T | (GT ii.16)

Manifestation and non-manifestation cannot be understood
in the sense of the effect being perceived or not perceived (though
pre-existent in the cause). That will land us in solipsism (zf¥ gf%)
There will be no answer to the question why the effect is not
manifested if it were redly, absolutedly and without any
qualification (Visesa) identical with the cause and so pre-existent
in it. The idea of manifestation itself will be similarly open to an
antinomy of production or manifestation.
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CHAPTER X1
NEGATION (ABHAVA)

NEGATION, as afact of experience, is a Prameya. It is an
important ontological category. As a thought-category it lies at the
root of many other philosophical conceptions like
Bhavarupajnana, Mithyatva, Bheda and Causation. The positive
and the negative represent the two aspects of reality. The Madhva
philosophers agree with the Naiyayikas in accepting the negative
as a separate category of experience. The argument by which some
philosophers have sought to deny independent status to negation,
by equating it with the mere existence of the locus, has been
rejected by Jayatirtha in his Tst. He points out that the judgment
'there is no jar on the ground' must signify something more than
the mere locus and that something must be a negation. Without
reference to such anegation, it will be impossible to define what is
meant by the locus per se. Otherwise, it would be open to us to
speak of the non-existence of the jar, even when it is present on
the ground, as the locus as such exists even while the jar isthere in
it.

Madhva defines negation as : TUfATRT TS (AV
ii.1.8) or what is presented in the primary act of perception as
involving the significant negation or denia of a'something' or of a
relation or property to a given something or in respect of a

particular locus : sTTesT dfafe fagma: aufaarfEwyfaraRRoT
JdH=, In other words, the perception of negation is
conditioned by reference to a particular counter-correlate
(gfearfr), according to the exigencies of the situation. The

doctrine of 'Savisesabheda between substance and attributes
enables Madhva to admit the logical possibility of integrating
negative aspects with positive entries and vice versa, in

proposition.l

Madhva recognise three types of Negation : antecedent
(pragabhava) subsequent (pradhvamsabhava) and absolute
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(sadabhava). The first has an upper limit; the second a lower and
the last is unlimited. The countercorrelate (pratiyogi) in the case of
absolute negation is the absolutely non-existent itself, i.e., the
square circle, hare's horn, tortoise-hair. Such non-existence is also
called nispratiyogika or apramanika-pratiyogika, a negation whose
counter-correlative is a myth.

Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha argue that there is nothing
illogical in an utterly non-existent figuring as Pratiyogi (counter-
correlate) in respect of its absolute negation. For, being the counter
correlate (pratiyogitvam) is not an attribute which requires or
presupposes the acutal existence of a referent like other
predications of attributes like colour. To be the counter-correlate
of a negation is merely being the referent of such knowledge as
would enable us to form the idea (nirupaka) of a negation :

IR AT T iema (Tdyt).

If the physical existence of the Pratiyogi or its factua reality
at the time of perception of abhava is insisted upon, even the
perception of the antecedent and subsequent negations would
become equally impossible, as there surely is no Pratiyogi in
actual existence at the time of the perception of pragabhava or of
dhvamsa, That a Pratiyogi (like the jar) is going to come into
existence later or that it did exist earlier (in the case of dhvamsa)
makes no difference to the point at issue. If then, it is the idea of
the Pratiyogi that counts such an idea or notion of it is possible
even in regard to mythical things like the hare's horn. The concept
of an Apramanika-pratuyogika-abhava holds the key to Madhva's
theory or illusion. The Anyonyabhava of the Nyaya school is
equated by Madhva with 'difference’ which has already been
treated at length as it differs in configuration from pure negation
and presuppose a positive content:

AAMEEETEEAEMET % 3 gReT  TwedsiT
HATITHTEH HIETTHSRIAT] (Srinivasa, TVt Glass, p.11)
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1. Cf  STTERIHTRT R e qTse T |

T AR TR A |

TTRA T Hig W T ¥ 0T 2 1|

ITITIE T 99T: T: ATt 7 asfEer: |

T WaHa=T IROTE 1| (AVii.2.adhi 6)
FersTT & mof farfrese affeToT Tdfiars T Ter 7 Weaifa TefoeTerhaar
TAAT | IETETET T (e affesEEars T 5 T
faferar gl | sriesiT qeafimET fRREeT 9= gFanT (NS

p.286)

2. TGN  ITIHT  FACATRTE AT T fareaoTaar
IEMETRET  §Egd TEMASTNRET  §=mad ¥

vATERT e fews gfd@et | (VWyasatirtha in TVt

Mandaramanjari, p.11)
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CHAPTER X1V
THE THEORY OF PRAMANAS

LIFE and human experience being at times vitiated by
illusions, it becomes necessary to define truth in experience so as
to enable us to distinguish it from the false. The ascertainment of
truth being the first and foremost aim of philosophy, it is
incumbent on it to define truth and error in clear terms and
indicate the instruments or channels of their ascertainment. The
value of such preliminary ascertainment of the sources, bounds
and limitations of human knowledge cannot be too highly
commended. In the words of Max Muller, 'Such an examination of
the authorities of human knowledge ought, of course, to form the
introduction to any system of philosophy. To have clearly seen
this is, it seems to me, a very high distinction of Indian
philosophy. How much useless controversy would have been
avoided, particularly among Jewish, Mohammadan and Christian
philosophers, if a proper place had been assigned in limino to the
guestion of what constitutes our legitimate and only possible
channels of knowledge, whether perception, inference or anything
else. Supported by these inquiries into the evidences of truth, the
Hindu philosophers have built up their various systems of
philosophy or their various conceptions of the world, telling us
what they take for granted and then advancing step by step from

the foundation to the highest pinnacles of their system”.l

Man is essentidly an epistemological animal. His
irrepressible thirst for knowledge is itself a thesis about
knowledge. Whatever differences of opinion there may be about
the status and validity of particular experiences, there can be no
two opinions that there are and needs must be, certain experiences
which are veridical; for, if logical certainty is denied or impugned,
logic itself would be without foundation. All our experiences
presuppose the existence of certain a priori or objective standards
by which they are judged. A wholesale denia of such criteria
would cut at the very roots of our experience and bring al

1. Sx Systems, 1913, Preface xiii . -
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reasoned activities to a standstill. Any inquiry into the true and
specific nature of such standards has meaning only when their
existence is admitted in a general manner. Absolute scepticism
would be unsustainable, even for a moment. If everything is
invalid, the contention of scepticism itself would be invalid. The
possibility of doubt isitself a sufficient proof of something that is
not open to doubt. The contention of Buddhism and Advaita, that
there is nothing in this phenomenal world that isvalid or that there
is nothing the certainty of which could be accepted, is therefore,
inadmissible. It stands to reason then, that there are things of
which definite and valid knowledge is possible. That being so, an
investigation into the means of such knowledge is natualy in
order.

In Indian philosophy, such validity is known as pramanya.
But the term pramana (from which it is derived) is used in two
senses : (1) true knowledge and (2) the means or instruments by
which it is engendered, according to the two senses of the suffix

‘ana’ (Iyut)2. Madhva has done a distinct service to epistemology
in distinguishing these two senses and usages of the term and
coining two separate terms "Kevald' and "Anu" pramana, to
denote them, without ambiguity. He defines pramana in both the
above sensesas 'Y athartham”.

"Pramana in the first sense (of valid knowledge) refers to
the capacity of true knowledge to reveal the nature of an object as

it really is : FuafaeafrrfiwRT. As applied to Anu-Pramanas

like Perception. Inference and Sabda, it signifies the means
(sadhana) by which such correct knowledge of objectsis obtained.
But there is no difference in the directness of their relation to their

obj ects.3 The Anupramanas function with as much immediacy as
the"Kevaa'. But the instruments produce knowability in the

2. VT T2 25 #2001 42 asthey are technically known.

3. Theterm 'Y athartham' is an Avyayibhava compound, composed
of 'yatha' and artham. The adverb yatha signified: TerfagfteET
not going beyond the artha. Artha denotes a knowable object from
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object while Jnana merely acts as a manifesting condition thereof.
Hence the two classifications are based on their respective mode
of relation to knowability.

This definition is suitably expanded by Jayatirtha and
others so as to bring out the full force and significance of the terms
‘41" and ‘e’ as applied to valid knowledge on the one hand

and its means on the other. Pramana is defined by Jayatirtha as the
knowledge of athing asit actualy is, with reference to a particular
space-time setting: F¥mEfeaaT F9 fawdiaifa, T=4T, in other
words, as knowledge which 'answers' to the nature of the thing.
But by correspondence here is meant not either spatio-temporal
co-existence of Pramana and Prameya or correspondence on al
fours extending to one and all of the aspects of given object. It is

no more than FTAETATAET T or the existence of such aspects as

are actually perceived by each person according to the extent of
his capacity or understanding and other conditions governing the

rapprochment to the object : I RIHRGAT: FATIAG T TRITRIGAT:

T or the actual existence of an object with reference to a

spatio-temporal setting in the manner perceived with reference to
that setting.

The problem of perception looms large in modern philosophy
whether physical objects are directly perceived, and if so, to what
extent. The main obstacle to the theory of direct perception of
objects as opposed to the theory of perception of the sense-datum
is the alleged 'gap between evidence and conclusion’. The Madhva
theory overcomes these difficulties by a frank admission that the
way in which things appear to us is causally determined by a
number of factors which are extraneous to the thing itself and

the root r to go with the unadi suffix tha the root itself being
understood in the specialised sense of "knowing" avagati

T ST T At | e o

FETTT TEIAATSTAT | STAIOTIGR ‘o Jed TRAgeTq | Tt 7

TE(F)@MIT | (NS, p.247 b)
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that there are gradations of knowledge and finaly that no
knowledge at the human level could lay claim to complete
comprehension of a thing, in al its innumerable aspects and

relations : FETM GafeAT farfEommET (NS p.251). But this

limitation of knowledge does not make it ‘invalid. The
correspondence to the object (FATARETRE) is to be understood

naturally with reference to certain definite space-time setting and
other properties of objects conditioned by external factors and

subject to the 'normal conditions' of perception being fulfilled.#

Kevala-Pramana is divided into four types, in the
descending order of merit as Isvarajnana, Laksmi-jnana, Y ogi-
jnana and Ayogi-jnana, on the basis of intrinsic differences in
quality, luminosity and range. The first two are in the nature of
Svarupa-jnana alone while the other two include Vrtti-jnana
(sensory knowledge) also. The classification though partly
theological, is not without mystic, epistemologica and
psychological significance. Isvarapratyaksa is accepted by the
Nyaya and Vedanta schools as the necessary presupposition of all
human knowledge (as in Berkeley). It is, according to Madhva, al
comprehensive, always veridical, eternal and independent and part
of the divine nature itself and extremly luminous — luminosity
being an intrinsic quality of this knowledge itself, unrelated to
objects, Laksmi-Jnanais next only to God's, in these respects and
dependent on God. The ramifications of Y ogi-Jnana include those
of Rju, Tattvika and Atattvika souls and of the last, into those of
Muktiyogas and others. The nature of the congtitution of the
Svarupajnana of these is explained by Jayatirtha in his
Pramanapaddhati. Kevala-pramana has two aspects : knowledge
consisting of the essence of selfhood and that arising from mental
processes. These are graded in regard to validity as regards both,
into uttama, madhyama and adhama. Details have been given by
Jayatirtha.

4. THYNG TG, 6 TINEE FT | SIERad T ey
?Nﬂi\dﬁ-lchﬂcl TR | R FdeaaaaF i | (NS, p. 248b)
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CHAPTER XV
PERCEPTION, INFERENCE AND VERBAL TESTIMONY

SENSE-PERCEPTION is defined by Madhva as
frermifsmafet= I or knowledge produced by the right

type of contact between flawless sense organs and their
appropriate objects. Such contact would be in the nature of an
Anu-Pramana. The Nalyayikas accept six different kinds of
contact (sannikarsa) including a special one for abhavapratyaksa.
With the regjection of Samavaya of the Nyaya school, all these
stand rejected by Madhva. He accepts only one direct type of
sannikarsa of the different senses, including the Saksi, with their
appropriate objects of Taijasa-ahamkaratattva, such contacts are
presumed to be effected through the medium of 'rays. Another
view is that in the case of the eyes alone, the contact is through
'rays and in others, directly between the organs and the objects
and their abhavas.

The flawlessness of the senses and their contact etc., isto be
borne out by the truthfulness of knowledge, within the meaning of
"yathartha" already given, which is itself ascertained by the Saksi.
Hence there is no mutual dependence in the establishment of the

flawlessness of the senses etc., Absolute flawlessness of indriyal
is possible only in respect of the knowledge of God, Lakshmi and
the released. The Svarupa-jnana of Uttamajivas is always true
while the Vrtti-jnana of all the three classes of un-released souls, is
subject to error, as the senses in their case are material. These
limitations in the nature of Svarupa-jnana and Vrtti-jnana of the
different orders of beings may perhaps explain from the Madhva
point of view the impossibility for ordinary human perceptions to
know the 'ding an sich’ asit is. It is another way of explaining that
our senses are not constituted in such a way as to enable us to
know all about given objects of perception but only as much of

1Technically Svarupajnana aso is engendered by Svarupendriyas.
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reality as is adequate to our normal life. This would suffice to
answer the argument of sceptics about our right to make a
transition from sense experience to physical objects. The contents
of individual experiences are proverbially fragmentary. Even of
the reality of which | take note, | can never perceive more than just
those aspects that attract my attention for the time being or have
relevance to my interests. Thereis an element of selective attention
in individual experiences. Experience is not a mere awareness of a
succession of presented objects or relations, undetermined by the
controlling interest or purpose of the knower (pramata). We are
thus obliged to admit the necessary existence of a superhuman
experience to which the whole universe of being is directly
presented (God's knowledge being only Pratyaksatmaka,
according to Madhva) as a complete and harmonious system. As

reality has been defined as 3FRIfd Ffafafaw=: it follows that it can

have no meaning apart from presentation to a sentient experience.
Hence Madhva posits a graded series of more and more
harmonious wholes culminating in the perfect and systematic unity
of the absolute experience of Brahman, which embraces the
totality of al existence, al a once in its sweep
(sarvagatasarvavisayam). The Madhva theory has thus deep
philosophical significance though apparently treated as a purely
theological doctrine.

Asall reality is Savisesain essence and in the last analysis
and the 'bare something' being inconceivable, all Pratyaksa is
considered to be fundamentally Savikalpaka or determinate in
origin and nature, arising from direct contact with both object and
its properties. Hence there is no need to make knowledge of
adjunct as such (visesanajnana) the cause of the knowledge of the
qualified entity (visistajnana). Therefore, the division of
perception into Savikalpaka and Nirvikalpaka (determinate and
indeteminate) accepted in the Nyaya and the Advaita systems is

rejected by Madhva?.

2. fRmorfRsEnEEfRThamT R, R =

FIOT ATATATET] | (Vedesa: gloss on PP)
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The Saks intuits its own self (Atman) and its characteristics of
bliss, conciousness etc., as well as the mind and its modifications
(vrtti) Avidya, knowledge arising from the external senses, the

feelings of pleasure and pain, time, space and God " e 5T

THg=T | T T e, de:, aﬂ%m TEAGITT,
ARI-SITGETET:, FOSAFAFEE 3AMEE | (PP) The mind

comprehends external reality through the sense organs and acts as
the independent instrument of memory, aided by the Samskaras
providing the contact.

INFERENCE

According to Madhva, inference consists in the knowledge
of the mark of inference as pervaded by the Sadhya and invariably
connected with it, leading to the ascetainment of the Sadhya
(nirdosopapattih). The Buddhist logicians regard the principles of
essential identity (tadatmya) and causality (tadutpatti) as the
specific grounds of determining Vyapti, while the Vaisesikas

enumerate five such specific grounds in the Sutra : 3T&E FROT
FE THEEER R T (VS). The Samkhyas enumerate seven
such principles on which we may base a universal propositi on.3
Madhva holds that invariably concomitance is the only relation on
which all inferences ultimately rest. Even Paksadharmata (the
middle term spatially being a coexistent characteristic of the Paksa

or minor term), is not considered by him to be an essential factor
in inference, as even a Vyadhikaranahetu (which is not spatially

coexistent with the sadhya) can lead to valid inference. He dso
3. Cf. ‘wrfafamerfrfageamihin |

AT FTE=IT GEHTSTAT |1
4, SATH A  FIHT & g0 ¢

UTETgET TTe: FiHRI T I |
TS T AT R, T @TEraT A 1| (AVii.2.4)
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rejects the claim of the Naiyayikas that presence of similar
instance and absence of contrary instance are necessary conditions
of inference as these are not obviously to be found in the
Kevalanvayi and Kevalavyatireki types of inference. Madhva
dismisses "Vyatirekavyapti" as providing any independent basis
for inference, as it merely corroborates the positive concomitance
between Sadhya and Sadhana in cases of doubt. Consistent with
this position Madhva repudiates the threefold classification of
inference as Kevalanvayi, Kevaavyatireki and Anvayavyatireki,
based on purely postive, purely negative and combined
concomitance respectively and recognises only one genuine type
of inference based on anvaya-vyapti. Jayatirtha puts down the
acceptance of the other types to a love of classification or for the
sake of facility of understanding.

The Nyaya school insists on a five-member syllogism in
Pararthanumana. The Buddhist logicians require two and the

Mimamsakas three®. Madhva is not in favor of any hard and fast
rule. The irreducible minimum for him, is the statement of the
Vyapti. The rest would depend on the exigencies of the occasion.
Where the subject-matter of dispute is clear to the disputants, the
statement of the "Pratijna’ could as well be dispensed with. In any
casg, if the five-member syllogism serves merely as a reminder to
the person addressed, who has already ascetained the invariable
concomitance of smoke with fire, he could reach the desired
conclusion by just remembering the Vyapti aone. In that case, the
use of the other members would be superfluous. If the five-
member syllogism is intended to act as an authoritative
pronouncement (agama), it will have no force as the disputants in
aVada have no faith in each other's trust-worthiness. Want of faith
would naturally provoke further questions and expectancy which
would require the employment of further avayavas. If it istaken on
trust, it can be done so outright without the paraphernalia of afive-
member syllogism. Moreover, if it should act as an Agamavakya

5. T T hig I % T4 |
TETEROTT= g ATaTeReTT e ||
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the Kevalavyatireki type of inference would have no legs to stand
upon. If the five member syllogism is looked upon as a dialectic
method, Madhva points out that it would entail the same being
pursued till al difference of opinion is finally set at rest and
absolute agreement reached between the parties. This would
require a series of five-members syllogisms and not one.

The errors is reasoning are classified into forma and
material. The most important of these are Virodha and Asangati in
which are subsumed all the defects of reasoning including the
fallacies and Nigrahasthanas (grounds of defeat) of the
Nalyayikas.

VERBAL TESTIMONY

Madhva makes out a strong case for according verba
testimony an independent status as a Pramana The Vaisesikas

regard verbal judgments as inference (TR Wsw). The

Prabhakaras while assigning an independent status to
Apauruseyavakya subsume verba judgements of human origin
under inference. This is invidious as the accessories to verba

judgement (such as FHIETT, IMEAETEEFE) are the same in
both the cases. As verba judgments do not involve any
Vyaptijnana, they cannot be treated as inferential in character and
should be given a separate status.

Sabdapramana is divided into Pauruseya and Apauruseya.
The Vedic literature is regarded as "Apauruseya’ and the Smrtis,
Puranas and other works based on Vedic authority are accepted as
Pauruseya Agama. Madhva is the only Vedantin after the
Mimamsakas to have given the question of the infallibility and the
Apauruseyatva of the Vedas serious attention. He has taken special
pains to establish the doctrine with some new and original
arguments of his own which go beyond the usual and conventional
arguments based on the conception of the eternality of Varnas and
the impossibility of proving that the Scriptures were spoken or
uttered by a particular person.

147



The Vedas are sdlf-valid. Their validity cannot be derived
from the authority (aptatva) of any author, human or divine. To the
modern mind, the ascription of Apauruseyatva and Anaditvato the
Vedas may seem absurd. But Madhva introduces a new line of
argument which is indeed thought-provoking in that it goes to the
very crux of the problem — the raison detre of any
Apauruseyavakya in the domain of Pramanas. Accordingly the
ultimate sanction for al religion, ethics and morality and for the
acceptance of all supersensuous values like dharma and adharma
will have to be founded on some textual authority which is not the
composition of any particular individual and does not derive its
authority or validity from being the words of any person regarded
as reliable (apta). Unless our ideas of dharma and adharma are
grounded in such impersonal authority, it would be impossible to
establish the very existence of values and concepts on any
satisfactory basis. A philosopher who will not admit the existence
of such supersensuous values as dharma and adharma would have
no scope for his Sastra, as the object of a Sastra is to show the
ways and means of realising those truths which cannot be secured
by other means, faling within the scope of perception and
inference. Nor can such a philosopher claim that his system would,
by the negation of dharma, adharma and other supersesuous
values, confer areal benefit on humanity by ridding society of its
superstitious belief in them. Madhva points out that far from
benefiting humanity, such teaching undermining the faith of the
people in dharma, adharma etc., would let loose violence and
disorder everywhere by lending support to the policy of 'might is
right'. In the long run, the people will curse the philosopher whose
teachings would expose them to such misery. As such teachings
will only lead to adverse results and as he has no faith in any other
unseen benefits, his Sastrawould be futile, either way.

Insofar then as dharma and adharma and other
supersensuous values will have to be admitted by al rational
thinkers and since there is no other ultimate sanction upon which
they could be grounded, save the impersonal authority of a Sastra,
one has to accept an Apauruseya-Sastra as furnishing the basis of
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universal faith in dharma, adharma, etc.There is no other way in
which their existence could be established. It is hardly possible to
determine their nature and existence on the supposed authority of
individuals, however great they may be; for, every human being
will have the limitations of ignorance and of being liable to
deceptiveness. It will not be justifiable to postulate for this
purpose the existence of some teacher who will be omniscient.
That will be postulating much more than what is warranted in our
experience; for omniscience in any individual is not a matter of
our ordinary experience. One would have to postulate, moreover,
not only omniscience to an individua but also that such an
individual is not given to deceiving others and further that he isthe
author of a particular statement or doctrine or body of texts about
the natures of dharma etc.

Postulation of the existence of an A pauruseya-Sastra, on the
other hand, would be the simplest thing. It would not necessitate
any further assumptions. As there is no ascertainable author of the
Vedas, their authorlessness would follow automatically. On the
contrary, it would be an unwarranted assumption that they have an
author, when no such author is ascertained or ascertainable. The
analogy of worldly testimony would be powerless here as in
respect of worldly testimony there is no conception that it is
authorless, asthereis, in respect of the Vedas. Thereis no fear that
a this rate any statement from any irresponsible source may be
claimed as Apauruseya ; for established traditions would always
be a sufficient check against such wild claims and there are other
ways of ascertaining the genuine from the spurious, when such
claims are made.

The qualification of nirdosatva (flawlessness) applies to
every Pramana. Verba testimony, to be valid, must be free from
such flaws as want of an objective reference to the words
employed, lack of syntactic connection or denotative fitness. There
are different theories as to how the verbal judgment is produced by
the distinctive elements forming part of a sentence. Madhva holds
the Anvitabhidhana view, according to which the words in a
sentence convey their specific senses compositely through
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reguisite syntactic interconnection with the rest. This obviates the
necessity for recognising Sphotavada and other theories. The
Prabhakaras dso hold the Anvitabhidhanavada. But while,
according to them, every word in a sentence is invested with the
capacity to convey the net syntactic relation as a whole and in that
process its own specific sense aso, Madhva would appear to
recognise two stages in the process of anvaya, each word having at
the outset, only a general capacity to convey its definite sense as
correlated to such others to which it stands immediately related by
fitness and then by juxtaposition in the sentence taken as awhole,
with yet others, an additional capacity to convey a more
specialised form of the same anvaya, in all its completeness.

Other Pramanas like Arthapatti are not given an
independent position by Madhva. Arthapatti (presumption) shows
away out in cases of apparent conflict between two facts. Given
that X isdive, if heisnot at home, he must be presumed to be out
somewhere. This can be easily put in asyllogistic form :

T AR, SiEa 9 TesTwq | A7 a3 TR F qars==i,
77 373 | (PP).

The point here is that both the alternatives, taken together,
constitute the mark of inference. There can be no rea conflict
between the two aternatives of a man being alive and his not
being at home. So there can be no difficulty in one of the
aternatives qualifying the other and collectively leading to the
inference. Should the conflict be real, there would be no room for
Arthapatti either; but only a doubt as to what may have happened
to X. Similarly, Upamana also, as a means of establishing
similarity between two things, may be brought under inference,
perception or verbal testimony, according to the conditions of each
case. Anupalabdhi aso, in the same way, could be brought under
any of the three according to the nature and conditions of the
experience. When a jar is suddenly removed from its place, the
perception of its non-existence is the result of direct perception by
the Saksi, the non-perception of the jar being merely the logical
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consequent of the former. Where one feels the absence of thejar in
darkness by judging through groping with his hands, the non-
perception serves the purpose not of an instrument of
abhavapratyaksa but as a mark of inference. The necesity of
recognising Anupalabdhi, as a separate Pramana, is thus obviated
by the acceptance of a possibility of direct sensory contact with
abhava as in the case of bhavas.

The well-known "Tatparyalingas' like "Upakrama’,
"Upasamhara' and Sruti, linga, vakya, prakarana, etc. are also
similarly to be brought under the purview of inference.
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CHAPTER XVI
THE STATUSOF MEMORY

THE contribution of memory to knowledge is quite
considerable and important. The question of its status and title to
be admitted as a Pramana or source of vaid knowledge has
engaged the attention of philosophers in the East and in the West.
While some modern philosophers have been very critica and
sceptical of the claims of memory, others have overweighted it. In
Indian philosophy, the prevailing tendency has been to exclude
memory from the title of "Pramana' on the ground of its
'merely' representative character. The Mimamsakas and the
Naiyayikas have deliberately defined Pramana in such away asto

exclude memory from its scopel. The Advaitins generally follow
the Mimamsaka view. The followers of Ramanuja seem to be
divided in their opinion. Meghanadari seems to be definitely
against the admission of memory to the title of Pramana, as can be

seen from his definition of Pramana as : STIYHTOTHYE
EREINGLC T \2 while Vedanta Desikais quitein favour of it:

STy T gt a5 |
FATTEId@ I TATETiaerd || (Nyaya-Parisuddhi)

As aredist Madhva stakes his all on the validity of memory
and supports its claim to be admitted as a Pramana or source of
valid knowledge :

T AT ST g |
T JTATUARTSETT AfEAR: 1| (AVii.1.4)

He brings Memory under Pratyaksa and considersitasa -

1. Cf. Wﬁ‘mﬁfﬂ_{r 99191 (Mimamsaka definition)
2. Nayadyumani, quoted by Dasgupta, I. Phil.iii.p.239
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direct perception by the mind : Jer Tafaa, afafefaieT ;
AHIFST Hid: (PL). Its validity cannot, he says, be treated as

merely inferential. Otherwise, even the perception of an object can
be treated as an inference from akaryato akarma:

ATATHRRIT FET FHARGHTAT AEEFA | (NS p.227)

Apart from that, it cannot be said that we know the past by
inference from the retention of the impression of the past
experience from its revival as an image. Such inferences in their
turn would involve memory. Moreover, if memory isinvalid as a
source of knowledge, then all inferences which are based on the
remembrance of Vyapti between a hetu and a sadhya would cease
to be valid; for no knowledge can be valid when it has its basis in
what is invalid. Inference then, would be at a standstill. It can
similarly be shown that the other Pramanas accepted by the other
schools would also involve memory of some kind as one of their
basic conditions.

Madhva holds that Samskaras (former impressions) provide
the necessary contact (sannikarsa) of the mind with the past. The
possibility of such a penetration into the past, by the mind, is
established, says he, on the evidence of Yogic perception of past
and future, and is not, therefore, inconceivable. It is indeed very
remarkable that Madhva should have anticipated the views of
Western thinkers like Russell, Hobhouse and others in recognising
memory as a primary source of our knowledge concerning the
past. He agrees with them that the immediate knowledge by
memory is the source of all our knowledge concerning the past by
inference. Otherwise we should never know that there was
anything past to be inferred at al. If the validity of memory is
guestioned, there would by no proof of our past experiences
having occured to us:

AT o A S RS ¢ (AVii.1.4)

It is no argument against this point that 'the fact that one
seems to remember an event is a good reason for believing that it
occurred; but it is only because there is independent evidence. If

153



we are all to loose our memory of events, it would be harder for us
to reconstruct the past events, but not impossible. The cross-
checking of written and other physical records, the utilisation of

scientific theories which they support, would suffice 3! This
would not apply to the question of one's own personal experience
and itsremembrance. If | lose my memory, | cannot by any written
or other records reconstruct my past experience for myself. Others
with their memories intact may be able to do so. But that will
hardly help me or have any binding force so far as | am
concerned. If the reconstructor should lose his memory, no
interpretation or correlation of evidence would be possible. The
part played by memory in human life, is thus considerable and it
would be suicidal to question its validity in toto. Of course, there
are erroneous memories at times. But so are there cases of
erroneous perceptions and inference too! That does not affect the
validity of memory per se. Madhva's insistence on 'nirdosatva’ of
the causal conditions would be sufficient to cover such cases.

The general objections to the validity of memory is that it
does not fulfil the condition of correspondence (yatharthyam). The
state or condition in which an object was first apprehended is no
longer present at the time of its subsequent remembrance. Thus
memory cannot lay claim to be faithful to the experience and
reproduce it exactly. This objection is answered by Madhva, by
pointing out that it is not the re-presentation of the experience in
toto that makes for the validity of memory but faithfulness to its

object-content4. The existence of an object in the same former
condition whenever it is known is not essential for the validity of
knowledge. What is required is that the particular state or
condition, in which knowledge apprehended a given object with
reference to a particular space-time setting, should really belong to
it in that space-time setting. What memory does is to recall the
fact that the particular object was in such and such a condition or

3. A.JAyer, The Problem of Knowledge (1956), p.186)
4, TfeE FegvaTaTie ararAfafa gem:, sigaTied g qacgFad (NS
p251)
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state at such and such time (aaTsi?r dre3n:). This certainly is so. It

isirrelevent to the validity of memory that the former condition is
no longer present. Its existence now in the same state or condition,
or in a different one, is simply irrdlevant to the validity of
memory. It isonly in this sense that scientific deductions about the
past or future conditions or phenomena could be held to be valid.
The same appliesto memory also :

TRITHT TeaedeTITETedTa T Waffa 3=, STdqmrTaf =TT

JHTIT=IT (NS p.251).

There is not much in the objection that it is not the
function of the pramana to make known to us an aready known
object. For, it can never be seriously maintained that no further
knowledge can arise in regard to a known object. Neither is
knowledge opposed to knowledge in any way, so that subsequent
knowledge may be barred. It cannot also be held that want or
absence of knowledge is a part of the conditions which produce
knowledge. Knowledge is bound to arise if the necessary
conditions for its production are there. The objection that a
pramana should not be dependent on anything else or any other
knowledge would cut at the very root of inference. There is thus
no justification of defining "Pramana’ in such away as to exclude
memory from its purview.

Memory is generally supposed to be caused by Samskaras
(impressions) left on the mind by the first experiences. A difficulty
arises in this connection. Such impressions, then, could only relate
to the actual state of the object as it was experienced. But the
"experience' did not certainly present its object with the words "l
am past" stamped on it, as it were. If, then, Samskaras
corresponding to the objective content of experience produce

memory, how is this discrepancy to be explained 97

5. 79, THHAAEERROT: FHROM | § T 0T S A -
HY| T I TEITT 3T TR | TR eI (TR -
e SR et frEigEifT ¢ (PP)
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This is really a ticklish question. The difficulty seems to
have been felt by some modern writers also on the subject. But
their explanation is vague and non-commital. The correct answer
according to Ayer is that "perhaps, there is no one thing that is
present in every such instance of remembering. Sometimesit isthe
matter of one's having a vivid image; sometimes with or without
image, there is a fegling of familiarity; sometimes there is no
specific mental occurrence'.

This leaves the difficulty unsolved. Madhva overcomes it
by boldly formulating a new theory that our memory experiences
are not purely and simply the reflections of Samskaras,
impressions, feelings or beliefs. They are direct apprehensions of

the mind penetrating into the past.6 Only such a theory as this
would justify the position taken by modern thinkers like Russell
that memory resembles perception in point of its immediacy and

differes from it in being referred to the part7. That the mind has
got this power to penetrate into the past and the future is
established on the evidence of Yogic perceptions of past and
future, which are recognised as direct perceptions (Saksatkara) and
not as inference. Such mental perception in the case of memory is
however, limited to the sphere of previously experienced objects
or events by the nature of the limitations imposed by the
Samskaras, which act as the connecting links (sannikarsa) with the
past; whereas, in the case of Yogic perceptions of the past and
future, such sannikarsa or connecting link is supplied by the
power of Yogic merit itself. Hence, Yogic vision is more
comprehensive than ordinary mental or memory experiences. This
explains why memory is, by its very nature, connected with one's
past experiences.

The position taken up by Madhva that Memory should be
regarded as an immediate perception of the past by the mind is

6. Cf. the view of Samuel Alexander that "the object is compresent
with me as past' (Space, Time and Deity, i.113, quoted by Ayer).

7. The Problems of Philosophy, p.76
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guite unique. It goes very much beyond the views of the Jainas
who have valiantly upheld the right of memory to be accepted as a
source of valid knowledge, but have classified it as a form of
mediate knowledge (paroksa). Madhvas view of memory as a
direct perception of the past by the mind is a remarkable
anticipation of the views of some modern philosophers like
Russell who claims that ‘we often remember what we have seen or
heard or had otherewise presented to our senses and in such cases,
we are till immediately aware of what we remember, in spite of
the fact that it appears as past and not as present’ (Problems of
Philosophy, p.76).-

Another minor objection to the right of memory to be
admitted as a 'Pramand is its alleged inability to serve any useful
purpose (nisphalatvam), as a source of knowledge. This is
pointless, says Madhva. In the first place, validity is a matter of
fact and hardly one of utility. Apart from that, not all instances of
memory can be dismissed as serving no useful purpose. We feel
happy to remember pleasant experiences and seek to dwell on
them and go from one to another. Exercise of memory increases
the potencies of impressions. Feelings of love and hatred are
evoked by agreeable or disagreeable memories.

Insofar then as memory is uncontradicted and true, it would
be fully entitled to the status of Pramana in the sense of yathartha.
It has been argued, however, that there is a peculiarity about
memory which deserves notice. "The only claim of memory to the
status of knowledge and acceptability rests upon an explicit
reference to a past experience, which it professes to reproduce
faithfully. A remembered fact is believed to be true just becasue it
is regarded as identical with the content of a past experience,

which it claims to reproduceS. This conformity to a past
experience and falling back upon it for its own validity are said to
be proof of its 'self-abdication’ in favour of its archetype. Thus, the
guestion of treating memory as a distinct type of knowledge is
‘barred by definition’. In this view, the Advaitin follows the

8. D.M.Datta, Sx Ways of Knowing, pp.22-23) -
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Bhattas, who hold that the only kind of knowledge, so called, is
knowledge of the aready unaguired : anadhigatarthagantr.
Memory, though not, therefore, a distinct source of knowledge, is
still a distinct experience that has to be distinguished from
knowledge and given a separate name. The experience in which
the new emerges is called Anubhuti and reproductive knowledge
iscalled "Smrti" (D.M.Datta, Sx Ways of Knowing, pp. 22-23).

As a Redlist, Madhva establishes the right to validity of
memory and anuvada, both in the enlarged sense of the term
"Yathartham", as defined by him and in the narrow sense of
anadhigatarthagantr accepted by the Bhattas and the Advainins:

AT TS e e ||
AT T 4 7 TG Saaraer 71 {2 |

AT T ST St |

SR /7 244 1|

T 7 | AT qfegaw et |

ITAT T AAATR(TAH: TG TLSHT 1| (AV ii.2.3)

He argues that we experience the past by means of
Manasapratyaksa aided by Samskaras. The experience of memory
is valid insofar as it is uncontradicted. Thus, it is not barred by
definition. Apart from that, there is an element of 'novelty'
(anadhigatarthata) in memory. It is not a mere photographic
reproduction of a past experience'. For, it comprehends events, or
objects qua past i.e., as qualified by the special attribute of “being
past” : ARG ; whereas, the first experience of them
would, naturally, have conceived of them qua present | Memory,
then, involves an element of novelty — a something more than a
mere photographic reproduction of experience. As Hobhouse puts
it, "Memory is an assertion of the past "as past". In the same way,
an analysis of Pratyabhijnana (recognition) shows that it is an
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indivisible act of cognition, produced by the visual sense aided by
Samskaras :

HTHTETHFETHT (A FERE T T A1 (NS p.196 b)

and that it is neither a simple perception of a mere "this' nor an act
of memory involving a "that"; nor even two separate cognitions
consisting of a perception and a memory; nor even a compound of

'mental chemistry', as the Jainas would have it; @fégcmigad: (AV)

Jayatirtha quotes Vacaspati Misrato show that he too is not
averse to recognising the validity of memory in the sense of
possessing "yatharthya' (validity). For, in commenting on the
definition of Pramana in the Sutra : ST&fsaeg: THPM V acaspati
first qualifies the term "Upalabdhi” (cognition) by the adjunct of
"being correct” (Yathartham) to avoid the overpervasion of the
definition in respect of doubts. But, lest the definition as modified,

viz. TTTT@4Eg: M should embrace "memory” aso, he
qualifies "Upalabdhi" once again, by saying that TS does
not here include all correct knowledge, as such, but only
immediate experience. This shows that the validity of memory is
accepted by him. Otherwise, he would not have raised any further

objection to the qualified defintion of Pramana as qmﬁwﬁa%g: :

which would have sufficed to rule out memory, if it had been
intended to be excluded from valid knowledge. Or, having raised
an objection of that kind, he should again have excluded the
validity of Smrti by the selfsame adjunct "Y athartham" instead of
restricting the term Upalabdhi to "anubhava' as distinguished from
memory. This establishes that in the opinion of Vacaspati,
memory is ruled out, not because of its containing any element of
invalidity (ayatharthyam), but because of its not being in the
nature of a direct or a primary experience (anubhava). This shows
that its validity is irrefutable and ergo, a proper definition of
"Pramanam” must be such as to include it. There is no point in
giving a partial definition and then exclaiming that memory is
‘barred by definition !" It is unfair to interpret or define the term
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"Pramanam” in such a way as would fail to achieve such a result
or foil it. Hence, the need for redefining "Pramana’, so as to bring
within its range all types of valid knowledge, without any
invidious distinction or preconceived ideas.

Madhva has thus done a great service to the cause of truth in
restoring memory to its rightful place as a valid source of
knowledge and therefore fully entitled to be accepted as a
"Pramana’. He has also given a great lead to philosophers in
bringing it under "Pratyaksa' by assigning to it a specia place as
"Manasa-pratyaksa' under his scheme of sevenfold division of
Pratyaksa. It is a tribute to the keenness of his mental powers that
his recognition of the immediacy of Memory is receiving assent
from severa modern thinkers like Ewing who have come to
recognise the 'direct view' of memory.
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CHAPTER XVII
DOCTRINE OF VALIDITY

PRAMANAS give us valid knowledge of things "as they
are in fact". The nature of this validity and correspondence with
facts, as understood by Madhva, has aready been defined. The
problem that remains is that of the criteria of truth by which we
convince ourselves of the validity of our experiences and
judgments. Modern philosophers have put forward different tests
of truth such as correspondence, coherence, pragmatic tests and
even intuition. In Indian philosophy also these different criteria
figure under different names.

The Samkhyas have held that both validity and invalidity
are innate to knowledge. This means that the same factors which
produce knowledge make for the validity pertaining to it, and
similarly in the case of invalidity. The same principle applies to
the apprehension of that validity or its reverse. The factors which
make known the knowledge are aone responsible for the
apprehension of its validity or invalidity. This theory seems to rest
on a naive commonsense realism that both validity and invalidity
are organic to knowledge.

The Samkhya position is clearly self-contradictory. It may,
however, be explained by the Samkhyas that as the machinery of
the production of knowledge cannot at any time be expected to be
absolutely free from gunas or dosas that arrest the capacity to
produce invalidity or validity as the case may be, one cannot
altogether escape the conclusion that knowledge is bound to be
intrinsically true or false, according to the prevailing condition of
the karmas that produce it. The only excuse for such a round-about
explanation will be the acceptance of the principle that knowledge
by itself cannot have the contradictory features of validity and
invalidity at the same time. The same fear of self-contradiction
should have alerted the Samkhyas against attributing two mutually
conflicting capacities to the karanas themselves, in their attempt
to justify the dual nature of knowledge. Such a view will actually
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make the auxiliaries responsible for the Karanas acquiring this
dual capacity. That will land the Samkhyas in the extrinsic theory
(paratastva) of both validity and invalidity, instead of their
svatastva, as they want to maintain.

Reflection shows, then, that truth alone is organic to
knowledge and invalidity must be extraneous to it and must not be
put down to the same causes as produce knowledge, but to
defective adjustment of conditions or environment.

Itisclearly illogical to regard both validity and invalidity as
innate characteristics of knowledge. One of them must be natura
and organic and the other extrinsic. Tests and verifications are
needed to make sure of validity only in cases of reasonable doubt,
and not as a rule. This confirms the position that validity is
intrinsic to knowledge and must be so.

According to the Nyaya school, both the genesis and
apprehesion of validity and invalidity are extrinsic to knowledge,
caused by factors other than those which give rise to or make
known the knowledge. Thisis consistent with the practical realism
of Nyaya and its pragmatic theory of truth. Knowledge, according
to this school, is generated by well-defined contact of sense organs
with objects or by other specific factors (gunas) (which differ
according to the nature of each case, i.e. perceptual, inferential or
verbal); while its validity is brought about by certain specia
virtues in the indriyas or other causal conditions according to the
type of knowledge. Invalidity, on the other hand, is produced by
defects of sensory contact or other pertinent factors. This school
also holds that while knowledge per se is apprehended by mental
perception, its validity is inferred from correspondence of other
tests. Invalidity, likewise, isinferred from want of correspondence,
unworkability, etc.

The weakness of the Nyaya theory lies in its making
validity depend upon external tests. This is clearly unsatisfactory.
If the tests require further tests to validate them, there will be a
regress of them ad infinitum. If the first or second test itself is
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sufficient guarantee of validity without the need for further tests, it
would be tantamount to an admission of self-validity of the result
of that test which is also as much a piece of knowledge as the
earlier ones.

The Buddhists, on the other hand, regard validity as
extraneous and invalidity intrinsic to knowledge, as al ordinary
knowledge according to them is discursive and hence based on
mental construction (kalpana) in terms of name, form, etc.

The Bhattas accept validity to be innate and invalidity to be
extrinsic. But then, valid knowledge itself, according to them, is
inferred by the peculiar mark of "cognised-ness' (jnatata) whichis
a property produced in knowledge, while invalidity isinferentially
established through want of correspondence, etc. The Prabhakaras
regard knowledge as self-luminous and therefore capable of
manifesting its own validity in the same act. But they do not
accept any invalid knowledge as such — the so-called "invalid"
one, of popular conception, being regarded by them as due merely
to afailure to distinguish properly between an actual perception of
a given something and a memory of something else (resembling
it), arising almost in aflash.

Madhva disagrees with all these theories. According to him,
the sense organs themselves are capable of producing correct
knowledge by proper contact etc. There is no need to assume any
special characteristic (gunas) for this purpose. But when vitiated
by flaws, the natural capacity of these is arrested or distorted and
they give rise to invalid knowledge. As knowledge, by itsdlf, is
jada (insentient) as a modification of the antahkarana and therefore
incapable of self-revelation, we have to admit some other principle
by which the knowledge itself and its validity could be intuited.
Such a principle is the Saksi or Svarupendriya of the knowing
Self, which being Caitanyarupa is capable of being both
Svaprakasaka and Paraprakasaka. Both knowledge and its validity
are, thus grasped by the Saksi, in the ultimate analysis. But in
respect of invalid knowledge the Saksi grasps only its bare content
or essence (svarupam) while its invalidity, as such, is ascertained
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by the Saksi indirectly through incoherence (visamvada) or other
tests. In respect of Anupramanas, their vaidity is inferentially
grasped from their ability to stand the test of correspondence, etc.

Implications of Madhva's Doctrine of Validity

It will thus be seen that validity, as defined by Madhva,
cannot admit of any degrees, such as are recognised in Buddhism
and Advaita, in terms of Vyavaharika and Paramarthika
pramanyam. It isindeed difficult to justify the theory of degrees of
validity in the light of Svatah-pramanyavada, ostensibly admitted
by the Advaita, just as it is in the other systems of Vedanta.
Degrees of reality will be inconsistent with the dictum :
Abadhacca pramanatvam vastunyaksadivat sruteh.On the Advaitic
view, it will be more appropriate, logically and terminologically to
speak of degrees of invalidity or unreality of experience. Validity,
if intrinsic to knowledge, must be ipso facto absolute and
unlimited and not relative or confined to particular moments or
periods of time:

SRS = FTeT FedT 78T ¥ (AV ii.2.3)

Even supposing that unstultifiability for the three periods of
time (traikalikabadhyatvam) is the true test of reality, it will not be
difficult to secure such abadhyatvam (unstultifiability) to our
empirical knowledge, which insofar as it is uncontradicted with
reference to its own space-time setting, is technically ‘Traikalika-
abadhyatvagrahi'

TS AT Tl AT ThR RIS |

+vv. TRTAATEATHAM || (Nym 1.18)

This point has already been made clear in our discussion of
the criterion of reality.

If our knowledge is absolutely sure to be distillusioned and
be set aside at a subsequent period of noumenal level, it would be
tantamount to saying that it has not been valid and true to facts
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even when it has been appearing to be so, all along.
P FfegMHT AT F: 2 (AVii 2.3)

In other words, it would mean that we have been subjected
to a cruel deception al the time and have been deaing with
metaphysical shadows instead of the realities of life. The Advaita
philosopher is inconsistent with himself in accepting the doctrine
of Svatah-pramanya of knowledge and advocating the doctrine of
degrees of reality and of validity in the same breath. The Madhva
view of validity as "Yatharthatvam” is free from the defect. On
this view, correspondence (yatharthyam) is nothing more than
having a real object conveived as it truly is with reference to a
given place and time.

TSI qeaRe | Tfe FEEaIREERRAT (Tdy). It inclines more
to the correspondence theory than to pragmatism. Madhva lays
stress on the fact that emotional satisfaction does not make a
proposition true, nor the fact that a particular belief may induce
such a satisfaction. Phalavattvam na casmabhih pramanyam hi
vivaksitam (AV, ii.1.4). Thisis one of the strong pointsin favour of
realism. Madhva has naturally pressed home this argument (from
the sdlf-validity of Pramanas to the reality of the world and of its
experiences). On the other hand, the Advaitic philosophers, though
paying lip service to the Svatah-pramanya doctrine of pramanas
have been at great pains to stigmatize Pratyaksa as vitiated by

flaws (of Avidya), referring to phenomenal reality (FTIETREFIIT)

being limited to the present (FAHTHEETE) and so on, and hence
incapable of establishing the absolute reality of our experiences.
The tendency to pick holes in Pratyaksa and impugn its validity is
found among ldedlist thinkers of the West also. Dismissing the
belief in the redlity of the world as a superficial doctrine of naive
realism, the Advaitins have tried to invalidate it both by inference
(frATegaT) - foof firar Z3aeq, SR etc and by an appeal to
monistic texts like Tg TATSf&T fFT which are supposed to deny
the reality of world experience.
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In combating these moves, Madhva has naturally tried to
take his stand on the validity of Pratyaksa in its own right. The
theory of Pratyaksa being vitiated by fontal flaws (dosajanyatvam)
cannot be put forward until the unreality of experience is
otherwise established and that cannot be done until the
Dosgjanyatva of Pratyaksa is proved. There is thus a palpable

interdependence in argument. The argument from illusions : fa=

firAT Z3gcq.,.. PRaEEq, to the unredlity of all experience is

equally illegitimate. The normal experiences of life are not on a
par with passing illusions. They are not contradicted within our
own experience, asillusions are. The plea of future stultifiability of
experience is dubious. Inferences being dependent on sound
Pratyaksa for their Vyaptiniscaya cannot possibly go against their
very prop and support (Upajivya). Perception may be limited to
the present, but with the help of the Saksi, it can assure itself of
absence of stultifiability, as in the case of the perception of falsity
of silver in the shell, which is vested with absolute certainty by the
Advaitin himself.

Finding these attempts to discredit Pratyaksa unsuccessful,
the Advaitin tries to base his conclusion on the authority of the
identity - texts which, by implication and by express reference, are
supposed to establish the erroneousness of dualistic experiences.

This he does by turning to his advantage the primacy of the
status of Sruti among Pramanas, in Vedic tradition, pitting the so-
called "Advaita Sruti" against the consolidated experience of
humanity, of the truthfulness of its worldly experience, its
transmigratory career and the limitations of its own finite powers
of understanding etc. and depriving them of their redity and
meaning on account of their opposition to the truth of the oneness
of all existence. The bondage of the souls is thus attributed to
beginningless ignorance and the pluralisation of the one impartible
pure consciousness into many finite selves through
superimposition of difference.

Madhva's position is that the conflict of Pramanas must be
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resolved by resorting to some objective epistemological criterion
and not on the basis of purely sentimental respect for one set of
S utis as against the other or on that of personal predilections. The
criterion of Upajivya-upgjivakatva between Pramanas is an
objective one by which he prefers to resolve such conflict of
Pramanas. The Upgjivya is the logical and ontological ground or
starting point of all further predications about a subject. The nature
of this ground or starting point as it is ex hypothesi determined
furnishes the basis of all subsequent thought and predication. Any
predication or denia which runs counter to this ground as given by
the proof of the existence of the entity (dharmigrahakapramana)
has to be rejected as untenable. An Upajivaka must, in al cases, be
subservient to the Upajivya and cannot overrule it. This is the
essence of the criterion of Upajivyapramanaprabalya. It is clear
that in the event of a conflict between the Upajivya and Upajivaka,
both could not be held to be valid, lest the thing in question should
cease to have any character of its own. Now, Saksipratyaksa and
the Bheda Sruti clearly establish the authenticity of human
experience. No amount of identity texts can falsify their verdict.

The conflict of Upgjivyapramana will persist even when the
existence of Brahman is sought to be established through a causal
argument, instead of through Sruti. The inference of a Supreme
Creator would involve the assumption of His Omniscience and
Almightiness which would mark Him off from the Jivas. The
thesis of identiy of Jiva and Brahman and the falsity of world-
experience are thus opposed to Upajivyapramana in the form of
(1) Bheda Sruti and (2) Saksipratyaksa and (3) Causal inference.

Without minimising the importance of Sruti in principle, as
‘Jatya prabala among the three Pramanas :

“JTECEHTTHE STeT 4 Y Taq’

Madhva holds that the authority of the Sruti is absolute and
unqualified only in matters which fall exclusively within its
province — such as the nature and attributes of God, His
Personality and the esoteric truths of theology :
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SATTHRYHTIY AT GUSTAT (AV, ii.1.4-5).

But in matters which fall within the legitimate sphere of valid
perception and Saksyanubhava, such as the reality of the world
and the self's own experiences of the joys and sorrows of life and
its own finiteness and limitations, the verdict of such Pratyaksa
and Saksyanubhava will hold the field as Upajivya with reference
to such scriptural statements as 'Tat tvam asi' which purport to
make the individual self one with the infinite Brahman:

DRk FTERST  JIFHEMSEAr  (AV) ‘Slfdd’ Jerarffng-
Srarfefans, FeTcARcTfeaTaTey ‘FFgR’ T aw eI Shaam, o
(ITFTH) - T 9fd JegeredTasti=ar | (Jayatirtha, NSp.593)

The relation of Badhyabadhakabhava (stultified and
stultifier) as between Pratyaksa and Agama is not therefore,
uniform and unqualified everywhere. It is determined by the
criterion of Upgjivyata. And such Upgjivyata depends on the
merits of the case. In certain cases Agama is the Upajivya of
Pratyaksa while in some others Saksipratyaksa is the Upajivya of

Agamal Human perception registering defects in the Avatara
forms of the Lord are invalidated by the evidence of Sruti which
establishes that the Mula and Avatara Forms are equally
defectless. But in respect of facts within the competence of sound
Pratyaksa and Saksyanubhava and their legitimate sphere (such as
the anthenticity of our worldly experiences), such Pratyaksa and
Saksyanubhava are the Upajivya of scriptural texts purporting to
say something to the contrary. The latter are to be put down as
Upajivaka and hence not competent to contradict or sublate the
evidence of such Pratyaksa and Saksyanubhava.

This well-defined demarcation of the grounds which must
govern the operation of Badhyabadhakabhava between Pratyaksa

1. A% (RO T WER AT, g STsiemee
AT, ST ATIReAT | TF A= A=A efa (7 ) (NS
p.593)
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and Saksyanubhava on the one hand and the deliverances of Sruti
on the other, formulated by Madhva, shows how very much
misplaced is the criticsm one sometimes hears from 'unattached'
modern scholars that ‘philosophy in India could never free itself
from the crushing burden of the Srutis (A.M.Ghosh, 'Modern
Indian Philosophy', Times Illustrated Weekly, Bombay, Dec.20th
1959). Madhva has thus shown himself to be a very balanced
thinker in fixing the boundaries of the different Pramanas. It is not,
therefore, correct to say, as does Dr.Narain, that 'the Madhvas in
their fervor of enthroning Pratyaksa went to the extent of
explaining scriptura testimony in consistency with the results of
Perception' (Critique of Madhva Refutation of Sankara Vedanta,
p.27). What Madhva has done is to see that neither Pratyaksa nor
Sruti  oversteps its own well-defined spheres. Dr.Narain's
statement that 'the Advaitins disparage the philosophy of the
supremacy of perception by arguing that the theory that every
Perception is absolutely valid is contradicted by both reason and
experience. In several cases, the knowledge acquired through
preception is contradicted both by inference and testimony. If
perceptions are always valid, what about illusions and their
explanation in a textbook on Philosophy? (op. cit. p.126). The
guestion would not have trobled Dr. Narain composure if he had
taken care to remember Madhvas definition of perception as
flawless contact of flawless organs with flawless objects
(nirdosarthendriyasannikarsah pratyaksam).

Dr.Narain goes on to say, 'The Madhva objection that
because perception provides the data for inference and scriptura
testimony its validity should not be questioned is also invalid —
because the mere precedence of one cognition to another is no
argument in favour of the strength of the preceding cognition. Had
it been so, the illusory presentation of silver, by virtue of
precedence would be more valid than the later cognition that the
object in question is conchshell' (op.cit.p.127). It is not good to
indulge in such philosophical naivete, once too often!

A reference to Vyasatirtha's Nym would make it clear that
the actual position of Madhva's philosophy is that it is not mere
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temporal precedence of one cognition to ancther that suffices for
its upgjivyatva. It is precisely to avoid such a superficial sense that
Vyasatirtha has taken special care to observe that what makes for
prabalya or superior strength of the upgjivais that it has been well
tested : T FISAAEHT THA T=0; g Rk (Nym
i.p.108).

The anaogy of illusory cognition of shell as silver is thus
out of place in this context. For the erroneous cognition (idam
ragjatam) is not the upajivya of the sublating cognition (nedam
ragjatam) except to the extent of recapitulating what is to be
negated (nisedhyasamarpaka or dharmyarpaka). In redlity, it is the
aspect of 'thisness (idamamsa) alone that constitutes the true
subject, well tested and not thisness qualified by silverness.Hence
'thisness' is the well-tested Upgjivyain this case. Thisis at no time
contradicted by the subsequent cognition of needam rajatam.

U§ W, AU W AT | SEHIEAEMT | A
TAqEEA TS, T g | TR (Nym p.593)

Accordingly, texts which tend to dismiss the world as not
real have to be understood in the sense that it does not exist
independently of Brahman. That which has a beginning and an end
has no independent existence. This world's 'non-existence’ means
its eternal dependence. But it is not for that reason a myth as it is
experienced by al. So the right way of understanding its
description sometimes as 'not-existing' is that it is aways under
Brahman's control and hence non-existent in its own right. It is
just a way of speaking, even as a son who is dependent on his
father for all practical purposesis treated as of no account:

STFRIATAT AT ST TRaw=TaT |
TR, TR {eg=ad 34 || (Madhva, BT X1.28.26-27)
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CHAPTER XVIII
THE DOCTRINE OF SAKSI

THOUGH Madhva accepts that validity is intrinsic to
Pramana defined as Yathartham, he does not rule out the
possibility of error in experience. Under ideal conditions, of
course, error will have no chance. But the actual conditions of life
being what they are, error cannot altogether be eliminated. This
leads us to the question of greater and less chances of error among
the different Pramanas and to the most important question of
epistemology, viz. the quest for an ultimate basis of certainty of al
experience and knowledge, without which al our claim to secular
and scientific knowledge must remain suspect and for the
conditions which exclude not merely the fact but even the
possibility of error. It is only the discovery of such a principle that
could be regarded as the true fulfilment of the epistemological
guest. The attempt to put knowledge on a foundation that will be
impregnable and will not be open to doubt is historically
associated with the philosophy of Descartes in the West. In Indian
philosophy, the issue has engaged the attention of the different
schools from much earlier times. The frequently occurring
discussions on 'Svatastval and 'Paratastva of Pramanya are
essentially concerned with this moot problem. But unfortunately,
most of the schools have touched only the fringe of the problem
and have not tackled it in al its bearings and in its proper
perspective, as we shall see presently.

We have shown earlier that the right theory of knowledgeis
that which admits that truth is organic to knowl edge:l
THTOY & AT, SAERamoI it g |
Knowledge carries and must carry its own proof. If the
truth of a cognition should depend upon its agreement with some

1. Cf. §|'|:|' EICIEIBIEC L e o1 Ted, {1,

AT €997 | (NS p.217h)

IO =T, SFqATIEHRY | STqwaTaadh FHTOT Ffer A | (Vadavali)
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other factor, such agreement, again, will have to be similarly
demonstrated on the basis of further agreement and so on ad
infinitum. If the validity of the confirming and corresponding
knowledge could be intrinsic, such a distinction could as well be
conferred on the first knowledge itself at the first blush. The
Madhva philosophers point out that if the function of 'agreement’
(samvadapramana) were just one of ‘removing grounds of
mistrust' the validity of the knowledge in question would turn out
to beintrinsically made out :

HAATSTATIFET ZEFROES |
AT THIIT TEGARTCAE 4T ||

(Suresvara, quoted by Nym 1.17).

If, on the other hand, the samvada should establish validity
inferentially, the validity of the mark of inference would have to
be established first and if that is also to be inferred, there would be
a regress of inferences. Nor can the provenness of validity be
established by the absence of falsification (badhakabhava) as the
conviction of the fact of there being no falsification is itself a
knowledge like the affirmation of validity and it cannot have a

greater value attaching to it, than any other earlier knowledge : 7%

W’Jﬁﬂﬁﬂc . |f agreement with another item of knowledge isto

determine validity, such agreement aso, as we have shown, will
need further corroboration and ratification.

Jayatirtha points out in the course of a penetrating analysis
of the problem of validity, that there are only six possible waysin
which validity can be ascertained : (1) by reason of its being
caused by flawless senses; or (2) the certainty of its not being
generated by defective sense-organs, or (3) on the basis of
practical or pragmatic efficiency; or (4) agreement with another
knowledge; or (5) at least absence of disagreement with another;
or ese (6) lastly, inits own right. And in everyone of these cases,
the acceptance of the doctrine of 'Svatahpramanya' in inevitable.
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For, in the first case, the flawlessness of the senses will itself be
open to question. If that is to be decided in the light of the validity
of the knowledge itself, there will be a clear interdependence
between the two. The same difficulty will remain in the second
case also. Thetest of practical efficiency will not apply to cases of
neutral acts of awareness or passive witnessing (udasinajnana).
The awareness of pleasure and pain, being unique forms of
intuition, standing apart from other ordinary acts of knowledge,
will not admit of coherence with others. If agreement of
knowledge with one of its own kind is to be the test of validity,
even a succession of illusory impressions (dharavahikabhrama)
will have to be passed as valid knowledge. If the intended
coherence is with another unit of valid knowledge, the validity of
the latter will have to be similarly established and so on ad
infinitum. Mere absence of contradiction, so far, will not be a
sufficient prooof of validity as there may conceivably be
uncontradicted or perpetua illusions, in experience, like the
common belief of the sky being blue. Any attempt to establish the
validity of knowledge through external aids is thus foredoomed to
failure. We are thus left with the only other alternative of the
inherent validity of knowledge.

But even this is not altogether free from difficulties.
Knowledge, as an activitly of the mind, cannot be invested with
any kind of self-luminosity :

~ .

FIEITAAT SIRRFIEHT TEHHd | THOTHTETT (NS p.591).

HATITTH TIRREATHETT (NS p.436b).

Judgments like "1 know this" point to the existence of a
knowing self which alone can be claimed to be self-revelatory.
Even assuming that knowledge as such is capable of revealing
itself, it can only manifest its content or form; but not, aso, its

validity : 3%g a7 T WUERE | TS S v | A @
gEogsfr (NS p.591). If validity is inherently revealed by
knowledge, the knowledge arising from Vedic texts must make its
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validity felt by unbelievers like Buddhists. If they do redise its
validity, they could not possibly refute it, as they do. This shows
that the validity of knowledge is not reveaded by the mere
awareness of such knowledge — in other words, that validity is not
made known by the knowledge itself, even if it be Svaprakasa.
The power of sef-illumination, as has been shown, can at best,
help knowledge to manifet its essence, to itself. But it cannot have
anypower to endorse the validity of its content. Such a power can
only belong to a principle of truth-determination which is not
materially constituted, like the mind, and can, therefore, be
credited with absolute validity in all judgements. Madhva finds
such an ultimate and absolute principle of knowledge and
validation in the inner sense- (organ) of the self of man- his
“Svarupendriyam” which he calls “Saksi” and which is “Jnana-
grahaka’ (intuitor of knowledge) and of its validity too
(jnanapramanyagrahaka). It may be identified as the
‘Apperceiver’ of al our conscious states and their validity where
such validity is present and is desired to be grasped. It corresponds
to the faculty of a priori cognitions and is individual to each
person. The raison d' etre of attributing to Saksipratyaksa absolute
infalibility and self-validation, which is denied in respect of
ordinary perceptions of the mind and the senses, is that the mind is
liable to err and is open to doubts, abeit rarely; whereas, the
judgements of the Saksi cannot be doubted and have never been
shown to have been in the wrong and invalidated at any time in
life:

AT 231 ST T ATferestT (AV, p.4.41).

T WA UF 3 WA | 3 dd 3T S | e
ST T o STrerd: W WAt | 9g e grvemE: (NS p.519).

The best proof of the unerring precesion and infalibility of
Saksi is furnished, says Madhva, by the most intimate and
poignant experiences of life (of pleasure and pain) of which none
of us has occasion to entertain the least doubt in hislife:
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T SgfE=m gaEwia T afq @3, T e g9 9q,
srgfa @39 (NS p.591b).

geal (ot 7 57 aq arteregi |

TS T G g WATHEHTea: ||

* * *

arfarfing T Ffg T ST S 1 (AV, iii.4.41)

The whole of rational existence in the world would be made
impossible, if the verdict of our Saksi as the ultimate reference,
foundation and criterion of all knowledge and validity is
guestioned or proved to be in the wrong, even in one single
instance at any time. The entire basis and superstructure of al
religion, philosophy, and science and of every activity of life will
be blown up to nothingness, as by an atom bomb, the moment we
dare to question or doubt the verdict of the Saksi :

Frsf gt 7 frarg s ywarfeT |

YA T JedTIHa T |
TRET YHAT O TREATHHAT d: ¢ (AVii.3.28).

AT AT, ST - S A T = ¥ | 37
STy eI Aersd: I | FETIEET: aEe, SEeTgET
frefeficr=gaeT | (Madhva, Pramanal aksana).

The case of the acceptance of Saksi cannot be put in more
moving terms.

It is thus, incumbent on all thinking persons to accept the
primacy of Saks as the ultimate criterion of al knowledge and
evaluate experience on its basis. The doctrine of Saksi, rightly
understood, will be seen to be both the true foundation and the
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crowning point of a really sound and thorough going theory of
knowledge. No theory of knowledge can really be complete
without it. While all other adherents of the Svatahpramanya view
have been content with assuming that knowledge itself carries with
it its own validity, Madhva has been the only one among Indian
philosophers to insist upon a further analysis and to probe the
problem and go a step further and demonstrate that only the
verdict of the Saks can be the true terminus of validation. This
marking off of the spheres of Vrtti-jnana and Saksi-jnana
constitutes a remarkable advance of Madhva in Indian
epistemology. It may be seen to bridge a gap in the theory of self-

validity and answer conclusively the objection of Udayana: I0q

T @Al grel, I, It is no use to contend, as do most
adherents of Svatahpramanya, that if knowledge had no power by
itself to affirm its vaidity, nothing on earth can give it that power
and there will be no way in which such validity can be affirmed.
But then, is the Svatahpramanyavadin aware of any single instance
or form of knowledge that is incontrovertible and uncontroverted?
If there is any such knowledge or judgement, it must perforce be
the verdict of the Saks and nothing else. It is only at that point
that real self-validation and self-luminosity are possible:

e JTEATITNATET FATFACIE TIAG THVTE Rl Ha; TaT
TFFOT U TG T, ST e: TN T Fiag fkrT ofr agm
(NSp.218).

The ordinary doctrine of Svatahpramanya explains that doubts do
not arise in al cases, but only where there is positive knowledge
of conditions which seem to contradict the knowledge we have
had ; and if arguments are employed to test knowledge, it is not

2. T STITERETITAT A AT, AR F T4 S
s?fﬂﬁf T 9T (Raghavendra Commentary on TT i.p.206)
AR FRATEG RS ST 2qd,  sadicafie,
EATTATER T Id SAIRIART (Vyasatirtha TT 1.15)
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so much for the positive task of establishing its validity, as for the
negative one of eliminating the chances of contradiction and
clearing doubts.The essence of Svatastvais that knowledge carries
with it its own validity, which is implicit in it. This is seen from
the behaviour of persons who act unguestioningly upon their
knowledge, as soon as they have it, without waiting for its truth to
be tested and ratified by a validating inference. This shows that
non-contradiction is the only test of validity and that gurarantee
does not forsake knowledge till it is positively disproved or
doubted.

It has been objected that this sort of explanation is
unsatisfactory as it "confuses logica certainty with mere
psychological belief". A belief of validity is no indubitable index
of its truth and no substitute for certainty. Prof. D.M.Dutta argues
that 'this distinction though apparently sound, is, in the last
analysis, untenable. Certainty is nothing but a quality of
knowledge. It would be useful if we could ascertain the degree of
strength or amount of reasoning that would be necessary to turn a
mere belief into a logical certainty. But this is logicaly and
psychologically impossible, as different persons require different

degrees of certificationS for the validity of their knowledge and
because no objective or logical limit can be set to the degree of
strength that is required to establish certainty. There is no way
hitherto discovered of wholly eliminating risks of error' (Sx Ways
of Knowing,p.356).

It is precisely at this point that Madhva interposes his criterion of
Saksipratyaksa, backed by Pariksa (test) as the terminus of all tests

3. Cf. 'As to evidence, the kind and amount required to
warrant knowledge, in distinction to opinion or belief, varies
generally according to the character of the cognising mind and the
kind and amount of knowledge obtainable. The term 'sufficient
reason' affords no help here (G. Trumbull Ladd. Philosophy of
Knowledge, p.239)
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and processes of reasoning by which 'belief could be converted
into alogical certainty'. The approbation of the Saksi isthe logical
limit of al certainty, clarification and validation, asit is intuitive.

T RTTreT TT ATfa g, @R | (AV iii.4.41)

He explains al cases of doubtful cognitions as 'mental perceptions
not reaching down to the rock bottom level of personal and
intuitive level of Saksinirdharana.

Tei=Ig AT 7 ZI ATe g ad |
TR 331 ST T o ATfeeEt 11 (AV iii.4.41)

As Jayatirtha explains 'The Saksi, is the ultimate criterion of
al knowledge and its validation. Being however accustomed to
truth and error in respect of sensory, inferentiad and verbal
knowledge, the Saks is not able to come to a decision straightway
about the validity of particular items of knowledge placed before
it, when faced with doubts or the possiblity of invalidity. However,
it isthe mind and not the Saksi which is open to doubts:

ATATHTORTET ATTEOT:, foheq 799 U (Jayatirtha, VTN, p.15)

To this end then, it resorts to the application of tests and
experiments till it reaches a certain level where knowledge issues
in an intuitive perception of pleasure, pain, satisfaction, relief or
similar intuitive reactions. Since such intuitive experiences of the
Saks have not been known to have miscarried in any instance
before, it is not assailled by any further misgivings about their
truthfullness and so desists from the application of further tests of
truth determination and rests satisfied in the validity of the
knowledge and judgment so arrived at' (NS p.218 b trandated) 4.

Knowledge, then, receives its true and highest validation by the
verdict of the Saksi and no theory of the self-validity of
knowledge will be complete without the acceptance of such afina
principle of validation. Such is the position of Madhvas
epistemology.
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4. Read also : 9 g3 &f4q PlFewer fawy sfimEmf arfrd
T, 9 TgARETH, FRIROTRETE, T S | F9 oad?
AU AT RS HEMET | STy T S999gR -
AT | dfeeqad ‘f/ e | FriEfd Seg A e e -

gATiefa | (NS p.591 b-591)
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CHAPTER XIX
SAKSI ASTHE ULTIMATE CRITERION OF TRUTH

THE Madhva theory of knowledge distinguishes between
ordinary knowledge through sensory channels termed "Vrttijnana
and intuitive perception by the sdf called Saksijnana. This
distinction helps Madhva to give a consistent account of both valid
and erroneous or doubtful cognitions, without impugning the
fundamental claims of truth and knowledge to universal
acceptance. It is conceded by him that the normal judgments of the
mind are generally correct and valid and that certification by tests
is not aways necessary. Tests are, therefore, instituted only when
validity is desired to be assured of or argumentatively established
or logically ascertained in case of doubt. The acceptance of the
Saksi obviates the necessity to carry on verifications upto 'three or
four stages as proposed by Kumarila (Slokavartika, ii.61). For if
truth is to be ascertained and judgements of validity are to be
passed at any stage of the process it cannot be at any level prior to
ratification by the Saksi. From the ultimate point of view, even
tests of non-contradiction would be helpless as guarantors of
validity, unless the Saks is summoned to vouch for the
satisfaction of the condition of there being not only no
contradiction but also no possibility thereof. Non-contradiction,
again, may be uncontradictedness so far; or non-liability to
contradiction for ever. The latter cannot be asserted on any
authority save that of the Saksi.

The epistemological necessity for such an ultimate principle
of knowledge and its validation is accepted by the Advaitin asol.

qTATT drfereh fRfgEeTieg gom |

But such a principle cannot be a mere registering machine,
asinthe Advaita. The very purpose of recognising the Saks asa

1. Cf. @uife - gum@r gf<gmisegfers: fAde=rafad:
(Bhamathi ii.2.28)
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validating principle would be lost if, as in Advaita, the great
censor of Saksi, the Apperceiver, were to be put down as a
common and passive witness to true and false knowledge aike.

TR YHIHETRE AT JHTOTETIHeT (Advaitasiddhi i.11).

This is why Madhva places the Saksi above al doubts and

vacillations and makes it an absolute principle of infallibiltyz. Itis
untouched by any breath of uncertainty. Its credentials are never
dubious. The reason for this is precisely the same as is given in

Advaita : TIAOT 9T, T ATEISEAT AN, TEETEE I

(Brahmanandiya i.p.438, Bombay). The same point is thus
elucidated by Madhva:

YA 9 99 & Ao |

T = Wl Fg g 9 ol |
TEHTEAT T g gy |

Tt i v FersEEwE v ||

T o A s L |

ST T A3 AT YR 1| (AVii.3.28)

'Whether a given experience is true or fase is to be
ascertained by the Saksi. If this Saks (the truth-determining
principle) should become tainted even in a single instance, there
can be no certitude at al in epistemology. In order, therefore, so
stabilise and guarantee the validity of al the accepted values of
life and its transactions, lay and scientific, carried on their
foundations, the Saks will have to be accepted (whether one likes
it or not) as the one flawless principle and criterion of validity by
al of us. Once the flawlessness of Saksi is established, there is no
fear of any regress in accepting the Saks as the validating
principle; for it is capable of grasping its own validity and the
validity of its judgments without appealing to any further authority
outside itself.'

2. Cf. argg 2l g5 (Pan. v.2.11)
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The place of Saksi in Madhva's philosophy is unique. From
what has been said above it should clear that it will not do to think
of the Saksi merely as a sense organ or item of Pratyaksa Its
function certainly does not end merely with apprehending
knowledge and its validity if it is valid and such other things. For
the Saks is no other than the self. It is also its Caitanya-indriya
(essential sense organ partaking of the nature of consciousness).
Its distinction into self and its organ is one of reference and not of
essence. Their relation is one of Savisesabheda in Madhvas
terminology. The Saksi is certainly the criterion of truth and
validity. Thereis no fear of Madhva's philosophy being reduced to
the position of the Carvaka by giving primary importance to
Saksipratyaksa. For the Carvaka does not go beyonf the ordinary
(external) sense perception and Saksijnana is not the same as
ordinary (external) sense perception. Saksipratyaksa is perception
by the Svarupendriya (inner sense organ) of the Atman. That is
why Madhva draws a special distinction between Pratyaksa by the
sense organs (including the mind) and perception by the Saksi (see
Chapter XVII1), and, speaks of seven types of Pratyaksa, arising
through the five sense-organs, the mind and the Saks
pratyaksam saptavidham, Saksi-sadindriyabhedena (Madhva's
Pramanalaksana).

The Saksi being the fundamental criterion of validity, of
truth and error, in the last analysis of experience, even the truth of
the unreality of the world or the identity of Jiva and Brahman,
which are supposed to be taught in the scriptures by the Advaitins,
have to be brought before the bar of Saksi before they can be
accepted without question. This is not flouting Scripture and
elevating Pratyaksa to a higher pedestal.

There is one significant point to be noted in determining the
scope of Upgjivyatva (foundational support) with reference to
truths falling exclusively within the domain of revelation and
those which are within the limits of our own consolidated
experience. Madhva formulates a guiding principle in the light of
which aone this question has to be decided:
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TSI TTE AT R g |
HATTHRIATONG TEIT AT |1 (AV ii.1.4-5).

'‘Generally speaking, perception is the criterion of truth. In
some cases, it is aso inference. With regard to things presented
only on the evidence of Scripture, the position of being the
criterion belongs only toit.'

This does not, however, fasify the clam made regarding
the primacy of the Saks as the Upajivyapramana even as against
Sruti. For Madhva himself has clearly given one more ruling
which isto be read concurrently with the above:

AeqcaefaegTe ATSTHETY qraT |
STt 3, de—a 9 ||
STfoheh FATERST TAFTETTSA [T |

HAARI ST FTEFHSIS AT || (AV iii.4.41)

‘Therefore Scripture (Agama) has no overriding validity
where it conflicts with the well-tested Pratyaksa; because, in such
cases, the knowledge arising from sense-perception is the basis of
fundamental ground (Upgjivya). In other cases where Scriptural
statements happen to be the sole proof and guarantor of the truths
which fall exclusively within their purview (and do not fall within
the range of ordinary perception including the Saksi), the position
is reversed. In matters which fall entirely within the scope of
worldly experience, it is perception (of the senses as tested by the
Saksi) that remains the basis and standing-ground (Upajivya) with
reference to Agama when its teachings conflict with the testimony
of such Pratyaka. As an instance of where Scripture is to be
accepted as the sole basis of knowledge (upajiya) of particular
facts or truths, may be cited the way in which ordinary human
perception looks upon Avataras of God as human beings subject to
various human frailties and imperfections. In such cases, as the
Avatarahood is established solely on the authority of Scripture,
and as Scripture posits that God is flawless (nirdosa) the ordinary
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human perception which looks upon the bodies of the Avataras as
human and made of flesh and blood like those of ourselves and
being subject to various imperfections, has to be rejected as
unauthoritative'.

Jayatirtha, explaining Madhva's position as set forth above,
sums up the whole discussion (in his NS in the clearest terms
which leave no room for doubt that when texts like 'Tat tvam asi’
and 'Neha nanasti' appear to teach the identiy of Jiva and Brahman
and the unreality of the world, such ateaching (or interpretation of
those texts) has to be unhesitatingly rejected as invalid because it
goes against the Upajivyapramana which, in the present case, is
the tested Saksi-anubhava of the difference between the individual
self and Brahman and of the reality of the world of experience:

‘Oifrs’ TR FelTcihafeaITeT ‘SqagR’ dwaHegTe-
SATTH fomroT, a7y T af, TereeTsti=ar | (NSiii.4.p.593)

Madhva has thus gone far ahead of his contemporaries and
compeers in having postulated a new principle of truth-
determination in epistemology in the form Saksi, as the ultimate
criterion of truth which is infalible and intrinsically valid. Its
raison d'etre are (1) that it alone can be the ultimate guarantor of
the validity of all other Pramanas (2) that it is the logical
fulfilment and culmination of any really self-complete theory of
knowledge and (3) that it is the only means of intuitive perception
of certain supersensuous categories like Time, Space, the nature of
the self and its attributes, the mind and its modes, all knowledge of

pleasure and pain etc3. These experiences are regarded by Madhva
as immediate experiences (saksatkara) and not as inferences, asin
other systems. Take for instance the category of time as revealed
in dreamless deep, embodied in the recollection of the happy
repose of sleep, expressed in the judgment. 'l have slept soundly

3. 7@ fawn, sromEed, T@H, oAFEn, W, dg,

ARSI TYETET: HIGISHTHRATRREIH, IITET: | (PP)
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and blissfully al this time'. This direct experience of time and
blissin Susupti cannot obviously be put down to the activity of the
mind, which is admittedly at rest then. We have, therefore, to
attribute them to the instrumentality of a special sense organ,
which is active even during dreamless sleep, when the mind itself
is a rest, and coordinates the inmost experiences of the self. It is
this spiritual sense organ of the Self that is designated as the Saksi,
very appropriately :

g TR Sa-t-ad & aeieg=ad (NS, p.258)

Once the existence of such an instrument of intuitive
perception is recognised, it would be easy to bring other intuitive
perceptions of life, under its scope. The Saksi, as an instrument of
knowledge and validation is not something extraneous to the
knowing self or Pramata as such STfeorer sftererqd (PLt. p.30) The
distinction of Saks into Svarupa and Indriya (self and organ) is
only one of reference and not of essence. Such a distinction is
rationalised by the play of 'Visesas (already dealt with).We cannot
go beyond the verdict of the Saksi. It is the last word on
validation, not only of ordinary experience, sense-perception and
inference, but even of the teachings of Scripture. Even the identity-
texts of the Advaitins, to be valid, must concede the infalibility of
the identity-judgments based on the verdict of the Saksi ratifying
their expressed sense or experience as understood by them.

It is easy to see that the validity established by Saksi must
ex hypothesi be absolute and true for al time (atyantika) or
%ﬁmﬁw and not merely provisional or Vyavaharika. If it
were not so, even the persona conviction of oneness said to be
produced by the identity texts will have merely a provisional and
limited validity and would not hold good for all time, so much so
that it might be liable to be set aside by some other doctrine of the
Buddhist or other philosphers:

ATcehT ook THTITCHESTET I ol |
U o T &7q ¢ dedart afe ||
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VAT HEATe FeT foraed Tt || (AV, iii.2.3)

The verdict of Saksi must, willy-nilly, then, be credited with
absolute validity for al time, by every philosopher, be he a Dualist
or a Monist, a Realist or an ldealist. It is the basis, prop and
support of all theory of knowledge:

AT e AT AT |
ST T T FI TSI 79404 || (AVii.3.28)

Madhva deserves the highest recognition for having
discovered and formulated such an a priori criterion of
epistemological reference and certitude and built up his system of

metaphysics, on its solid foundations : fasEe@mT q T T
T T | (NS, p.210).

SEATRIT T EA=ET T ATTTs e ST fd g |
(NS, p.30b)

Dr. Narain's criticism in his Critique of Madhva Refutation
of Sankara Vedanta that 'The Madhva philosophers exhibit their
weakness in their zealous advocacy of perception and
overemphasize the capacity of perception when not assailed by
defects and being overpowered or invalidated by inference or tests,
because for ascertainment of defects one has to resort to critical
examination and thereby depend on reasoning' (p.128) is thus off
the track. For such ascertainment according to Madhva is made at
the Saksi-level and not merely through inference. As for Dr.
Narain's self-assurance that in spite of all this 'the inference of the
falsity of the world is more valid than the perceptual experience
and it has such solid foundations that it can stand the vehemence
of the assault of Madhva criticism' (p.128) we can only say :
vidusam nottaram vacyam or Caksusi nimilya tat tatheti vadatah
kah pratimallah?

Dr.Krishnakant Chaturvedi (Dvait Vedant ka Tattvik
Anusilan p.210) holds that Madhva's position that the Abheda
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Srutis can not, on account of their opposition to their
Upajivyapramana be accepted in their litera sense but must be
suitably modified in other ways short of Svarupaikya 'restricts the
power of the Srutis to convey their meaning and devitalises them —
which does not do credit to the presetige of the founder of a school
of Indian Philosophy'! (Op.Cit.p.210).

We have seen that the principle of Upgivya
pramanaprabalyais universal in its application to espistemological
and textual exegesis. There will be no raison d'ete for Purva and
Uttara Mimamsa if the literal sense of Sruti is to prevail
everywhere without question in vidhis, arthavadas or statement of
facts and philosophical pronouncements. The resort to Gaunartha
in cases of Upgjivyavirodha is an exegetical principle accepted in
Mimamsa, while the criterion of Akhandartha and two-level
theory of truth as Paramarthika and Vyavaharika is only the brain-
child of Samkara Vedanta. The former is an objective standard
while the latter is purely subjective, drawn as a corollary from
Brahmajnanvada, which depends on other gratuitous assumptions
of a Nirvisesa-Brahman being obscured in part by Ajnana
(Ajnanasambhavad eva mithyabheda nirakratah).

Dr. Krishnakant Chaturvedi's inability to correctly appraise
the merits of Madhvas way of harmonising the Dvaita and
Advaita Sruti, in their perspective, is shown by the manner in
which he has completely ignored the grammar of Samanvaya of
the whole of Upanisadic philosophy in a nutshell in the light of the
metaphysical ideology of one Svatantra-Advitiya Brahman so
impressively spelt out by Jayatirtha in one of the most important
and moving passages of his Nyayasudha (beginning with the
words: Sarvanyapi hi Vedantavakyani.... quoted in Chap.Ill). One
looks in vain for this famous passage from Jayatirtha's NS in
Dr.Krishnakant Chaturvedi's own study of Dvaita Vedanta running
to 231 pages. His criticism of the adequacy of Saks as
Upajivyapramana in resolving the conflict of Bheda and Adbheda
Sruti in Madhva's philosophy suffers from putting the Saksi on a
par with sense-perception in principle and substance, which
defeats the very purpose for which Saksi has been recognised by
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Madhva as the seventh cognitive sense constituted entirely of the
stuff of Caitanya and enjoying absolute  certainty
(niyatayatharthya) and the instrument of both knowledge and its
validity by its intrinsic power (sahajasakti) and in cases of
manasadarsana taking the help of Pariksa or critical examination
only to eliminate doubts but not to establish validity.
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CHAPTER XX
THEORIES OF ERROR IN INDIAN THOUGHT

ERROR is the reverse of valid knowledge. It is an
experience where an object is cognised as something else or as
having certain characteristics that realy fall outside of its being.
The cognition of a shell as silver, of a rope as a snake, and so on
are instances in point. The explanation of errors of perception has
been a live issue in philosophy. Is error due entirely to the object
or solely to the subject or equally to both? Quite a number of
interesting theories have been propunded by Indian philosophers
as to how error arises and what should be the status assignable to
the object presented therein. Five main theories of error are
generally referred to in Indian philosophical literature :

N [N [N 0~
AT R EATIT: ST |
TTs TR Sarfaras 1|

These are held by the schools of Buddhist idealism,
nihilism, the Mimamsakas, the Naiyayikas and the Advaita-
Vedantins respectively. To these must be added the Ramanuja
theory of error known as 'Akhyatisamvalita-Y atharthakhyati' and
the Madhva theory of 'Abhinava-Anyathakhyati'. The Madhva
theory is the outcome of an implict criticism of the other theories.
Madhva, in his AV has briefly reviewed the Advaita theory of
error, while formulating his own definition of what constitutes
'‘Badha (sublation) :

fergTrereeT=reT T foreTr= &I Ao | (AVi.1.2)

Jayatirtha takes advantages of this opportunity, while
commenting on the above passage, to initiate a fullfledged
discussion of al the leading theories of Error held by the different
schools and reviews them critically in the light of Madhva's own
theory, which he showsto be the most satisfactory one, in the end.

In his review of the various 'Khyativadas, Jayatirtha raises
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many subtle questions about the problem. His arguments touching
the details of the controversies regarding the Khyativadas are sure
to provoke thought on fresh lines among modern scholars and
students of Indian philosophy. It seems worthwhile for this
reason to give a resume of his examination of the different
Khyativadas, before we come to his exposition of Madhvas own
theory of error.
(1) ThePrabhakara View

Error, according to the Prabhakara school of Mimamsa, is
made up of afusion of two different cognitions. They may both be
presentations or representations or one may be a percept and the
other a memory image. In any case, error is only a partial truth. It
is only imperfect knowledge. It is an omission rather than a
commission. In the 'illusory experience' of shell as silver, which
takes the form 'Idam rajatam' (thisis silver), the 'this refers to the
perception of the given object. Owing to abnormal conditions of
defects, it is perceived as just a shining, white something. There is
no perception of the special class-essence of nacreness

(FfFcagm=aZT). This partial perception produces a memory
image of silver by reviving the impressions of it, owing to the
similarity subsisting between the whiteness and brightness of the
present object and the brightness, etc., of silver recalled by the
memory image. Though memory, as a rule, is representative in
character, yet, on account of abnormal condition of defects, it
functions here in a purely presentative capacity, by losing its

representative aspect of ‘thatness.l Thus, for want of
discrimination between the essential features and content of these
two different cognitions, they get fused into one and give rise to an
identity judgment, in respect of their relation, owing to the
similarity of the forms of the cognition and this is expressed in a
judgment of their identity as 'ldam rajatam’, and the person acts on
it.

1. Thisiscalled ‘THEaTHEH’ |
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Jayatirtha rejoins that the illusory cognition is felt to be a
perception) : fafirefasais: fa=H. It is not felt to be a composite

cognition or a cross or amalgam of two different psychoses — a
percept and a memory. There will be no responsive activity on the
part of the percepient, if there is no positive determinate cognition
of the given thing. In the last analysis, the Prabhakara must admit
that this dual-cognition appears as what it is not, viz., a single
determinate cognition. That would be a tacit admission of error as
a misapprehension (viparyasa), which he is fighting shy of. His
attempt to take shelter under alleged non-discrimination between
the true nature of the two cognitions, to account for the ready
responsive activity, is futile. For, non-discrimination, as mere
confusion of knowledge, cannot be the basis of such sure activity
as follows the cognition. Moreover, the Prabhakara will have to
face a serious difficulty in defining the precise nature of the
difference between the two cognitions which, according to him, is
missed in the illusory experience. This difference betwen the two
cognitions cannot be put down as the essence (svarupa) of the
cognitions themselves, or as their severality (prthaktva), or
contrariety (vaidharmya). As knowledge, according to the
Prabhakaras, is self-luminous in respect of itself and its content
and so no erroneous knowledge as such is recognised in the
system, how could the difference between the two cognitions,
which is, in redlity, part and parcel of the content of a self-
luminous cognition, be missed and remain unrevealed? Nor can
the said difference be a severality (prthaktva); for cognition which
is an attribute of the self cannot have another quality residing in it.
If the difference in question were to be viewed as Vaidharmya
(contrariness), one will have to define the nature of such
vadharmya. Is it of the nature of a mutua difference
(anyonyabhava) ? Even then, is it the mutual difference between
'this and 'silverness' that is not revealed in the experience; or the
reciprocal negation between 'this and 'silver'? It will not be
possible to hold, that where distinctive terms like ‘idam' and
'rgjatam’ are used in the proposition, in hon-synonymous notation,
the difference between 'this and 'the class-essence of silverness
remains unrecognised. For, Vaidharnya, in the sense of reciprocal
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negation of identity, is to the Prabhakara absolutely identical with
its substratum (3TFREET). It is, therefore, impossible for the

Prabhakara to contend that even though there are two different
cognitions here, in the illusory experience, the mutual difference
between them as a percept (idam) and a memory image
(rajatatvam), is not realised. For the same reason, the difference
between the cognition of 'this and 'silver', also, cannot remain
uncognised. Similarly, the contrariness between 'thisness and
'silverness’ must also be admitted to be cognised by the very terms
of the judgment — 'ldam rajatam’, where the attribute of ‘thisness
(idantva) which is incompatible with the silver is cognised in the
object presented to vision and the attribute of 'silverness
(rgjatatva), which is incompatible with the object presented to the
eye, is adso grasped in the silver. The explanation that what is
missed in the illusion is the absence of association between 'this

and 'silverness (g TaeREETIE:) and not the presence of their
difference, would also be futile. For, 'absence of association'
(W) is the same as negation of such association (FEITT)
and such negation, according to Prabhakara is absolutely identical
with its correlative locus (3TfIaUTTeR®). Hence, neither difference

between the cognitions in question nor absence of association can
remain uncognised on the Prabhakara view. Jayatirtha is quick to
point out that no such difficulty will be there on the Madhva
theory of Anyathakhyati, wherein also the given entity is mistaken
for something else, by missing the difference between the
presented and the actual objects; for to Madhva, 'difference’ or
Anyonyabhavais not absolutely identical with the correlatives, but
something that is only colorfully identical with it GIEERIESHR

The Prabhakara cannot also explain the responsive activity to
secure the silver, in the illusory experience, on the ground that
there is the non-comprehension of the specific attribute of the
given object viz., shellness which would distinguish it from silver
and of the specific attribute of silverness as being present
somewhere else which would distinguish it from the given object.
Jayatirtha says that the two non-comprehensions together will
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prevent all activity. They will hardly explain the person greedy of
silver stretching out his hand to the object before him unless he is
under the strong (mis-) conception that what lies before him is the
silver (that his memory image has brought up before him, as the
Prabhakara would have it). Such activity, then, is a clear proof of
the perceiver laboring under a misapprehension. The Prabhakara
attempt to evade the fact of misapprehension in illusory
experience and explain it away as a case of non-discrimination
between two separate cognitions is epistemologically unsound.

(2) Ramanuja'sview

Ramanuja propounds the Y athartha-K hyathi view which he
inherits from the precursors of his school, though he expresses
approval of the Anyathakhyati view also. However, it is the
Y atharthakhyati view that has come to be prominently associated
with his school, as its officia view. Accordingly, Jayatirtha also
takes special notice of it and ignores the other view in dealing with
Ramanuja’s theory.

According to Ramanuja, the object represented in error is
awaysred and thereis, strictly speaking, no valid cognition at all.
His theory is influenced by the Prabhakara view. The cognition of
silver in the shell is relatively true and not absolutely false. The
perception of silver in the shell is true enough, with reference to
the element of silver present in the shell. For, says Ramanuja,
every abject in the world has some elements of the other objectsin
its constitution in varying proportions. He finds support for this

idea in the doctrine of triplication (fEET) and of

quintuplication (T=T#TT) of elements (out of tejas, ap and anna)
taught in the Upanisads and Puranas. He also argues that Vedic
texts which permit the substitution of Putika for Soma and of
Nivara for Vrihi (in the case of non-availability of the original),
clearly presuppose that the substitutes have in their make-up some
elements of their originals. Perception also establishes so many
resemblances among things. Such resemblances must necessarily
be on account of their possessing common elements. Hence, the
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experience of silver in shell isto be treated as avalid experience to
the extent that it is a perception of the actual silver elementsin it.
The reason why it is regarded by ordinary people as invalid is
because it has no practical utility. The question of designation and
acceptance of validity of a particular experience is governed, in
norma life, by the fact of given objects possessing a
preponderance of the distinctive elements that constitute their
being. The cognition of silver in the shell is, nho doubt, a correct
one in the sense aready explained. Only, it is a partial experience
of silver in the shell. But owing to certain defects in the sense
organ, there is a distortion of the shel

the shell get undue attention for the nonce and we have a
perception of the silver in what is realy shell-silver. The
perception is wrong, not because it is a cognition of the unreal or
what is not in fact there, but because, it is a partial view or an
imperfect cognition of the real. Thus, error, according to
Ramanuja, is not so much a misapprehension of one rea as
another, but a blundering into a subtle truth about things,
unawares, which, under normal conditions, is generally missed or
ignored.

Jayatirtha rejects this theory as a picturesque fancy. The
doctrine of Trivrtkarana (triplication of elements) on which
Ramanuja takes his stand to support this novel theory of illusions,
has reference primarily to the combination of the primal elements
of tgobanna in primordia creation. It would be extremly far-
fetched to attempt to legitimise our perceptua error on its basis. If
remote causal relation is to be relied upon to validate the mis-
perception of silver in shell, on the basis of Trivrtkarana, it should
be possible to have the illusory perception of ever so many other
things also in shell. It cannot be argued that owing to the
perceiver's Adrsta (unseen merit) and other special factors, only
silver comes to be perceived in shell. Such an explanation would
be in order only after it is conclusively established that silver is
actually present in shell.

The presumptive reasoning based on the examples of Putika
and Soma, etc., is equally unsustainable. For then, the question
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would arise : Are we to ascribe to Putika a preponderance of Soma
elements; or an equal measure of them; or only a very small
number of Soma parts? In the first case, Putika would be
indistinguishable from Soma and could not be treated as a mere
substitute for it. Indeed, even Soma, according to this theory of
Ramanuja, is not pure and simple Soma but something else
besides and called Soma by virtue of preponderance of Soma-parts
in its composition. If, then, the Putika also should have a
preponderance of Soma-parts, there is hardly any reason why it
should not be regarded as Soma itself instead of as a substitute for
it. If the Putika should contain Soma and Putika parts in equa
measure, it will lead to the perception of both, in the object. It
Putika should contain a small number of Soma parts it could not
carry out the function of Soma. Otherwise, even the shell could be
used for silver in normal life. If the authority of the Sruti confers
such right on Putika, one could as well bow to the Sruti and
dispense with the luxury of ascribing to Putika parts more or less
similar to Soma on the basis of some farfetched theory of things
possessing all sorts of undetected elements of all other things.

The question of responsive activity, in such cases of illusory
experience, would pose a serious difficulty to Ramanuja. What on
Ramanujas view is it that makes one who desires silver, asin the
case of Suktirgjatabhrama, stoop to pick up the shell? It can hardly
be the non-perception of the preponderant elements of shell in the
given object. For non-perception cannot lead to such activity and
if it does, even aman in his sleep may be expected to act that way.
It cannot also be the perception of the limited number of silver-
elements in the shell. In that case, it should be clarified by
Ramanujaif it is perception of the small number of silver-elements
as such that inspires the activity or their perception as
preponderant, or their merest perception (FHETEH). On the first
view, the shell will never be perceived as silver and there will be
no responsive activity to pick it up. The second view would open
the door to Anyathakhyativada or the theory of misapprehension,
which Ramanuja seeks to avoid. On the last aternative every other
object in the world bearing similarity with silver elements may
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come to be picked up and the activity may not be confined to the
shell.

Again, why should the perception of the small number of
silver elements in the shell be normally regarded as an 'erroneous
experience? If it is only because it is an experience of a partia
truth and not a complete truth comprehending the fulness of the
attributes of the given object, then, the Visistadvaitin will have to
accept that knowledge of the Supreme Brahman attained even by
the very best among gods and men will have to remain the biggest

error.2
(3) Buddhist Views

The idedlistic school of Buddhism looks upon the silver
represented in the illusion as real but not external as in the Nyaya
school. This silver, if actually non-existent, can neither be
presented in the illusion nor sublated. There is no proof of its
existing elsewhere, outside, as an extramental redlity. Error
consists in projecting subjective ideas as objective extramental
facts. The silver represented in illusion is thus merely 'ideal' and
therefore, 'internal’ (jnanarupam) and its immediate apprehension
without actual sensory contact also proves its internal existence.
The sublating cognition also merely corrects the misinterpretation.

Jayatirtha shows that this (Yogacara) view of error is not
supported by the sublating cognition, which clearly establishes the
truth that the silver represented in the illusion is totally non-
existent (T, 39 T AT RIS SR e #dca1d) . We have

no right to twist its verdict and confer upon the silver represented
in theillusion any reality of its own either internal or external. The
Buddhist idealist himself has to admit that the totally non-existent
can be represented in illusions, when he opines that what is
internal appears as external. Does this not amount to an acceptance
of the position that illusion is the presentation of a given
something as something that it is not or as involving a non-existent

2. T AT FE Wifaen] ¢ STeTRRReniefd A I FemiT
wErT=aR=T | (NS, p.53b)
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association? The quality of externalness (bahyata) that is
presented here, on the Y ogacara view, is certainly not something
that pertains to the silver, which is claimed to be a purely internal
reality. The contention of the Yogacara that there is immediacy
in the presentation of silver, without sensory contact, is untenable
as there is actual sensory contact with the shell, which is
responsible for the misrepresentation. The theory of interna
reality of objects represented in illusion would lead to absurd
results. There would be an actua burning sensation inside the
body when there is an erroneous superimposition of fire on a heap
of Gunjaweights. The Y ogacara view seems to be more interested
in finding ontological support for its doctrine of Vijnana as the
sole internal reality than in giving a straight forward explanation
of illusions. The Asat-Khyati of the Madhyamika school of
Buddhism holds that error lies in the manifestation of the non-
existent as existent. But it fails to recognise that thisillusion is due
to the contact of the sense-organ with the shell as the adhisthana
and under certain conditions. This point is brought out by Madhva
in histheory of Neo-Anyathakhyati.
(4) Nyaya View
The Nyaya theory of Error is'Anyatha-Khyati'. It explains error as
the misapprehension of one real object as another real object
existing elsewhere. What happens, according to the Naiyayika, in
an erroneous perception of silver in shell is simply this. The visua
perception of shell as 'this, takes place in the ordinary normal
way. The attribute of 'silverness’ which belongs to the real silver
existing elsewhere, is presented in this cognition as an attribute of
shell, which is before the eye, in a general way. Neither the real
silver which is present elsewhere nor its characteristic of
silverness could, however, be connected with the visual organ
through ordinary sense-contact. But as no perception of silverness
as synthetically connected with the substratum can arise without
such sensory contact, the Nyaya philosophers have thought it fit to
invest a special type of extra-ordinary sense-relation connecting
the real silver and silverness with the visual sense. This contact is

the contact through cognition (FTH@&OT J&@MT:). Thus, in the
present case three things are presented : a 'this (idamakara or

197



adhisthana), the silver (aropyam) and their identity (tadatmya); or
a 'this (idam), silverness (rajatatvam) and their synthesis
(samsarga). The Naiyayikas argue that as silver, silverness (and
the substratum) remain uncontradicted (even after the sublating
cognition arises) — as existing elsewhere in actual life — and as
only the identity of ‘'idam' and 'rajatam’ or the association
(sansarga) between ‘idam’ and 'rajatatvam’ stands contradicted,
the sublating cognition must be understood to negative only the
aspect of this identity or association and not the very reality or the
silver. The 'Badhakanana in other words, should not be taken to
establish that the 'silver' represented in the illusion is non-existent
(asat). It does exist elsewhere. If the silver which was represented
in the illuson was non-existent, it could never have been
presented directly to our perception. We are thus justified in
assuming that the silver represented has an existence elsewhere,
and that the sense-organ vitiated by defects, though in contact with
the shell, causes it to be perceived as identical with the silver
existing elsewhere.

Jayatirtha opens his criticism of the above theory by
pointing out that it is opposed to the verdict of the sublating
cognition which roundly and categorically asserts that there was
no silver anywhere in the place occupied by the given substratum

and that what appeared was totally non-existent ; ¥ gfd, Tl

‘ST ToTd T AT (NS, 9.54b).

The point is this. There is no evidence in the
Badhakgjnana that the very silver that was represented in the
illusion has an actual existence of its own elesewhere. The
existence of real silver (elsewhere) in areal world is one thing and
the claim that that selfsame silver was represented here is another
thing. The question is not whether silver really exists in the world!
The question is of the status of the superimposed silver
(aropitarajata) and not of the unsuperimposed real silver
(anaropitarajata). Madhva readily grants that the knowledge of
the 'aropita presupposes the knowledge of the ‘anaropita’ and that
no superimposition is possible without the reaity of the
substratum, and the prototype (pradhana) of the superimposed
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obj ect3. But all that does not mean that we should give more than
what is due to the superimposed object and regard it as having an
existence of its own per se elsewhere. That, says Madhva, is going
beyond the verdict of Badhakajnana. The Naiyayika realist seems
to be in the grip of a mortal dread of admitting 'non-existence
(asat) coming anywhere within the range of any of our
psychological experiences, for fear that it may undermine the
foundations of his realism. But this is sheer nervousness. If the
unreal and the non-existent cannot intrude upon our
consciousness even in our illusions, where else can they intrude?
Not certainly in our valid experience. If our faith in realism is
strong enough it can resist the siren song of Visvam mithya
drsyatvat... sukti rupyavat. But more of this|ater.

Jayatirtha rightly points out that it cannot be seriously
contended that the illusory experience itself is an evidence of the
actual existence of the silver figuring in the illusion elsewhere.
What probative value can it have, then? If it has such value, why
should we not give the go by to the Badhakajnana and accept that
the silver is actually there in the substratum where it is
experienced at the time of the illusion? Nor can the sublating
cognition itself be cited as evidence for the actual existence of the
superimposed silver, elsewhere. Its function is simply to deny the
presence or existence of the silver actually in the locus where it
was apprehended. It is neutral to the question of its existence or
non-existence elsewhere. There is not much substance in the
contention that an illusion cannot be satisfactorily explained
without assuming the actual existence of the 'represented object’
(as such) elsewhere. As the illusion cannot be accounted for
without the reality of the substratum, sensory and environmental
defects, etc., only those factors can be taken to be established by
implication. The question : how silver can be perceived if it is not
existent, can be met by another : how can the silver existing
elsewhere be perceived here? The existence of an object elsewhere

3. MY T 3T FeaaRqgsd fo |
TyTfedafa T ... 11 (VTN)
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is not an indispensable contributory factor for or a necessary
antecedent to its subsequent projection in another place. The
insistence on its existence elsewhere may be deemed necessary
either to account for the sensory contact with it or for the purpose
of providing the requisite mental impressions for the revival of a
memory image. In the present case, sensory contact with silver
(existing far away) is clearly out of the question and thereis actua
sensory contact with the substratum, which will do to revive the
Samskaras of formerly experienced silver and thus account for the
appearance of the illusion without obliging us to invest the very

silver (37 JdTaeas ToIqe) that is super imposed, with a factual

existence elsewhere. One can understand the point that Samskaras
of silver presuppose a prior experience of silver. And that
experience, if valid, would, in its turn, presuppose the rea
existence of that silver somewhere within the range of our own
experience. But al this has nothing to do with the aropita-rajata
with which we are here and now concerned in error.

The Nalyayika seems to be obsessed by his over-zealous
attitude in favour of realism, and so he tries to confer a sort of
vicarious reality upon the superimposed object. But forgetful of
his own epistemological dictum that the non-existent can not be
presented, he is prepared to admit the identity of the given (shell)
with the other real (presented) or the associated (samsarga)
between ‘idam' and 'rgjatatva that is presented is non-existent
(asat) and that they are somehow presented.

Madhva's question is : why should we draw the line at
‘identity’ or 'samsarga’ and not extend it to the aropya as such?
Take again the case of jar which has been destroyed or one which
is to be produced. Suppose it is mistaken for some other jar. Some
of us at any rate, fall into the former type of error. How will the
Naiyayika explain such cases? Will he maintain that the jar that is
no longer in existence or is yet to come into being has even now a
physical existence of its own, elsewhere and figures in the
misapprehension? That the jar in question did once exist or may
come into existence at a future time, may be true enough. But the
point is that such existence at other times has no direct bearing on
the appearance of the illusory experience of it now. The existence
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of the object is useful only in producing the necessary impressions
of it, which may, under certain conditions, engender a
misapprehension. The Naiyayika is fighting a ghost of his own
imagination if he is presuming that theoretically it is possible for
any philosopher to explain a perceptual illusion without
recognising the reality of both the adhisthana and the pradhana
(prototype) of the superimposed object (aropya). Perhaps the
position taken up by the Buddhist Madhyamika or the Mayavadin
made him think of such a possibility and safeguard the interest of
realism by insisting on the reality of the superimposed object
elsewhere with vengeance. But Madhva philosophers, by insisting
on the equal necessity of accepting the reality of both the
prototype (pradhana) and the substratum (adhisthana) in
accounting for illusions, have taken the wind out of the sails of the
Nyayarealist.

(5) Advaitic View

The Advaitic theory of error is known as
Anirvacaniyakhyati. It prefers to treat the object presented in
illusions as 'neither real and existent' (as in the Nyaya and
Mimamsa schools) nor as unreal and non-existent as in Buddhistic
nihilism : nor even as 'internal’ as in Y ogacara. Starting to explain
illusion as an epistemological problem, it ends by metamorphosing
it into a metaphysical problems. It introduces certain complicated
and cumbersome technicalities (Prakriya) in explaining the genesis
of error. By clever dialectical quibbling it invents the concept and
category of an ‘indescribable and undefinable' tertium quid
between the poles of Sat and Asat and introduces it deftly into the
realm of erroneous experiences in the first instance and ultimately
seeks, by more ignenious didectics, to extend it to the whole
gamut of human experience (including the so-called
‘Vyavaharika) and sweep it off from the sphere of reality and
liquidate it in the bosom of the great Anirvacaniya. The
Anirvacaniya-khyati is, therefore, to say the least, metaphysically-
motivated. It regards the cognition of silver in shell as a dua-
cognition. It also holds that after the contact of the defective sense-
organ with the shining shell there is a mental modification in the
form of 'this object' (idamakara-vrtti). Then, through the operation
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of Avidya, supported by the former impressions of silver revived
by the similarity of characteristics of the given object, there is the

actual production of ‘indescribable silver' (rfE=-e). This

indescribable silver lasts as long as the illusion itself lasts
(dhikala). But then, its status is only "Pratibhasika" (apparent). It
is neither real (existent) nor unreal (non-existent) nor both
(sadasat). Its specia status as defying characterisation in terms of
Sat and Asat (and both together) is established by the famous

Arthapatti argument adumbrated by Samkara : G==T a7, /==

yead. The concepts of Sat and Asat being mutually exclusive,

their coexistence also isruled out.

This theory has its own defects. In the first place, the view
that the illusory silver is produced by nescience and is destroyed
by the true knowledge of the substratum, will be inconsistent with
the terms of the sublating cognition which denies the existence of
the silver per se with reference to al the three periods of time:

T, AR | &9 TRfiefa wisafa gfa @eroe fmg

(Nym).
The illusory silver being a transformation of Avidya, which has
the Atman for its locus, cannot be presented as an external redlity.
The externalisation of this illusory silver cannot be explained on
the ground that as the Atman is pervasive, it pervades the shell
also and that in this way the silver which is a transformation of
Avidya having its locus in the Atman delimited by the shell,
comes to be recognised externally as associated with the shell.
Assuming that this is so, this silver should be open to
perception by other persons also who may be looking at the shell
at the time. Anyway, granting that this silver is actually produced,
we may ask how it is actually apprehended. Is it by sensory
contact or through Samskara (impressions) or by Saksi? In this
case, thereis no silver prior to the contact. It is said to be produced
at the very time of its apprehension. There is a stalemate here. As
the illusory silver has had no prior existence, its apprehension by
Samskaras is out of the question. Nor can the cognition of the
silver be ascribed to the witness-consciousness as in the case of
the inner perception of bliss. For this cognition is invariably
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concomitant with sensory activity and cannot therefore be put on a
par with the perception of bliss etc. by the Saksi. It cannot be said
that as the sensory activity terminates with the awareness of the
substratum there is need for the witness-self to cognise the silver
produced by Avidya. For, as the knowledge of the substratum does
not seem to have any direct bearing on the perception of the silver,
on the Advaitic theory, its indispensability would seem to suggest
strongly that far from being due to a transformation of Avidya and
al that, the apprehension of the silver in the shell is the outcome
of a mental distortion of the given datum caused by the sense
organ being vitiated by certain defects and abnormal conditions
and that it isa case of Anyathakhyati and nothing more.

By implicating the Saksi in the error the theory takes away the
right of the Saksi to pronounce judgment upon it through the
Badhakajnana. For it cannot both be the accused and the judge.
The Madhva theory, as will be seen, shows a correct appreciation
of the position and the role of the Saks in the sphere of
epistemology. However, even supposing that sensory contact with
the substratum is in some way contributory to the apprehension of
theillusory silver by the Saksi, in the Advaitic theory, it will entail
a compromise with the Akhyati theory, inasmuch as the cognition
of the Pratibhasika silver is thus a compound of two cognitions,
one of the substratum by the sense-organ and the other of the
Avidyakarajata by the Saksi. Such dual cognition will bar activity.
Even if the Saks is made to apprehend the identity of silver with
the shell and make activity possible, still the fact that there are two
cognitions here will militate against the fact of the present
cognition of silver being felt to be a single determinate cognition.
The attempt to establish a unitary cognition on the basis of the
simultaneous reflection of the witness-self in both the mental
states of idamakara-antahkaranavrtti and rupyakaravidyavrtti
presupposes the acceptance of a pet theory of the Advaita school.
The concept of 'Anirvacaniya itself rests on the presumption that
the object presented in illusions cannot be a non-existent thing as
the non-existent cannot be directly presented as existent in
experience. This assumption itself is not well-founded. In fact, the
Advaitin himself cannot explain the illusion without accepting the
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fact that the non-existent does appear and is presented as existent
directly, in our illusions. For the anirvacaniya-silver must appear
as existent in order that there may be the practical activity on the
part of the perceiver. If the anirvacaniya is presented as
anirvacaniya there will be no illusion to speak of, or, if it should
appear as non-existent (asat). How then can the Advaitin assert :
Asac cen na pratiyeta and conclude that ergo the object presented
in the illusion cannot be asat? Advaitic dialecticians have
indulged in alot of dialectical verbiage and quibbling to cloud the
issue. Jayatirtha has fully brought out their untenability.

The practical activity inspired by the illusion cannot be
explained on the assumption that there is merely a presentation of
silver without its presentation 'as existing' (sat). There can
determination either positively or negatively. Hence, the question
has got to be answered as to what is meant by the contention that
the Vyavaharikasattvam of the shell which comes to be
superimposed on the silver (which is apprehended) is also
anirvacaniya. For, as 'anirvacaniya it must partake of the nature of
either the Vyavaharika or the Pratibhasika. If it partakes of the
nature of the Vyavaharika, the silver would also be Vyavaharikain
its turn, instead of being purely Pratibhasika as it is deemed to be.
In the other aternative, the question will be as to how it actually
comes to be apprehended, — whether as Pratibhasika (as it acutally
isin point of fact) or as Vyavaharika. If the Pratibhasika appears
as Pratibhasika, there will be no effort on the part of the perceiver
to pick it up as he knows that a Pratibhasika can serve no practical
purpose. In order to account for purposeful activity, it has to be
admitted that the Pratibhasika silver comes to be presented in the
immediate cognition as Vyavaharika. The question will now arise,
if such Vyavaharikatva as is presented is really existing in the
superimposed silver or not existing there. If it exists there, it
cannot be regarded as Pratibhasika any longer. If it does not exist
there and is still presented to cognition as extisting there, we have
a clear case of a non-existent something presenting itself to our
immediate perception in such illusory cognitions as existing. We
are thus face to face with Asat as sattvena aparoksataya pratitih,
in erroneous knowledge (bhrama) which the Advaitic dialecticians
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have been trying their best to avoid and deny.

If it is still contended that even such Vyavaharikatva is
actually 'anirvacaniya and is superimposed4, the whole series of
aternatives will have to be raised again in regard to the manner of
appearance or presentation of the second, third and subsequent
‘anirvacaniya that the Advaitin may try to take shelter in, until the
regression terminates somewhere. Where it does so, the difficulty
in regard to the practical activity in the absence of the direct
perception of something non-existent as existing will rear its head
again.

Thus, the concept of 'Anirvacaniya as applied to the
object 'presented in our erroneous perceptions (such as of silver in
the shell or its relation) makes the problem of error in Advaita
philosophy more confused and complicated than in any of the
other schools.

4, st T v TgEEER| | (Madhva, VTN)

This criticism of Madhva s directed against Citsukha's exposition,
Jayatirtha has quoted passages from Citsukha while explaining the
relevance of the above criticism.
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CHAPTER XXI

MADHVA'STHEORY OF ERROR :
ABHINAVANYATHAKHYATI

A realistic theory of knowledge has no reason to fight shy of
errors and illusions in human life. lllusions do not upset the
normal foundations of life and knowledge. On the contrary, they
serve as foils to valid experience and give it its significance and
value. The Madhva theory of knowledge is, as we have seen, wide
enough to provide a place for dreams, errors and illusions in life.
The Mimamsakas and Ramanuja, however, fight shy of errors and
seek to explain them away. Madhva feels that there is hardly any
justification for doing so. Life is wide enough to hold both truth
and error. Human nature and conditions of life being what they
are, it is not possible to eliminate errors or expect our experiences
and knowledge to be always veridical. This is proof of the
limitations of the individua. A sound theory of knowledge,
therefore, must take note of the limitations of life and human
understanding and reckon with occasiona jolts, disappointments
and illusions in life and be able to explain their true nature and
conditions, so asto arm us against them.

It isidle to shut one's eyes to errors and refuse to recognise
them as such or call them by different names as 'Vivekagraha,
'Pramustatattakasmarana and so forth. The senses deceive us at
times. But that is only rarely and in exceptional cases and under
definite conditions. Madhva feels, therefore, that there is hardly
any justification for either extreme of banishing errors altogether
from life and transforming them into truths and half-truths by

1
verbal juggleries and theological quibbles or dismissing all
experience, errorsaswell as certainties asthe merestillusionsa la
accepted ones asin the case of the Buddhist nihilism and Advaita.

1. 7 e faEfaf aafaer 7oy |
AT AT TR IRy || (Sribhasya, i.1.1)
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T AT JT ST T 9T |
TITCT e ST 4T W 3eTe: || (Madhyamika Karika)
TarTfegegar farer gegarasy f7 )

T § AT T ST 47 || (Kumarila : Slokavartika,
Sutra, 5, verses 2-3)

The Madhva theory of truth and error is expressed in the
following formula:

Sl AT IO, ATETETETE: | aTeft @
FEEN WEFEHT:, FOFCEAE AEE ST TR |
RIFTEHTE] FATATA T aTeuEiE 767 1| (NS, p.48b)

'Knowledge has validity as arule. Errors are the exceptions.
Saks the Apperceiver is always assured and certain of the validity
of hisjudgments and grasps directly the modifications of the mind
without being assailed by doubts. When the mind is assailed by
doubts, the Saksi assures himself of the invalidity of the
knowledge with the help of tests. Such is the position of the
adherents of Badarayana

I FTATATT:, FATSTATd TR faaaTiaearq(Madhva VTN)

‘Illusion consists in an unreal or non-existent object or
relation being presented in immediate perception as rea and
existing and of areally existing object or relation as not-existing'.

This appears to be the most rational attitude to take to the
problem of truth and error and stands for a dispassionate

assesment of experi ence.2 Madhvais no sophisticated realist to

2. Cf. Ramanuja's admission : SATeq=qRATieATA T LA e,
m%rmmﬁswmvﬁw | STHCEATfdTe  GSICHAT,  STCHGATIATe
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deny that there can be illusions of any kind in our cognitions or to
dispute the central assumption of logic and philosophy that things
are not always what they seem. The occurrence of illusions at
times only confirms the normality of true experience at other times

The Madhva theory of perceptual illusions is a bold and
dexterous combination of the salient features of the Asat-khyati
and the Anyatha-khyati views. Madhva defines illusion as the
appearance of a thing as different from what it really is, i.e. of an
unreal or non-existent object or relation as real or existent and
viceversa:

TG YT GaTsTTd A Rea=raTydifaea urf=: (GT ii.26).
It is easy to see that such must be the nature of anillusion, if

redlity is defined as 'Anaropitam’ and 'Pramana as T or

TafaeA iR, The root of this theory is the presentation

of some non-existent entity, fact or relation as existent and real in
a given substralum, with which the sense organ is in contact and
when other conditions propitious to the erroneous cognition are
also there:

AT AT TR, =T GG 3T, AT
TRt AT it | (VINT p.55h)

Fefer FTGAT TAAATSIeRAT: FTAAEaEEE: | (AVi.1.28)

This element of false presentation is the mark of illusions :
FATCIAE TETE FT=aTad Tarad (AVi.1.28)

It would be futileto deny it :
Cft. T == JfTad |

AfsRIeE TrmgeeEd a3
(Kumarila: Slokavartika, p.245)

3. The Madhva view agrees only with the first half and
disagrees with the second half.
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The Asatkhyativadin is, therefore, right in holding that the
object of illusions is utterly unreal. But he is not justified in
denying any kind of reality to any of the constituents of that
experience, and dismissing the entire fabric of that experience as a

baseless fancy (niralambanam) : g YT |

If nothing in the constituents of anillusion is real, there will
be no possiblity of sense-contact, without which there will be no
perceptual knowledge, true or false. Jayatirtha clarifies another
important point in Madhva's theory of illusions, which is that the
superimposed object and its iden tity with the substratum are both
non-existent when the former is far away from the latter as in the
illusion of the snake in the rope. But when, as in seeing a mango
tree and a jack tree standing close to each other from a distance,
one misses their distinction and errs in thinking that there is only

one of them, only the identity is non-existent.* M adhva, therefore,
holds that notwithstanding the unreality of 'the silver in the shell’,
it is through contact with the rea piece of shell that the sense-
organ, vitiated by defects, gets a distorted apprehension of it as a
piece of silver. It is subsequently realised that this silver is
absolutely non-existent within that spatio-temporal  setting.
Jayatirtha gives classical expression to thisview :

FAREHY qEHfET TEATAMESareAT SATEH  FH
ST, § 97 3R | (NSp.48b)

He aso indicates clearly the parting of the ways between
the Madhva doctrine and the Buddhistic view of Asat-Khyati in

this respect: T ¥4 I[FATICT 39 TSGR == F7: | AT
AHIHR | (Tdyt p.11b) 370 U7 AT TGS | I @ ffid e
VTR T A 3T T SHATI: T | TIIfegF ] 1° (NS p.48b)

4. Tfeh FEATSUHAHA=AET ¢ S=9q - FASUAA IS A e
T ARCHEE. | A9 I SIS qq, e
TR | (NSp.54)
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It is, thus, needless and impossible to confound the Madhva
theory with 'Asat-khyati', in the accepted sense of the term.

Since the acid test of an illusion isin the sublating cognition
(AMIRFTE), its true nature should be fixed in the light of the

Badhakajnana. Now, the stultifying cognition takes the form:
"There is no silver here; only the non-existent silver had appeared

to exist"®. Madhva takes his firm stand on the express authority of
this Badhakajnana, in adjudging the status of the object of illusion
as an utter unreality (atyantasat).The Anyathakhyativadin merely
intoxicates himself with an inferentiadl unction that the
superimposed object must have a reality of its own elsewhere,
which is hardly relevant to the form or content of the sublating
knowledge. This is precisely the point of departure between the
Nyaya and Madhva view of Anyathakhyati. It is to bring out this
distinctions of Madhvas theory that Jayatirtha christens it as
'‘Abhinavanyathakhyati' (neo-anyathakhyati) and contrasts it with
the Nyaya theory. He points out that the scope of the
Badhakajnana is strictly limited to denying the presence of silver
in the given substratum and its identity with it, and that it is quite
indifferent to the question of the existence of the silver elsewhere.
The difficulty of establishing a sensory contact with an object
existing elsewhere (anyatra sat) would also be insurmountable. It
is unnecessary to assume the reality of superimposed objects
elsewhere, when illusions could be satisfactorily explained without

5. 'We do nat, like the Sunyavadins, regard the cognition of
silver as 'baseless' (i.e. without a real substratum). We accept that
this cognition has the shell for its abject though it does not cognise
it truely as shell. For the same reason, there is no question of our
view being the same as 'Asatkhyati'. There will be 'Asatkhyati’
only when it is held that whatever is presented in erroneous
perception (including the substratum) is all non-existent. Such is
not our view. (How then can our view be mistaken for
Asatkhyati?)' (NS p.54) -
6. ‘T ToT, ITCT To7a T |
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such an assumption, by certain defects in the nature of the sensory
contact. Even the Anyathakhyativadin must admit that, in point of
fact, sensory contact has been only with the actual substratum
before the perceiver, viz., the nacre. If then, sensory contact with
the shell should, as has been the case here, actually produce the
misapprehension of silver, for the nonce, it is surely a piece of
misplaced ingenuity to propound a very elaborate theory that the
selfsame silver must be having an actual existence somewhere else
(anyatra sat). That is imagination running riot. What has actually
happened in this case is simply that sensory contact with nacre has
somehow led to its erroneous perception as identical with silver
that is not there, i.e. to say, purely non-existent. The existence of
real silver similar to the one perceived in the illusion, elsewhere,
in the shop, is one thing and to claim that that very thing has come
over here or that that very thing is there, is quite another. Rea
silver may be remotely responsible for furnishing the background
to the present illusion. Madhva does not deny that. What he denies
and what the Naiyayika asserts is that the selfsame silver (that was
superimposed) is existing elsewhere (and could not otherwise have
appeared). The Naiyayika unhappily is mixing up the issues. The
first proposition is entirely true and unexceptionable, — that there
isarea slver outside the present illusion. It is not only conceded
by Madhva but is laid down by him as the necessary precondition
and invariable concomitant in all illusions "

ATI T 3T FITEGST o |
T yTfeaafa STy EwaET Rt || (VTN)

Without two real entities, viz., a substratum and a prototype
of the superimposed object being given outside the illusion, no
illusory experience can be explained even in dreams or magical
creations. But, there is no justification, says he, for the dogma of
the Nyaya Realists that the superimposed object must always, as
such and in its own self, have an actual existence elsewhere:

I JATAEIAT < AT | 3 o JerfoRfa =q? 1=
s e ? 7 e o o TfaerahT ! (NSp.54)
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In the light of this clear and unmistakable criticism of the
Nyaya view one cannot but express astonishment at
P.Nagargarao's remark about Madhva's doctrine that ‘the radical
Redlist that he is, Madhva wants to give a complete objective basis
to the content of error after the model of the Nyaya school' (P.
Nagarajarao, 'Error, Doubt and Dream in Dvaita Vedanta', Journal
of Oriental Research, Madras, xi, pt4, p.295). If anything,
Madhva denies that the content of error (bhramavisaya) has an

objective basis#T f 0 T @wfefd?  (NSp.46)

The existence of an object of illusion elsewhere may be
deemed necessary either for securing sensory contact with it in
order to render the perception of silver (or the like) possible, or for
awakening the impressions of silver in the mind
(rajatasamskarodbodha). Neither ground is admissible. There is
no possbility of sensory contact with an object existing
somewhere else and if such existence is required merely to furnish
the necessary mental impression of the object, such a result could
be explained by the past experience of it, without making the

selfsame object come down and present ifself in the illusion”. It is
for this reason that Madhva insists on the redlity of a Sadrsa
(prototype) in addition to that of an adhisthana (substratum) as the
sine qua non of al illusions. But there is no reason to assign an
intrinsic reality of its own to the superimposed object per se. One
should not miss this subtle distinction between the Nyaya and the
Madhva views of the status of the aropya and confound the two.

A careful examination of the various theories of error held
by different schools of Indian philosophy shows that the ideas of
‘asat-khyati' and 'anyathakhyati' constitute their greatest common

measure of agreement. Madhva's theory of 'Abhinavanyathakyati 8

7. Ffsardafaaard a7 qered, ER-faeerd ar? qrsm | g
TAATATHEHET Wadifd = qea=a @waded™ T | (NS p.54b)

8. T ARFATIATEAT T (NS p.46b)
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combines these two common elements of the theories of illusionin
right proportions and formulates a balanced theory of error. Its
most important finding is, of course, the fact of the presentation of
the non-existent in illusions (3T @: g< Jeigmuf:). The whole
theory of Madhva turns on this hypothesis. This is itself derived
from the nature of the Badhakajnana (3ed I&d J&). The
guestion of the presentability of 'Asat’ (the non-existent) in
erroneous knowledge (39T TTEHATRIGTET Yo JAgTIRE:, as it is
technically known) has been ably argued and established at length

by Jayati rtha and Vyasatirtha following Madhva. As a matter of
fact, the category of Anirvacaniya itself, by definition, is made to
rest on the presumption of the non-presentability of 'Asat’. But the
assumption itself is gratuitious and inconsistent with the
conviction of difference from (asat-vailaksanya) which the
monistic philosopher has, in respect of the world :

ERIECER R N REE N E
TEHTEHCTT e o 97 e 1] (AVi.1.1)

One of Dr.Narain's criticisms against Madhva's doctrine of
illusion is that "it violates the basic principle of epistemology that
the object of immediacy is identical with the abject of cognition’
(Op. cit. p.152).

This abjection has been met by Vyasatirtha who makes it
clear that the principle referred to is true only of Aparoksaprama
(immediate valid knowledge) and not of Bhrama
(misapprehension). Otherwise, the Advaitin too would be hard put
to it to explain sensory contact with ‘anirvacaniya silver which,
according to his theory, is produced at the very moment of its
apprehension : The object in order to come to be perceived by
sense-contact with the eye must exist prior to the moment of its
coming to be perceived. But this is hardly possible in
avidyakarajata which is said to be generated at the moment of its
apprehension.
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qfe e &9 @gEE qeiE | o gdifeaes o
TATAHTH FN AT SR gIa: F4 T 7d ? (Nym,
p.420).

9. For details see my HDSV, pp.262-64 and p.350-51.
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CHAPTER XXII
REALITY OF WORLD EXPERIENCE

BELIEF in the redlity of the world and its values is,
naturally, one of the fundamental tenets of theism. It is a
metaphysical doctrine and not a mere theological dogma. We may,
therefore, turn to the grounds on which it is based. These may be
brought under the three heads of perceptual, rational and scriptura
grounds admitted in the system of Madhva.

We have seen that Madhva recognises an additional sense or
instrument of knowledge, — the Saksi (besides the other six). The
reality of world-experience follows as a consequence of the
acceptance of the doctrine of Saksi and the implications of the
doctrine of Pramana (applied to the other instruments of
knowledge). The knowledge produced by the senses is normally
valid and true, under requisite conditions of knowledge and proper
types of contact of the sensory apparatus and this knowledge is not
ordinarily contradicted. It is accepted in all schools of Vedanta
that knowledge carries with it its own validity which isintrinsic to
it. The Dvaita, Advaita and Visistadvaita are pledged to this view.
Validity implies the factua reality of the object of knowledge with
reference to a given spatio-temporal setting : (& framETIRA=TTT=
JETOIUEeT 9 (Nym i.18). The reality of the world would thus
follow from the doctrine of self-validity of knowledge : f¢ T

T frag=r # T 47 (AVii.2.3)

The Advaitin, doubtless, pleads that perception cognises
only the provisional redlity (vyavaharika-satyam) of objects;
while inference of unreality and texts to that effect disprove the

absolute or noumenal reality thereof and that, therefore, thereis no
conflict of Pramanas:

R RER G CERE U H
fRraTgsiisd T fastfa 770 11 (Khandana, 1.23)
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But this is counting the eggs before they are hatched,
inasmuch as the threefold classification of redity into
Paramarthika, Vyavaharika and Pratibhasika, upon which the
theory of provisional validity of Pramanas is based, is still an
unproved assumption. The very idea of provisional validity (which
ceases to be valid after some time) is meaningless and repugnant
to the basic idea of Pramanya:

STHTUET < qATaT HTEdT SATEAT ¥ |
FTATARSHHT FfGHT AT F: 1| (AV iii.2.3)

Vyavaharika-pramanya is, therefore, a myth. It is invalidity
writ euphemistically large. If the principle of self-validity of
knowledge is to have any meaning, there can be no denying or
escaping from the conclusion of the reality of world-experience:

O fe SRR gadaEe aeEtiefes gaded T OO
AT 7: IO, T [EaT i 5@d=d | (Bhamati, ii.2.32)

There is, thus, no need to go in search of subtle and
elaborate reasonings in support of the validity of Pratyaksa. As
Madhva says elsewhere, reason may have to be summoned, if at
al, only to prove the fasity of particular experiences in case of
serious doubts, but hardly to demonstrate validity of normal
experiences ; TEICIAT ArRATATHIFR = FRIYAT, T IF: I | Such
validity is furnished by the perception itself where it is normally
constituted, as we have seen under the theory of Pramanas. Nor
are we without sufficient means of testing the soundness of the
conditions of knowledge. It is open to us to institute the necessary
tests (pariksa) and make sure of the reality of normal experience.
Madhva contends that all our normal experience and perceptions
are capable of bearing such scrutiny and have been so tested and
found to be true and valid. It would be preposterous to say that we
could never trust our senses and that our perceptions are
proverbially and inherently misleading and that we could never
know the truth of things or that perception is capable of revealing
only the present and that we could never be sure of what the future
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may hold and so on. Such wild and irresponsible objections would
be suicidal to the monist himself. If the verdict of normal
perception is to be disbelieved in every case, there will be no
distinction between truth and falsity in experience. There will be
nothing to distinguish illusions from valid experience. All
experience will be suspect and no logical or scientific advance will
be possible. If the perception of silver in the nacre and the
stultifying cognition 'this is not silver' were both of them on the
same par of incredibility, all distinction between truth and
falsehold would have to be given up. As Vyasatirtha says in a
humorous vein, the monist will stand to lose his principal in trying

for the interestl. If he does not concede the validity of the
stultifying cognition, 'this is not silver', he can never establish his
pet theory of the unredlity of the universe, which rests upon the
analogy of theillusion of silver in nacre.

Sense-perception cannot, therefore, be deprived of its
validity, except by a more valid perception : TERGAT TFIGE ST

g 99 (VTN). It cannot be set aside by any amount of

specious reasoning or bald texts, unless the latter could be shown
to be more valid than the perception in question. The attempt to
upset perception by inference or authoritative texts would thus
involve afallacy of interdependence, inasmuch as the inference or
the verbal testimony cannot be invested with greater validity
unless perception is shown to be invalid, and that cannot be unless
the inference or the verba testimony is proved to be more
authoritative, for whatever reasons. The validity of perception, on
the other hand, is self-evident and does not need any ratification
from outside. The superiority of perception to inference and
aptavakya, is also self-evident in that it is able to grasp even the
minutest features of objects which are beyond the ken of inference
and correct confusion of quarters which the pious words of an
Apta (authority) are powerlessto do. The perceptua judgment

1. 7€ SAffq TaquEeIEETER | S ‘W €
s 7wl I ae eI (Nym,i. 17) -
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'Fire is hot' is intrinsically superior to any inference of its being
cold. The reality of experience derives support from the combined
evidence of a number of facts like perception of difference,
reasoning in support of such perception, the consmogonic texts,
texts prescribing 'Sagunopasana and the drift of the entire
Karmakanda. Albert Schweitzer rightly emphasises this point
when he says, 'The ethics of action is hard hit by the assertion that
the world has ho meaning. Man cannot engage in ethical action in
aworld with no meaning. His ethical life in such aworld must be
limited to keeping himself pure from it. But if, further, the reality
of the world is denied, then, ethics altogether ceases to have any
importance.' (Indian Thought and Its Devel opment, p.60)

From another point of view also perception where tested
and found correct, has to be recognised as the basic ground or
Upajivya of any inference or texts in a contrary direction. Such a
basic ground cannot be repudiated by any amount of wild
reasoning or bald assertions of texts. This is known as the
principle of 'Upgjivyapramanavirodha or conflict with the basic
ground. The experience of the world rests on such Upgjivya
pratyaksa. It is not the superficia one (of the Sukti-rgjata-type)
which isliable to be mistaken but one which has passed the test of
persona endorsement by the Saksi after due examination. It is
what Madhva calls 'drdhadrsta’ or 'supariksital which is indubitable
and is the last word on tests, having reached down to the
innermost intuitive level of certification by the Saks which (as has
been established) is the terminus of all Pariksa and converts belief
into certainty. Madhva contends that the finite experiences of
pleasure and pain in life belong to this category of Pratyaksa
certified by Saksi and must, therefore, be accepted as impregnable.
So too the consolidated experience of humanity of the reality of an
objective universe and of its values, not to mention the realisation
of human limitations and the consciousness of a Power
transcending human conception. It is on this rock of
Saksipratyaksa that Madhva has built his edifice of Dvaita-
Vedanta.

He points out that such universal experience of joys and sorrows
of life with a deep sense of their reality is not of the hollow variety

219



of the silver in the shell, inasmuch as it stands the test of practica
utility and response-satisfaction. The objection of Vacaspati,
therefore, that if the verdict of identity (of human souls and
Brahman) and the consequent unredlity of the experience of
duality, is disputed on the ground of conflict with the basic
Pratyaksa (Upajivya pratyaksa), even the subsequent perception
'this is not silver', would have to be dismissed as invalid, because
it is opposed to the original (basic) perception 'this is silver' is
disingenuousz. It purposely confuses the issue. The present is a
guestion of strength between perception and inference or
authoritative texts, and the instance cited is one of conflict
between two perceptions, which is irrelevant to Madhva's position
that no perception can be invalidated save by a more powerful
perception. In other words, perception cannot be negatived by
mere reasonings not based on some other and more powerful
perception. Moreover, the basic nature of reality claimed for
perception in this case is not based on considerations of its
temporal priority or logical dependence for purposes of negative
only (ffsrsgwdaed) but upon an intrinsic dependence established

by rigid tests. The capacity to stand such a practical test is lacking
in the illusory cognition of 'silver is the nacre'. But in respect of
our norma experience of the world all practical conditions of
validity are fulfilled. They cannot, therefore, be regarded as
illusory with any justification. -
As for Sruti texts, which may appear to teach the identity of
Brahman and Atman not only will they be patently in conflict with
numerous others which do teach their difference, but aso with the
persona experience (of its own limitations and difference from
Brahman) of the Saksi. If personal experiences of the Saksi are to
be set aside by other Pramanas, however powerful, the foundations
of philosophy will collapse; for, then, there would be no surety left

2. That does not prevent Dr.K.Narain from repeating the
same argument in dightly different garb : 'If perceptions are
always valid what about illusions and their explanations in a text-
book on philosophy? (Critique of Madhva Refutation of Sankara
Vedanta, p.126).
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anywhere, in perception, reasoning or revelation. Even the
conviction of identity reached by the monist qua personal and
reached at the Saksi level, will be in the grip of doubt and
stultification by some other conceivable form of knowledge such
as al is void so that nihilism would be the end of philosophical
guest. Madhva, therefore, insists that the verdict of the Saksi must
be accepted as the basis of logical and philosophical certitude. It
must be accepted as the ultimate criterion of all validity in
experience, including the validity of Scriptural knowledge. Unless
this is done, there can be no Philosophy worth the name and there
will be nothing but a reign of universal doubt and illusions galore.
It would be simply suicidal, then, to dare to question the verdict of
the Saksi or attribute the slightest touch of fallibility or doubt to its
findings. This point has already been conclusively established
earlier in Chapter XVIII and XIX.

If Saksipratyaksa cannot reach beyond the present as
contended by Madhusudana Saravati, how can its final perception
of Advaitic truth sublate the world and negate its reality with
reference to all the three periods of time, with absolute certainty
and assurance of subsequent uncontradictability? Even in the
interests of his own position, the Advaitin will have to accept the
power of Saksi to intuit al the three periods of time and absence
of contradiction therein for its final judgment of the mithyatva of
the world!

The primacy of Saks having been firmly established, the
guestion of giving suitable and reasonable explanations to some
identity texts which appear to support the identity of the human
souls with Brahman and by implication or otherwise deny the
reaity of the world, against the firm conviction of the Saksi, will
not be such a difficult thing after all, having regard to their mystic,
figurative and analogica methods of philosophic discourse in the
Srutis and approved canons of interpretation of texts, accepted by
all.

Madhva cites, for example, the Vedic text ‘‘IsH: T&:’’

('the handful of grass is the Sacrificer'). Here the literal sense of
the text cannot be accepted. We have the authority and sanction of

221



the Purva-Mimamsa to reinterpret such seemingly absurd or
inconsistent declarations as figurative statements based on
functional, genetic, etymological, mystic and other grounds :
dfeafy: wfq: wEwaTq wEET AT foseRaEn. (PMS i.4.23-28).
Madhva claims the same right in interpreting the monistically
worded texts, in conformity with Saksipratyaksa and the numerous
other texts which teach the reality of the world and the difference
between the human souls and Brahman. He has, accordingly
indicated some fresh points of view from which these 'monistic
texts' can be more properly explained :

FSHTIETE 9T AT e |

FECTHIT ST TR ||

A=Y 7 e S |

AT THATH T EHET I 115 (AVi.1.1)

Even the most warmly cherished 'Mahavakyas of the
Advaitins will have to stand on the ground of the Saks for their
ratification, in the same way as any intimate personal experience
of the joys and sorrows of life. There is not the least difference in
the status of these two experiences of the Saksi and one cannot be
partiad to the one at the expense of the other. The highest
deference and most fitting homage that we can pay to the
Scriptures will be by trying to find their true import in conformity
with the logic of Saksyanubhava —instead of being swept off one's
feet by the literal sense of such quasi-mystic statements if identity
and acosmism :

3. Even though there is the Sruti text which says 'the bundle
of sacred grass is the sacrificer' it is not admitted in its litera
sense. In the same way, Brahmanhood of Jivatman supposedly
proclaimed in the Sruti. Descriptions of identity with the Supreme
Brahman admit of several other meanings from the point of view
of the independence of the One, its being the highest reality that
exists and from the point of view of identity of place, harmony in
thought, similarity, etc.' (See my BSPC 11, p.217-20).
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T AT TH- ARAE AN, AT TG Tt | e,
I I GO derd AR | SeffeRrenTar g gefant
ATCTIET T | 31 =Tfe STTffsarT 3fa 14 (NS p.601)

It istoo well known that the literal sense of a proposition is,
more often than not, found modified by so many exigencies of
practicd and theoretical considerations, syntactic and other
difficulties or philosophical necessities. Literalism will scotch
philosophy as nothing else will. -

4. 'We do not deny that such atext exists; or that the words do not
possess the meanings assigned to them. What we deny is that the purport
of such passages is the unreality of the world. For, absence of conflict
with sound reasoning is the main criterion in taking the apparent meaning
of a passage to be its intended import also. But in the present case we
have shown that there is serious conflict with sound reasoning in
accepting the apparent sense of the passage as its real and true import.'
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CHAPTERXXIII

SOME OBJECTIONSTO THE REALITY -
OF THE WORLD ANSWERED

THE Advaitin's attempts to challenge the readlity of the world on
the doubtful analogy of dreams and illusions is like the proverbial
drowning man catching at a straw to save himself. If our
experience of the reality of the world can be negated by the
knowledge that Atman aloneisreal and that all elseisfalse, on the
ground that perception is strictly limited to the present (even
though the conviction of its reality may have been implanted in us
from time immemoria and have stood the test of time), the
position of the negating knowledge which is also claimed to be a
perception (though not by the eyes) would be much worse,
inasmuch as it has admittedly a distinct beginning and is
practically an unknown quantity till now. If we could persuade
ourselves that what is known and held to have been true and valid
from time immemorial by the universal consent of human beings
all the world over, is sure to be superseded by some unknown fact
of knowledge to come, what is there to prevent our supposing that
the same fate may overtake that new knowledge also? If the
known is false and the unknown alone true, one may seriously
contend that cows and bulls are really without horns, even though
they appear to have them and that hares have horns even though
they are not visible to any of us. The same kind of reductio ad
absurdum would hold good in respect of any inference about the
unreality of the universe. If thisinference also is untrue in its turn,
the reality of world-experience will remain unscathed. If it isreal,
the ground of generaisation (drsyatvahetu) being obviously
fallaciousin this case, may be equally so in other cases. The vague
possibility of afuture contradiction cannot be seriously entertained
to the extent of repudiating the consolidated experience of all
humanity. Belief in the reality of the universe within the meaning
of uncontradictability in the three periods of time is held by
Madhva and his followers to be established not by sense-
perception but by the intuitive perception of the Saksi. This is
where Madhva philosophy is on the vantage ground as comapred
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with the Nyaya school of realism in meeting the challenge of
Advaitins. Most of the dialectics of the school centres naturally on
this aspect of the question and refutes the plea of the Advaita that
perception is incapable of establishing the truth of things beyond
the present. Jayatirtha says that the perception of uncontradicted-
ness for the present involves the perception of uncontradictability
for the future also. This does not mean that it is or must be so in all
cases, or that there is no possibility of illusionsin experience. It is
therefore necessary to explain the Madhva point of view a little
more clearly. So long as all Vedantins are agreed that the validity
of knowledge is intrinsically made out and that invalidity alone is
dependent on contradiction, the normal and healthy perceptions of
life cannot be dismissed as illusory. Even the most ruthless tests
fail to prove the contrary, so that the uncontradictability of normal
experiences can not be doubted by any reasonable creature. It will
be absurd to presume contradictability of experience on mere
inferential considerations or as a bare hypothetical possibility. The
inference itself will have to depend upon another valid perception
for the ascertainment of a sound relation of concomitance and
cannot, therefore, afford to destroy its own standing ground
(Upajivya) by casting a universal doubt on all perceptions as such.
Even the perception of the blueness of the sky is a defect of
distance and is not seen to arise in proximity or in case of
verifiable scientific explanations. If perception as such isisto be
suspected of invalidity, there is nothing to forbid a similar fate
overtaking the identity texts on the analogy of 'the text referring

to the old ox singing foolish songs fit for the Madrakas' : ﬂTagTaﬁ

TIfd AERTOT, )

The reality of experience should thus be admitted as fully
borne out by practical and theoretical considerations alike. The test
of practical efficiency (arthakriyakaritvam) is a potent one in
respect of redlity. It is in this connection that Madhva raises the
guestion of the reality of certain aspects of dream phenomena.
Dreams are not absolutely unreal phenomena occurring without
assignable cause. The element of unreality liesin the identification
of the experience therein with those of the waking state i.e., in
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taking them, at the time, to be objects of waking experi ence.l But,
the passions, feelings, etc., stirred up in the course of the dream
and the experience as such are uncontradicted and are even
remembered with feelings of pleasure or aversion as the case may
be and are often accompanied by incontrovertible proofs of their
factual occurrence, as in erotic dreams (Svapnakaminisambhoga).
Gaudapada (Karika, ii.1-7) and Sankara (BSB iii.2.2) have
adduced some arguments for the unreality of dreams. These have
been refuted by Jayatirtha in this NS and TP. Sankara (following
Gaudapada) argues that dreams lack spatio-temporal conformity to
facts. There is no material stuff out of which objects could be
produced in dreams. They cannot be regarded as different from the
dreamer or identical with him. In the former case, they should be
perceivable by others too and in the latter case, they could be
unreal as it is obviously impossible for the perceiving self to
metamorphose itself into so many objects that appear in the dream.

The objections are irrelevant to the Madhva view that
dreams are the experiences created by God for the benefit of the
Jivas and are destroyed by Him immediately. The dream-creations
are made of the stuff of Vasanas (agelong potencies) embedded in
the minds of Jivas. As these Vasanas are subtle and supersensuous
by nature, their objectifications also are so and can be
accommodated within the dream-centres of the mind (or the
brain), so much so that there is no necessity for the dreamer to go
out of his physical body to experience those phenomena, or any

other difficulty regarding spatio-tempora conformity etc., % as
dreams have their own subtle space-time setting constructed by
Vasanas :

1. I SIS 97 91t | (Madhva, BSB iii.2.3)

2. T ATETHROTHT: FIETAT: Ta&T G I | T 99 | 1
GEHRRIIEHRT T AT | TdAIRavSRIGTEaT: TogaT: | g

HE-gUaa=aa T IRRIETcd 70T SEaRaTd | aTerhrRoTrHTETg
gfequeTfaye R | (TP iii.24)
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EIREIE Hc?ol%@mruagw‘ldlz |

G AR IS AT AR e ||

RToTTes: AT ATy gera |

TR G 1A= §ed 7 |

TERTTAT 5T AT ST |

YRS GEAfT gif-astiamg £ 11 (AV iii.2.3) -
Sankara himself endorses the position that dreams are the products

of Vasanas;3 but he seems to limit them to the Vasanas of the
waking state of the present life, which is hardly justifiable in the
light of the Hindu belief in the influence of past lives and past
Karma and Vasanas on our present lives. The acceptence of
Vasanas as the Upadana (material) out of which dream objects are
created and projected will answer most of the objections raised
against the reality of dreams. Sankara himself admits that in
dreams it is the objective element that is contradicted by waking

experience and not the experience as such?. Madhva goes a step
further and claims a special status for dream-creations as products
of these beginningless Vasanas embedded in the minds of Jivas
and, therefore, entitled to a redlity of their own (of a subtle

order).5 They ae, not made of externa ingredients
(bahyakaranaka) like objects of waking experience. That is why
they are of such subtle nature as to be constructed by the mind and
experienced internaly. Madhva therefore, interprets the term’

3. STRICTHAATAT e @0 | (BSB, iii.2.6)

4. T EEHETE i EEEHT R, st

qeaTa: TewT | (ibid, ii.1.14)

5. EIEGIREGIEEAK {i@l’ll(li | 31'11?4:.LH°|H°||§|¢1{?H2 |
TERRNGIEFAIATT | T F 9 o eI | A
FACT | SR A -5q AR SRR T ATaw T T
2T | (NS p.460)
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mayamatram'’ in the Sutra (BSiiii..3) (1) as 'created by Vasanas (as
material cause) and (2) by the will of God (as their efficient cause
- nimittakarana).6 These dream objects, because they are the

products of Vasanas, are different from physical objects of our
waking experience. It isfor this reason that they do not exhibit the

properties of grossness or serve one's externd needs.’ But that
does not make them any the less real. The element of falsity in
dreams lies not in the constitution of dream-objects but in their
being (mis-)taken for waking realities during the dream : udid

wyfaEen TuedanT ra (T.P.)

Ramanuja also agrees with Madhva's view that dreams are
real creations of God. According to Vadirga when sentient
creatures are presented in dreams, their bodies are made of
Vasanas of the dreamer and they are temporarily made to be
tenanted by some souls at the will of God.

Like dreams, illusions of snake in the rope etc., inspire fear
and other reactions by virtue of the indisputable reality of such
forms of consciousness underlying those experience :

IR f e e |
TEATI AT, TR || (AV i.4.11) -

The hypothetical assumption of the unreality of world-experience,
on the analogy of illusions will end in making out a case for the

6. ‘HTAT TAAIEAT 2fe TSI T1aTq | TRTRTsad qEATIasoTeTd | T
e ST T AT, fheg O T | A T AremeEe 3T 9 v [
fad, qer SHRUET T UEEAT W, TN ARG W |
T R ETeeT ‘AT a0 | (NS)

7. TN SEEETET AT EATEERT ST UF d ATeEd §er

TIARISTRETEl T WaT | d9 T A’Ed §4q ST
TR fERATRTIET ATRA | (NS 499b) ]
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end in making out a case for the reality of some other world very
much like ours, as the prototype of the one superimposed for the
nonce. In trying to damn the readlity of this world, as we know it
and stigmatise it as an illusion, the Advaitin is in danger of
catching a Tartar and accepting the reality of two worlds and thus
make the remedy worse than the disease :

YTIah{caacd T ST:, Hed SPIGgaA e | Al STg wTfahferd

T qfE FeAAAR 3BT A e [ o8 e |

As between the known world and its prototype to be, it will
be simpler, says Jayatirtha, to admit and be satisfied with the
known:

YASTTEGATH NI ITEITSI: He TR h e @gedTd|(Vadavali, p.53)

There is one more obstacle to the redlity of the world, raised
by Advaitins, viz., the impossibility of establishing any logically
satisfactory relation between consciousness and the objects of

consciousness in the world® (TN within the

framework of accepted relations like Samyoga, Samavaya, etc., It
is, therefore, urged by them that a 'real world' cannot shine forth
(na prakaseta) in our consciousness. The objection is as old as the
Istasiddhi. Jayatirtha silences it by pointing out that the question
'of the how' of the revelation of the objective world to

consciousness is an illegitimate one : FRRFT=REN | IffReE—T
FIERIYT: | (Vadavali, p.61-2)

Thereis no logical difficulty in assuming that objects are revealed
to knowledge through a process of 'mental chemistry' called Vrtti
facilitated by the sense organs or by the intuitive self itself,
immediacy being as much a characteristic of both, even as
knowledge is a common characteristic of mediate and immediate

8. Cf. Similar objections in modern philosophy, based on
the 'dualism of mind and matter' and of the difficulty of bridging
the gulf between them.
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knowledge. He concludes the argument by saying that the
difficulty of establishing a nexus between consciousness and
objects within the framework of accepted logic or its devices, isho
reason to doubt the existence or reality of such relations between
them. The paucity of our vocabulary and logical devices to
correctly define the relation between the two in precise termsis no
proof of there being no such relation in fact or that such
relationship is unreal and superimposed by us. It only means that
we have to revise and reorientate our thought-moulds about which
thereis no sacrosanctity :

I UT FHAG I G R T Ferr? e wgriEE
TfsRATTRerT TR | (Jayatirtha, Mith.Kh. t. p.8b)

The difficulties raised are proofs, if at al, of nothing more
than the defect in our techinque. It is time we sharpen our wits and
try to understand the true mechanism of knowledge; but inability
to do so and penetrate further into it than we have done is no proof
of the unreality of the relation of the knowledge itself!

The incapacity to define a thing, in some particular way,
cannot mean that the thing itself is false. Jayatirtha winds up the
argument with a pertinent question : How is the position bettered

by agreeing to treat the world as lacking in reality? ferarersf
34 F99? (Mith. Kh. t.p.8b)

How is the nexus between consciousness and its objects
rendered easier or more intelligible on the assumption of the
unreality of the latter? If the objects are superimposed on
consciousness and have to real existence of their own, everyone
should be able to see and know everything or none anything at all.
How, then, is the individualisation of consciousness and the fixity
of objects to be explained on the theory of the fasity (mithyatva)
of al Drsya (objects)? If the individualisation etc., are to be
accounted for by reference to contacts etc., why make a fetish of
the superimposition of objects? Why not alow them to be real
too?
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CHAPTER XXIV

TEXTUAL EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF THE REALITY
OF THE WORLD

IN view of what has aready been said about the primacy of
Saksi as the criterion of al validity and of the doctrine of intrinsic
validity of knowledge, it will be superfluous to cite alarge number
of texts from Sruti and Sutras in support of the reality of the world
of experience. As Dasgupta observes : 'There are so many
passages in the Upanisads that are clearly Theistic and Dualistic in
purport that no amount of linguistic trickery could convincingly
show that they yield a meaning that would support Sankaras
position that Brahman alone is the ultimate redity and all else is
false' (I Phil, ii, p.2). Sankara introduces an interpretational tour
de force by distinguishing between an ordinary commonsense
view of things and a philosophical view and explains the
Upanisads in the light of this twofold assumption that while there
are some passages which describe things from a purely
philosophical point of view as the one reality without a second,
there are others — naturally more numerous — which teach the
commonsense view of 'areal world, real souls and areal God as
their Creator'. This method is applied to the Sutras also. But such a
bifurcation of standpoints would seem to be hardly consistent with
the fundamental presupposition of all VVedanta philosophers that
there is only one uniform system of thought in the Upanisads and
Sutras. That apart, such a distinction of standpoints into
philosophical and commonsense turns upon a distinction of (two)
degrees of validity as absolute and provisional, which has been
shown to be unsustainable. The argument for the readlity of the

world has thus been concluded by VyasaIirthal:
T, afg ST Fferd T, aer A wasfy -

(1) ‘SewTEreT I 39 G AT AT TS T ST

(2) ‘Sedimead 3fd g FeHa SRR (4
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(3) ‘@ay q YT SwEEET T mEETAEsr S
REEIIESE

(4) Ty T 3fq g FHETTEeETETE

(5) T steETATIETITR:

(6) hemfeedfe: IamgdE W | Ak e
AT AT S AT, FguT: TATrAT AT | (Nym, i.25).

The Madhva philosophers, on the other hand, seek to
reconcile the monistic descriptions in the Srutis with the realistic
texts, from the standpoint of One Independent Transcendent-cum-
Immanent Reference viz., Brahman, as explained earlier. In doing
s0, they have not been obliged to do any violence to the reality of
world-experience. According to the Advaita thinkers, the
Scriptures would appear to be speaking with a double voice and
deceiving us all along, with realistic descriptions of the world and
its creation, which is manifestly untrue:

A =, T TRaTrAT gfyfa:, IS TS | (Bhamati, ii.1.33)

Such a position is harldy complimentary to the Scriptures or
compatible with their high position of validity as Aptavakya. It has
already been stated that texts supporting the reality of creation and
of 'a real world, real souls and rea God' are to be met with
everywhere in the Upanisads and Sutras and in the earlier and later

literature also? and it is hardly necessary to quote them here, in
extenso.

1. If the world were imaginary the preoccupation of the
Srutis and Sutras with the genesis of the world, purpose behind
creation, order of evolution and involution of elements, the Lord's
simpartiality in ordering the world taking diversity of individual
Karmainto account would all be inexplicable and uncalled for.

2. Significant passages are RV ii.15 1,6: vii.88. 6-7; x.55. 6;
173.4.
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BrhUp; iii. i. 13-24, SvetUp V. 5.; 1.9.

MundUp. iii.1.12. Katha Up. ii.2.12; 1saUp.3, etc. and many
others cited in my HDSV, p.17.
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CHAPTER XXV
THE MEANING AND NATURE OF CREATION

THE materia universe, according to Madhva, is neither a
transformation (parinama) of Brahman nor a production de novo.
It is merely an actualisation of what is in the womb of matter and
souls by the action of Brahman. This creation is a reminder,

however inadequate, of the M ont

consciousness may be, he can only be conscious of God through
His manifestations and working in the universe. Creation, thus,
gives us a glimps into the majesty of God : ¥MTS¥HTE aT: EED)
“frefa g3 (TaittUp, ii.8). Reason bids us assume afirst cause for
the universe. The first cause is advisedly one. Creative activity
presupposes a complete fore-knowledge of the effects, accessories,
degree of effort and consequences of the act and a conscious effort
directed towards its achievement. To say, then, that God is all-
creator means that He is omniscient (Sarvajna), all powerful and
Satyakama (Jayatirtha, KNt,p.4 b). -
Madhva is aware that creation as an event occurring at a specific
date in the past, a the fiat of the Deity, is open to serious
difficulties and inconsistencies. The awkward question arises at
once, — as to what induced the Deity, which had obviously kept in
its shell, al the time, to suddenly take it into its head to come out

and call a Universe into bel ngz. The objections apply, in the first
place, to creation ex nihilo. But no Vedantin subscribes to such a
view. The hypothesis of creation in time and the argument to the
existence of God from the supposed necessity of a priusto the

1. TG FISTIGIGITHON RET(FRA-a°T: T (Dvadasa-Stotra iv.3).
gfoer aM=TEET=IT (Madhva, Commentary on ChanUp. Iv.3).
Contrast in this connection, Sankara's remarks on BS, i. 4.4 and
Jayatirtha's spirited rejoinder to it :STYEIEEN  TTAGAT]
Trerifafe 3= | GesmTfmigeTte TR RaTTelT Jeegad |

(NS;i.4,p.200) - 2. Pringle Pattison, Idea of God, p 303
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temporal series are definitely abandoned by Madhva. Creation, to
him, is no doubt a real process. But it is a continuous creation,— a
constant dependence of the world on the Supreme for all its

determinations : FEFHGEITATT fegwa==4T (BT ii.5.21). Insofar

as it is only the starting point in the process of eightfold
determinations, Madhva would, in a sense, endorse the view of
Ulirici, that 'God is not first God and then the Creator'. This would
not amount to tying down the Deity, as the various attributes are
part of His nature (svarupalaksana) and there can be no limitation
of His Self, and this creative energy of God has a dual aspect of
sakti and vyakti (latency and patency) to be exercised as occasion
demands:

AT HRATTT § i oF S&aT |
Zfer =g & fRrrsir foramareremena fova: 1)
FTferaT SfeRaar = RSy fazmam 1 AV, i.2.9)

The acceptance of intrinsic Visesas in God's eterna activity
as in His other attributes of knowledge and power, as identica
with His essence enables Madhva to account for the well-
established periodicity of cosmic creation and dissolution without
any hitch, by the exercise of His eternal will. Their periodicity
cannot be smoothly explained (in other systems) without admitting
natural distinctions in time, based purely on Upadhis in terms of
time of creation and time of dissolution as suggested by the
Vaisesikas. Their explanation involves interdependence, as the
Upadhis cannot operate unless there is a prior time of creation or
dissolution, independent of them. The Upadhis cannot operate on
the distinctions which they themselves have brought into being.
This difficulty does not exist for Madhva who accepts natural
distinctions (svabhavikavisesas) in time through Visesas, to
regulate periodicity of cosmic creation and dissolution at the will
of God. The eternality of God's creative energy (kriyasakti) too
expresses itself through its own internal Visesas as latent (sakta)
or patent (vyakta) according to exigerncies at His will, which
explains the smooth periodicity of creation and dissolution :
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* R X grErEd ot |

faRTveRTe UIqq gueE=aT araH |

fagromsr e sXfi=sTaam: wer |

AeRTg (SHATAT A58 3T §eT fF |

TG F1e: § ded(d R Tded: 11 (AV, ii.2 adh. 6)

STEHTON: s T U7 WIS | 97 , FIoERmedd gy

TR T 1T FROTET] TREATERT e TRy JuITeama =
o 2fe Wil (NS p.387 b)

Madhva uses the term ‘cause’ in the sense that a world of
imperfect beings and of ceaseless change is explicable only as
being maintained by and dependent on a Supreme Being, who is
Himself unchanging and perfect in every way and whose constant
presence in them, educes the series of forms latent in matter and
brings the souls nearer to their self-development at every step and

so brings them into full play and actual manifestations:

TS STSTT T FAAAAEE |
TEITUAT Aae = WATET: | (BSB, i1.3.31)
THAET (R, T TR aeTRoTm{amRaaT @ e e

TEITRT | (BSB, i.4.27)

The universe thus depends on God as its ground and ratio
essendi, but not as its cause in the narrow sense of the term :

stfmmfafa medemR e | afeer e T ge agdie |
I FRET ST IAIET 1l (Vamana Purana, quoted in BT,
ii.5.2).

As this will inevitably lead to the assumption of the
co-existence of matter and soulswith God, like Aristotle and the

3. Cf. T=at2T Fai TRemE: | (SvetUp. v.5) -

236



Greek philosophers, Madhva looks upon the orderly realm of
natural process as having neither a beginning nor an end
(pravahato anadi). The cosmos is as everlasting as the God on
whom it depends. The changing no less than the Unchangeable is
an ultimate component of redity a a whole

W= Wa= 7 g aafrsd | (TS), -
faford f yord T a1 (NS, 286 b)
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CHAPTER XXVI

DOCTRINE OF "ETERNAL CREATION" THROUGH
"PARADHINA-VISESAPTI"

THE belief in metaphysical dependence of all finite reality
upon Brahman obliges Madhva to hold that al finite existence is
in some measure created, preserved, desroyed or otherwise
determined in numerous ways by the Supreme Being. He has
enumerated twelve such determinations. These are the expression
of this metaphysical dependence of the world of matter and souls
(including the Cetana-Prakrti) on the One Source of al existence,
activity and consciousness. The Sruti texts which declare Brahman

to be the ultimate source and Creator of everything : ¥ 38 Fawgad

and others like FdT aT AT AT WA= (Taitt Up.), should

therefore be understood to imply different forms of metaphysical
dependence of countless sunstances, qualities and forces that
constitute the world from the highest order of being to the lowest.

Of the twelve determinations, creation or coming into
existence is ontologically the most important one. It is understood
by the Nyaya-Vaisesikas in the gross and literal sense of the term

as a creation de novo and ex nihilo : 3TEd: g™ S | Madhva

does not, as a Parinamavadin, recognise T 491 or 'Asat-
karyavada in any instance of causation, whatsoever. But this does
not mean that all things in the world are eternal and uncreated, in
every respect, or abolish 'Abhutva bhavanan' in any form or aspect
altogether. Madhva has shown, on grounds of logic, elsewhere,
that the beginningless and eternal existence of certain fundamental
substances or categories like space and time, must be accepted by
every scientific minded philosopher, as an unquestionable axiom.
It has already been shown that the creation of time and spaceis an
impossible hypothes s,

The question then arises : How is the existence of uncreated
substances like space and time and souls to be metaphysically

1. See Chapter XI, on Space and Time.
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reconciled with the fundamental presupposition of VVedanta and its
ideal that al finite redlity is explicable only as derived from One
Supreme Source of all. This problem has not occurred to and has
not been raised by any other Indian philosopher or commentator
of the Upanisads and the Vedanta Sutras. This shows how far in
advance of his times Madhva's philosophic perceptions were, over
those of his compeers. Madhva's answer to the question rests on an
analysis of the concept of causation wherein he shows that it is
capable of being distinguished into two kinds : (1) production of a
substance de novo in the commonsense view of the term and (2)
production in the sense of acquisition of a change of state or
peculiarity that depends on the will of another, i.e. God
(Paradhinavisesapti). This distinction places the entire question of
creation of eternal substances in an altogether new perspective and
breathes a new meaning into the entire doctrine of creation and
marks a striking advance of thought in Indian philosophy, where
the ideais quite novel. In the light of this new theory of creation, it
cannot be said that Madhva 'finds it impossible to reconcile the
traditional Hindu doctrine of the eternity of the world and souls,
with their creation' or that 'it is a pity that the teaching of
St.Thomas on the possibility of Eternal Creation, never reached

his ears?.

A correct understanding of Madhva's view of the creation of
eternal substances through 'Paradhina-visesapati', to be explained
presently, will show that it is the same as St. Thomas's 'Eterna
Creation' in the sense of positing an eternal and constant
dependence of al finite reality in each and every one of its states
of being and becoming (sadbhavavikaras) and the eightfold
cosmic determination (Srstyadyastakam), upon the One Infinite
and Independent Principle viz, God or Brahman.

This isthe utmost limit to which any philosophical theory

2. Cf. Remarks in a review of my work 'Svatantradvaita’ or
Madhva's Theistic Realism' in the Light of the East, Calcutta, Feb.
1943, p.31. (Ed. Fr. Dundoy S.J). It is interesting to note that St.
Thomas Aquinas and Madhva were close contemporaries.
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of creation can go, short of assuming creation in time of even
eternal substances, in some remote undiscoverable past, ex nihilo,
which is fraught with logical contradictions. Such a doctrine of
creation in time has been abandoned by speculative thinkers both
before and after St. Augustine and Madhva's position that creation
should be regarded as an eternal act coeval with the Divine nature
and existence, is in perfect agreement with that of many early
Christian Fathers particularly Origen. Only, we should understand
by 'creation’, according to Madhva, not only the manifestation of
being which is the starting point in the series of eightfold
determinations, but one and all of the rest according to the nature
and fitness of each case. On this view, it will be impossible to
conceive of anything at any time that could fall outside the
jurisdiction of one or the other of the eightfold determinations or
predications of finite existence: viz.,

gfer: feafe: defoer FrrsamTT |
FoT AT G AT AT T
frsopTsTr grere guEETEET: 13 (TS 11)

3. 'Creation, maintenance, dissolution, knowledge, bondage,
liberation, happiness, sorrow, obscuration and enlightenment al
these determinations abridged or extended, as the case may be,
originate from the Supreme Being alone in respect of all the finite
reals.

"The words 'for all these finite reals is to be supplied. One
may object that this is contradictory to what has been said before.
It would cancel the eternality of certain reals if everything should
have a birth and destruction. It is also self-contradictory to speak
of the conferment of knowledge on the insentient. These objections
are met by the words "by abridgment or expansion'. The meaning
is — of the various determinations mentioned, only as many as are
compatible with each particular case should be taken as intended.
Where, in respect of a particular category of being, only a few of
the above mentioned determinations are applicable, only those few
should be taken into account and not all. Where more are
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applicable, that much must be taken into account, as coming under
the sway of the Lord with reference to that particular being or
category. In any case, the essence and nature of one and all to be
understood as being absolutely under the control of God.
Maintenance and impulsion are applicable to all; birth and
destruction to the eternal-cum-non-eternal and to the non-
eternal ."

It should be noted here that Jayatirtha's reference to anitya
and nityanitya substances alone does not rule out the
‘Nityapadarthas' (eternals) from the purview of creation etc., asthe
term Nityanitya itself, includes the Nitya in their subtle aspects, as
explained by him, in his own commentary on TV (p.3-4) and as
elucidated by Vyasatirthain his gloss on the same (p.7 b).

The position is clearly explained by Jayatirtha, in
commenting on the concluding passage of the TS:

T FHETETATAET | T (e, | geae gioserel
freacTfarafatre: | smaTer SrafaRraaa | Ty - ammwa’ 2 |

SFTIHY, T T AT G~ o =l o= e |
T &, T qTE=: | YT T T 316 agdiarfafa |
7 feafafrar gder | giited et 71 (Ts)

The eternal and absolute dependence of al eterna
substances upon the Deity is not logically inconceivable. If thereis
nothing illogical in holding that impermanent things are so, not of
their own accord, or for no imaginable reason (akasmat), the same
should apply to eternal substances also. Else, the impermanent
objects may be expected to be destroyed the very moment after
their coming into being. This does not happen, because there is
something by which its impermanence is determined. The eternal
substances, also, could, in the same way, and for a similar reason,
of 'eternal dependence’ on an eternal reason, be regarded as
dependent. Simply because the non-eternality (anityatva) of the
non-eternalsin limited, we don't find it terminating and making the
non-eternals eternal! Even so, there is no possibility of eterna
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substances becoming non-eternal just because their eternality is
said to be 'determined’ or ‘dependent’ on something else like the
Will of God. Dependence is thus a relation which could be true of
both eternals and non-eternals. It is some-thing in the nature of
things. So long then, as Creation is not defined in the narrow sense
of Abhutva bhavanam and pragasatas samutpattih as in the
Nyaya, the acceptance of the creation of eternal substences also in
the sense of subjection or liability to new phases of being or
becoming at the will of some other agency (viz. God), cannot be
said to involve any logical incompatibility.4 l

Though in one sense al material transformation
presupposes a basic continuity of essence of the cause, even after
the change of name, form, properties and utility have taken place,
there are cases in which the original substance remains intact
without surrendering any of its fundamental qualities, temporarily
or absolutely. There are also yet other instances of change where
the nature of the substance is changed to such an extent or in
essential particulars and qualities, so as to be no longer
recognisable or nameable by the same term, as the basis of its
modified state. We are thus obliged to recognise two kinds of
change (1) one in which the substratum and most of its essentia

features are intact 9fT: qrEed wia gWwEMRER:  though

certain additional traits may have crept in in the process of change,
and (2) another, in which as a result of the complete change
effected in the substance, in the course of the causal process we
are faced with a total change in the constitution of the substance
itself so as to make it amost a new and adifferent onefor al

4, TaqegF - Ferey RFaeeaTeed e ‘freafafa’ | a9r i
qeTfesmfeadar frasd, aur feamft femerr et geeasar famafa-
T & FeTearseaeanTaT S1fT ArRerefaeT Waf= | TETe ST
vq fREmEE | vd et e afe wefEr qer @ oame
TATeaT R Ferfferear gere: o | AR e - 91 |
T e fegamm: wrfiaasty, T Srafreanf | et
(NS, p.330)
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practical purposes dfiEETs 7fomm,  Madhva designates the

former kind of change as Paradhinavisesapti and the latter as
‘Abhutva bhavanam'.

Applying these types of change to objects of experience or
to ontological entities, whose existence we are appraised of by
scripture or reasoning, we find that most of them come under the
second type of change and are, therefore, to be regarded as 'anitya
and ipso facto created at a particular time and place and have a
beginning and an end. In regard to some others, however,
experience and reason and the authority of Scripture oblige us to
put them in the former group. They are, therefore, regarded as
Nitya or uncreated in essence, though still open to certain new
influences. It is useless to deny that the Hindu Scriptures do teach
the existence of at least a few of such 'eterna’ entities called
Nityapadarthas or Anadinitya, which are concelved as existing
from eternity without a beginning or an end, such as Time, Space,
Matter, Souls and the Vedas. The question is, therefore, how to
reconcile such eternity of theirs with the axion of the absolute al-
creatorship of Brahman, which is not only one of the prominent
attributes of Godhead, conceivable by man, but is also the
philosophical justification for a Deity. Is it possible to hold that
even eterna things are created in some sense? If so, in what sense
should such creation of eternals be understood? This question is of
the utmost importance, though it does not seem to have been
appreciated in its true bearings by any Indian philosopher before
or other than Madhva. It is in connection with this momentous
issue that he introduces his new theory of 'Eternal Creation' or
Creation of Eternal entities, through Paradhinavisesapti. Thisis his
most significant contribution to Indian philosophy.

Nityapadartha Nature of Paradhinavisesapti.
1. Cetana Prakrti ﬁ@@ﬁ The manifesting of the particular
Iz desire to set creation in motion®.

5.8 T AT (o=t St wafd R |
SFATEITH SIATHAT f e IST2RTe aRasd || (Bhag. i.10.22)
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2. Avyakrtakasa H@“ﬂﬁlﬁ: | Coming into contact with tangible
(space) entities.

3. Prakrti Fealfe& T fofd:  Modification in the form of Mahat
and other tattvas.

4. Kada warfes=x Birth of time-instantsin the series.

5. Mahadadi ST=aT0=™T:  Going  through  states  of

contraction and expansion of
parts.

6. Jivas gt Acquisition of body, senses, etc.

7.Vedas ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁm@'ﬁﬁ?ﬁ Manifestation of the power to

connote the sense of words having

an unaterable and definite order
of arrangement.

The important point to note in connection with the doctrine
of Paradhinavisesapti is that the special kind of change or creation
applies to the aspect of the Visesas (traits) only that have been
assumed by the substance in question and not to its basic essence
or Dharmisvarupa. Were it not so, the entire change would have
been more directly termed as 'Paradhina-svarupantarapatti'. The
specification of the change as (Paradhina)-visesapti instead, is,
therefore, significant. The point is that it is not the Visesyakara
(substratum) that is produced by the acquisition of the new traits
(apurvavisesa), but only the ‘whole' (Visistakara). The new traits,
moreover, cannot, in the nature of things, be coeva
(yavaddravyabhavi) with the substance, in regard to the Jivas,
Prakrti, Space, time, etc. In such cases, the Visesyarupa and the
Visista cannot be said to be absolutely identical with each other,
but only 'bhinnabhinna’ as stated by Jayatirtha, (vide TVt p.5, line

5and Vyasatirtha's glosson it : Mandaramanjari p.8, line 16)6.

6. TR UTIRITITATET HeTeT |
RIECE BN MU RRIAR IER R Cl
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We cannot, therefore, ignore this important point of distinction
and treat the birth of the new trait as equivalent to the birth of the
'‘Wholé, taking Jayatirtha's remark—

EVCIEERIE R MR AR EIEIEARR I FEERE I G CIE R )
TEIEAETT 3 aamEyToT ¥afd | (NS p.431) as an unqualified

dictum. This statement of Jayatirtha must be read along with the
important distinction of attributes in question, as 'Yavad-
dravyabhavi' and 'Ayavad-dravyabhavi' drawn by Madhva and
accepted by Jayatirtha himself in his TVt and elsewhere. It is the
failure to take note of this crucial point that has led to disastrous
results in H.N.Raghavendrachar's claiming in his Dvaita
Philosophy, Its Place in Vedanta (Mysore Uni.1941) that in
Madhva's philosophy, there cannot be any 'eternal’ or 'uncreated'
entities, in any sense of the term, and that all Substances,
including Space, Time, Souls and Matter undergo 'Svarupa-Ssti'
in the full sense of the term, inclusive of the very core of their
being. This is a most unfortunate perversion of Madhva's

teachi ng.7

H.N.Raghavendrachar's theory of 'Svarupasrsti' of eternal
substances like Jivas, Prakrti, Space and Time would be repugnant
to the very acceptance of eternal substances as such in Madhvas
philosophy. There will be no need for going in for a new concept
of creation in terms of Paradhinavisesapti if 'Svarupasrsti' is to be
accepted in its absolute sense. The concept of Paradhinavisesapti
has been specially introduced by Madhva to reconcile the
eternality of these Nityapadarthas with the other fact of the all-
creatorship of Brahman (Sa idam sarvam asrjata) in a specia
'Pickwickian' sense of the term.

7. H. N. Raghavendrachar's contention of Svarupa-Srsti of
Jivas in Madhvas philosophy was repudiated by orthodox
spokesmen like Pandit D. Vasudevachar in his Kannada work
Dvaitapradipa and  others. But it appears that
H.N.Raghavendrachar still feels convinced of the correctness of
his own view. See his later Kannadawork : Dvaitavedanta.
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This specia sense is that of Paradhinavisesapti whose
meaning has already been explained. Since the association of the
Jivas with any kind of embodiment in Lingasarira or gross body)
has necessarily to be an impermanent and non-eternal association,
if release from bondage is to have any meaning, such an
association of the Jiva with an appendage like the Lingasarira or
the gross body in the form of an 'Apurvavisesopajana (birth of a
new trait) cannot, in the nature of things, be deemed to be
coeternal (yavaddravyabhavi) with the Jivasvarupa itself. For this
reason, the passage in Jayatirtha's NS, Apurva Visesopajane he... '
(p.431) hasto be read along with its clarification given by himself
with reference to 'Y avad-dravyabhavai' attributes and should not
be interpreted without reference to the clarification given by him
againin hisGTt :

TG TTRIN faRTee fRremT YeesTwR (p.187b)

This distinction is further clarified by the following
authoritative pronoucement by Vyasatirtha in his Mandaramanjari
on Jayatirtha TVt : 'In respect of impermanent attributes, the
relation between substance and attributes is one of both difference
and identity. In respect of permanent attributes, lasting as long as
the substance itself, the relation is one of 'Savisesabheda or
‘colorful identity" :

IATIEEAATTRIIR[TATET HeTerer |
RIECEBIEN YRR ER R Cl

(TV Mandaramanjari, p.8.line 16).

It does not require any argument to see that the Jivas
association with bodies is not a permanent one which will last
forever aslong as the Jivasvarupaitself. In such cases, the relation
of the Jivasvarupa to the subtle or gross bodies has necessarily to
be conceived as ‘bhedabheda and not as * savisheshabheda' . For.
In such cases the new trait acquired is not absolutely identical with
the 'Visesya. Nor are the Visesya and the Visista (the thing in
itself and the qualified entity) 'Savisesabhinna in such cases.
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Without such colorful identity between them, there is no basis for
the contention that the 'Visistakara and the 'Vastusvarupa (i.e. the
Visesya) are one and the same and that therefore there is
‘Svarupasrsti' of eternal verities like the Jivas in Madhva's system,
as contended by Raghavendrachar.

What Jayatirtha has said about 'kriya' (activity) arising in a
sentient being in his GTt xi.15, p.184, quoted earlier (See Chapter
VI1) does not upset the above finding. For a 'kriya' in a sentient
being can be in its latent form (saktirupa) or in its patent form
(vyaktarupa). For this reason 'activity' of a Cetana can be regarded
as 'Yavad-dravyabhavi' and hence accepted as Savisesabhinna or
colorfully identical with it. But association with a physical body
(gross or subtle) which is termed 'birth' or creation is aways a
patent state. Hence the relation of 'Savisesabheda cannot be
thought of in that connection.

Jayatirtha makes it clear that creation in the ordinary sense
of 'abhutva bhavanam' (de novo) applies in the full sense of the
term only to the Visesas, which is, therefore, fittingly termed
‘apurvavisesopajana’ or birth of a new trait that was not there
before. The substratum (visesya) could not, however, be said to be

produced8. This implies that the change or 'creation’ is only with
reference to the Visesa in respect of eternal substance and it is
through and because of this acquiring of new traits that the
Visista (e.g. Jiva) comes to be designated as 'created’. Thereis no
point in describing the 'Visesyskara as smEfermEsT 'if the
Svarupasrsti' of the Visesya is possible Madhva and his
commentator would not have labored so much to distinguish four
kinds of change and draw a distinction between Abhutvabhavanam
(creation de novo) and creation in a restricted sense of
Paradhinavisesapti by virtue of the visesya acquiring some new
trait, applicable to certain 'eternal entities only, like Space, Time,
Matter and Souls. These could never have any other kind of

8. I {, AT FHHITATIATIATAT  ACTROTHTCHERTAT

farferara = 23t | (NSp.399b)
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creation; whereas objects like jars could be created in the ordinary
sense of abhutvabhavanam.

'‘Paradhinavisesapti' is the only kind of creation that is
possible in respect of Nityapadarthas. An objection may, however,
be raised in this connection. From the point of view of
Parinamavada or evolution theory accepted by Madhva the
production of ajar or a piece of cloth is hardly other than a case of

Paradhinavisesapti, defined in terms of SERYTEIETET TG

faRTTRmTT SFEEER:, o that, strictly speaking, there can be no
other kind of creation maintainable in the system for any materia
object. This being so the restricted application of creation through
Paradhinavisesapti to 'eternal entities alone is pointless. Jayatirtha
meets this objection in this way. The crux of creation through
Paradhinavisesapti is the fulfilment of the condition

AT T8 STERM:. The creation of a jar, out of
clay, is not a case of thiskind, i.e., afiioreareae= gfq sHamETRaf:

even though the material stuff of clay may continue still to
underlie the jar. The fact is that there have taken place, in the
course of the change of clay into pot, some far-reaching changes,
so much so, we have no longer the clay intact, nor can we
designate it as clay now, nor recognise its original shape or
arrangement (samsthana). We have a 'new entity', jar, i.e,

FffeaETed TRUTH:, Hence we say : §q &l STa:, &K gf¥ J1a9 and

so forth :

K . ST |
TR A T A |
THTIT 3 STPATR: SATeTtT Fae |
THTE T 96 ¥ ¥ || (AVii.3.8)

But no such essentia transformation could be detected in
the case of the eternal substances named. Hence, these are best put
down in a separate category of creation by themselves, namely,
Paradhinavisesapti.
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This new doctrine of creation is intended by Madhva to
reconcile and rationalise the existence of certain Nityapadarthas

with the all-creatorship of God®.

9. Sankara gives greater importance to the statement of the
Sruti that Brahman has created everything and interprets texts like

HATHRTITE FavTae et as gauna. He does not concede the existence
of uncreated eternals and is not aware of Paradhinavisesapti.

249



CHAPTER XXVII
MADHVA'STHEORY OF THE EVOLUTION
OF THE WORLD

MADHVA'S theory of the constitution of matter and the
evolution of the world is based on the 'Samkhya metaphysics of
Upanisads, the Epics and Puranas. He quotes profusely from the
Mahabharata, the Bhagavata, and other Puranas and from the
vast literature of the Pancaratras, which still await exploration at
the hands of modern scholars. Even a cursory view of the
guotations made by Madhva from the literature of the Pancaratras
bears witness to the strong and persistent theistic tradition of
Upanisadic thought embodied in them and which Madhva

inherited from them! and upon which he indented so largely, in
the reinterpretation of the Upanisads and the Sutras and in the
exposition of his own system. The school of Ramanuja, though
ostensibly connected with the Pancaratras, has not, in its
interpretation of the Vedanta, touched anything more than the
fringe of that literature. A reference to the numerous quotations
from a large number of forgotten Samhitas of the Pancaratra

occurring in the works of Madhva?, dealing with various problems
of logic and philosophy would make this clear.

As afollower of the Epic Samkhya, Madhva has naturally
accepted the doctrine of evolution of matter (Prakrti) as against the
theory of Arambhavada or ‘'atomic genesis of the Nyaya
Vaisesikas. The latter, as explained by Jayatirtha, is fraught with
hourly danger to the stability (sthiratva) of the world of objects.
According to the Pilupakavada of the Vaisesikas, even the dlighest
displacement of a single atom in a jar would entail the ultimate

destruction of it. Hence, Madhva would have none of it3,

1. MVviii.4. 2. Seemy HDSV, Appendix |

3. Cf. 7a7 f& Fenfey q=mfeAr varsfT wamifa qay Teeawe qare
BV, AR RO G T8 | ST, -
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He, therefore, accepts the theory of the evolution of matter
from a subtle to a gross state. This has the advantage of
guaranteeing the basic identity and stability of the material stuff in
and through the various changes it undergoes in its process of
development from a subtle to a gross state. Only Parinamavada
will be consistent with Madhva's theory of causation and our faith

in the stability of material objects4. He, therefore, accepts a
primordial material stuff called Prakrti which undergoes various
modifications and develops by a process of evolution and
involution of effects. The existence of Prakrti is not logically
established by Madhva. He takes it over bodily from the
Upanisadic, Epic and Puranic Samkhya cosmology. It is an eternal
insentient stuff of the most subtle kind :

TR AEaraaTHreEes e | (NS

Madhva has stoutly opposed the attempts of other
commentators on the Vedanta who have denied a place to Prakrti
as the material stuff out of which the universe is evolved by
Brahman in the philosophy of the Vedanta. He establishes on
sound textual authority, the Sastric character (Sabdatvam) of
Prakrti as an insentient, dependent material principle which is the
material cause (Upadana-karana) of the world, and repudiates the
theory of Abhinna-nimittopadanatva of Brahman adopted by other

Bhasyakaras of the Vedanta®. Madhva thus champions the cause
of the Samkhya against the Advaitin and fights successfully for a
place for Prakrti in Vedantic cosmology. Ramanuja aso, has
perforce to recognise a material principle as defined in the metrical

3. (contd from prepage). - FHATRIHRRUARIG SR 34
FHOT FEARSH -FTIHATET | (NS, p.394)
4, T & %g srEEm=aTERATEET AR, T e vrcmﬁﬁ
TROTHATEAT 7w | o Tee@rdy aaeqy Joafer ferewsst
FFaHafa | (NS, p.394)

5. The point has been fully discussed in my HDSV pp. 101-105)
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Upanisads, the Epics and the Puranas. Neither of them, however,
could recognise, with the Samkhya, the independence of that
principle. Madhva's point is that the status of Prakrti, as claimed
by the Sankhyas, has nothing to do with its being recognised by
Vedantins as the material stuff out of which the universe is to be
evolved. It is accepted as a principle dependent on Brahman
(Paratantra) by Madhva and Ramanuja according to the
Upanisads.

Prakrti, is both directly and indirectly the material cause of the
world. It isthe direct material cause of time and the three qualities
of sattva, rajas and tamas and indirectly of Mahat, Ahamkara, etc.

It is both eternal and pervasive; but not unlimited®. The three
gunas are supposed to be differentiated at the beginning of
creation, in theratio of 4:2:1 (BT, iii.11.14). The evolution of other
forms of matter takes place on account of the disturbance in their
equipoise which gives rise to the twentyfour principles commonly
recognised, viz. Mahat, Ahamkara, Buddhi, Manas, ten sensory
organs, five sense-abjects and the five great elements. Mahat isthe
first and finest evolute of matter and energy. Ahamkara is the
principle of individuation, Buddhi that of discrimination, and
Manas of thought. The principle of Ahamkarais divided into three
classes of Vaikarika, Tajasa and Tamasa. From Taijasa the ten
sense organs are produced, and the five sense objects (visayas) and
the elements are the products of TamasaAhamkara. The
tanmatras stand for qualitatively distinct and irreducible sense-
qualities with a definite leaning towards their appropriate objects.
These twenty four evolutes of Prakrti are the constituents of the
microcosm and the macrocosm of the entire Brahmanda. Madhva
gives a proper reorientation to this theory of material evolution by
linking it up with a systematic hierarchy of presiding deities from
top to bottom. It is under the constant supervision and guidance of
these Abhimani-devatas (or Tattvabhimanins) that al material
transformations and psychophysical functions are carried on. The
Supreme Brahman itself is ultimately behind all these activities
and of each and every one of them:

6. T TRIFaEAT(T qoghices araF | (NS, 326 b)
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T 7 FoerefT forsoea=g e T: e |
TR U9 WEREMfE: FEd w@WMET |l (BB ii.3.11)

The three forms of matter, viz., Sattva, Rajas and Tamas, are
specially controlled by the three aspects of Cetana-Prakrti, viz. Sri,

Bhu and Durga : 3TFRITq 3T WiT: 3T(: Srdg=ad (BT x.94.15)

The period of creation is said to be one-eight of the period
of involution :

AT LA WT: OIS 3T |

T SRS W= || (BT p.71b)

Involution takes place by the merger of the effects in their
causes in the reverse order of evolution. This applies to the

Tattvabhimani-Devas also, both in Samsara and in release. For
details see my BSPC vol.ll Chapters 18-20; vol.lll adhy.4, pada 2.
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CHAPTER XXVIII
CRITIQUE OF BRAHMA-PARINAMA AND VIVARTA

MADHVA'S conception of the materia world and its
relation to Brahman is free from the difficulties that beset the
Parinama and Vivarta theories. Pantheism pulls down the Deity. It

is worse than irreligionl. It utterly negates the independence of
God. For, dl material modifications are dependent originations
(Paradhinavisesa). They fall under two main heads of change :

change of substance (afifafad) and change of aspect or attributes

(qfEd). Each of these may again be distinguished into
reversible and irreversible modifications. All these four kinds of

change are dependent upon external agenciesz. It would be
impossible to recognise any such external cause of change in
respect of Brahman, as that would immediately reduce it to a
position of dependence. Parinamavada, moreover, stands
committed to the view that Brahman alone existed in the
beginning and that there was no other substance in existence then.
It does not believe in any other eternal existent, uncreated by
Brahman or co-existent with it (as those who believe in creation
through Paradhinavisesapti do). No modification of Brahman is
thus conceivable or possible in such circumstances, as the urge or
direction for such modification must come from an outside

agency.

It will be inconsistent with Divine perfection to assume that
Brahman itself out of its own free will chooses to transmute iself
into the world of beings and objects,—a world which is a state of
sin, evil and misery. We cannot say that the Brahman does not
recognise the misery and imperfections of theworld asit is. For it

1. Ramanuja calls it a more heinous view than Sankaras
Brahmajnanavada : SeTEHAT&EM  THRME eRiET:

(Vedarthasangraha,pl4,RamanujaGranthamal a1956,K ancipura).
2. See NS 1.4. p.195-96.
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is ex hypothesi Sarvajna. If Brahman does not experience the
suffering in the world, who does? Not the Jiva; for he, too, is a
modification of Brahman and/or is essentialy the same as
Brahman. Even supposing that the Jiva is only partially identical
with Brahman it would not wholly exempt Brahman from a share
in the misery of the world. Even the most subtle modifications in
the development of sentient creatures are subject to external
forces. Sentients are never known to undergo change of state or
condition of being at their own free will. It is useless to argue that
Brahman being Almighty can change itself at Its own Will,
without reference to any externa stimulation or provocation or
direction. For, the change from a state of blessedness and
perfection to one of obvious misery and limitation can hardly be a
token of Almightiness. It would be sheer dogmatism to say that we
should not raise logical objections in a case that transcends all
reason. In that case, al philosophy should have to be given up as a
wild goose chase. The plea of ‘transcending logic' or even
'transcendental logic' can be urged with propriety only in cases
where the authorities are unanimous. In this case, however, it is
not so, as there are many texts which clearly deny to Brahman any

kind of physical or material modification (fiff#RIsa®: TH:) so
that the employment of reason becomes imperative in coming to a
definite conclusion on the vexed question.

It is equally unavailing to put in that the change of state
undergone by Brahman is a special kind of modification that does
not affect its 'deeper nature'. For the fact remains that the change
of state attributed to Brahman by the Parinamavadin is precisely
and unfortunately of this very kind that plunges it into the abyss of
misery and imperfection of the world from a state of bliss and self-
sufficiency. How can we pretend that this does not affect its
'deeper nature? That being so, and so long as it is conceded that
Brahman does not undergo any change of state that is determined
or controlled by external agencies, any state of becoming in which
we might find It, will be as natural to It as any other | Since it is
admitted (by the Parinamavadin) that Brahman is with and without
the forms of grossness at different times, it will be impossible to
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define which of them is Its 'natura’ state and which is
adventitious; so that both the states would be quite natura to its
being. Granting for argument's sake that a transformation of
Brahman with a complete loss of original nature is possible, the
guestion will still remain if such a transformation will be partial or
complete. As Brahman is partless and indivisible, the former
aternative could not be true. In the latter case, Brahman having
been spent or 'exhausted' in the transformation, there would be
none left (as Brahman) during the lifetime of the world, with the
result that all talk of acquiring knowledge of Brahman, with a
view to attaining the bliss of Moksa, will have to cease.

Madhva, therefore, rejects the view of Bhaskara and many
others that Brahman is in itself the stuff of which the universe is
made. So far as al our received knowledge and the testimony of
the Scriptures go, there would appear to be an unbridgeable gulf
between Spirit and matter : Cit and Jada:

T AR ST HIT @=q |

TR ERRISTT = TI1q F:E=T 1| (AVi.4.11)

Brahman is essentially Saccidananda. How, then, can such a
perfect being of pure intelligence and bliss evolve, out of itself an
effect that is inert and wholly lacking in intelligence and is, in
addition, the abode of so much misery and subject to ceaseless
change? There is no use in taking shelter behind alleged
statements in the Sruti to the effect that Brahman is immediately
and in its own person the material cause of the world. For not even
the vociferation of a hundred texts can make the crow white!
Reason may test even where it cannot build. Where conflicting
authorities claim to interpret the Sruti each to suit his own
metaphysics, the employment of reason becomes more important
than the bare text itself.

Not even the Scripture says directly that the intelligent
becomes the unintelligent. In that case, Brahman could as well
become the individual souls, and simplify matters for al
philosophers. Moreover, the Sruti says emphatically that Brahman
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is immutable and unchanging : fAfarrser: A& Since no
causation is possible without some change or modification in the
case, we must naturally look for the material cause of the universe,

elsewhere than in BrahmanS.

A strict adherence to the logic of facts and the spirit of the
Srutis  compels Madhva to reect the profanity of
Brahmaparinamavada in any garb. Even the oft-paraded
promissory statement about the knowledge of the One leading to
the knowledge of the many (on which Sankara himself tries to
base the case for Brahmaparinama) does not necessarily warrant
the conclusion that Brahman is the material cause of the universe.
Madhva has been the first critical commentator on the Chandogya
Upnisad to draw attention to the difficulties in the wording and
form of the propositions, as they stand worded which definitely
militate against any facile conclusion of material causality

(FEMTEHET) being drawn from that text. No other commentator,

ancient or modern, seems to have realised this crucial point. The
difficulty pointed out by Madhva is a real and serious one and
cannot be lightly passed over. The examples of mrtpinda,
lohamani and nakhanikrntana in the form of which they appear in
the text of ChanUp vi.1.4-6 are virtually incapable of establishing
anything more than a general resemblance or point of contact
between Brahman and the world. The terms 'eka’ (used thrice),
pinda, mani and nakhanikrntana, prevent the establishment of an

intimate causal relation (STTEFTITEENT) among the pairs named in
the text : ST=4T, THITes: fivesrsasy =0d: ¥ | ‘HeT famaar searaar
T | T AR SR | werd fe a0 T

3. The supposed reference to Brahmaparinamavada, in the
teaching of the Brahmasutras (i.4.24) has been convincingly
shown by Madhva to have no relevance to that problem at all. For
a full discussion of the issue and refutation of the remarks of
V.S.Ghate and Bhandarkar on this point, see my HDSV (pp.105-
108) and my BSPC val.l.pp.307-313.
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ARATATHFAA] ST | T T -heaTens g9 wroraegs |
(Madhva, VTN, p.25 b). -
STAT SR e a1 TR §EE, e

fagmaar quvad fagd @&, ‘@ fEmad aemd e w1,
‘FroTEET fAEAT FwTEE R S aEaT Ui

TR, oA, FE e T e
G | GagrdREEferverfefamReETET | e T @ 10

(NS, i.4. p.226)

There is no use pleading that we should not take the text
literally but look to the spirit; for the spirit itself has got to be
deduced from the wording. However that may be, the third and the
last illustration of nail-scissor has not even the semblance of a
causal argument. It gives the whole case away. For, the
nakhanikrntana is itself an effect and not the cause of anything
else and cannoat, in the nature of things, be the 'cause’ of 'all that is

4. 'Otherwise, the words ‘one’ and 'lump’ would be meaningless. It
would have sufficed to say 'by knowing clay..." Surely, all that is
made of clay is not the effect of one clod of clay ! There can only
be a resemblance among them. All that is of the nature of metalsin
the world is not the effect of one nugget of gold or some such
metal and not all that is made of lead the effect of one single nail-
cutter!"

5. When the knowledge of the many by the knowledge of the one
is posited, whether on the view of the world being a transform-
ation of Brahman or a superimposition on it, the words 'eka’ (one)
(used thrice), 'pinda’ (lump), 'mani' (chief) and 'nakhanikrntana’
(nail-cutter) and 'sarvam'’ (all) would not only be meaningless — as
the sense can be conveyed even by saying 'by knowing clay all
that is made of 'clay’ is known, by knowing gold al that is made of
gold is known and by knowing lead al that is of the nature of lead
is known; but the statement worded as it stands would be
positively misleading'. A little reflection will show the truth of the
criticism.
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made of karsnayasa'. It should be clear then, that the argument for
the material causality of Brahman breaks down completely and at
the very first touch of criticism in this instance. The position is
hardly better in the other two cases.
Madhva, therefore prefers to take the teaching of Uddalaka in
terms of the primacy of the knowledge of Brahman over all other
forms or kinds of knowledge. To know Brahman is to know at one
sweep all that is worth knowing about the world that is so utterly

dependent on It : IS 78 YAISTATHAATIRTAT (Gita vii.2). The

knowledge of Brahman is the end and aim of all secular learning
and the culmination of all Scriptual knowledge. Sage Uddalaka is
naturally at pains to impress this great truth on his son who is

conceited enough (cf. &5 3@ ChanUp) to gloat over his learning
divorced from Brahman knowledge.

There is much truth in Madhva's contention, therefore, that a
relation of material cause and effect could not be easily established
among the pairs named in the text, consistently with its actua
wording. The utmost point of contact between the example
(drstanta) and that which is the subject of the example
(darstantika) that these examples could establish is one of

resemblance of some kind : TEHfET ey, fheg gwIfleTT (NS

p.451). The point is conceded by the Bhamati also in the
purvapaksa :

FURT Yo serfererd: WA T gEafa | T
HIRTHOTT T ST & 3T 1T Wi |

The other familiar examples of (1) scorpions being
produced from cowdung ; (2) hair and nail growing from the
human body; and (3) the growth of man from childhood to youth
and old age, quoted to establish the material causality of Brahman,
are equally unavailing. The point at issue is the possibility of an
unintelligent (jada) effect being produced solely from a sentient
being. The analogy of scorpions etc. is, therfore, doubly irrelevant
as the scorpion is a living creature and the cowdung insentient.
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Even if such production were biologically true, it admits of other
explanations insofar as the scorpion has a material body which
might be derived from the dung. But the soul of the scorpion
(insofar as it may have one) cannot be a product of dung!
Sankara's explanation (BB ii. 1.6) that Brahman has satta in
common with its effects like Akasa, overlooks the fact that this
satta is not, like the body of man, distinguishable from Brahman.
The growth of hair and nails from the human body is possible only
so long as it is tenanted and sustained by a soul and not at other
times. But the Parinamavadin has necessarily to conceive of a state
when Brahman alone existed in an incorporeal or pre-corporeal
state and later produced a world out of itself. But a non-embodied
Brahman cannot, on the very same analogy of man, produce
anything. It would, in any case, he impossible to show that nails
and hair are directly produced from the soul! The example of the
development of man from childhood to old age pertains, in the
opinion of all Sastrakaras, only to the body (sariradharma) of man
and not to his soul. The ripening of wisdom with the advance of
years and the appearance of virility in youth are posssible only in
the event of a body sustained by the presence of a soul. None of
the developments instanced can or is known to take place in the
soul as such. And in all these cases, the purely physical
developments are traceable to the physical part in the causa

complement6. Consistently then with the implications of these
analogies, the Parinamavadin must admit that the purely materia
part of Brahman — if it can be credited with any — is the materia
cause of the world and that soul or spiritual element in its make-up
is the operative cause. This would be tantamount to a restatement
of Madhvas position, in less accurate terminology. In such a
contingency, the material part will have to be regarded as non-
Brahman as there cannot obvioudy be anything material about
Brahman ! This could give us but a Kevaa-nimittakaranavada, in

6. fETfezerammd @g rFesd:-  afcEmgnEE TS
AT Wit | rgeeeEEeE | (NS, p.197 -
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theend: W TROTHEE WA oF f& | 41 wmr 7 AT &g &
TATEATRHTAT || (AV, i.4.11)

Insofar as most Parinamavadins like Bhaskara and
Y adavaprakasa do not admit the co-existence of a purely materia
principle (Prakrti) which can figuratively be styled the 'body" of
Brahman, the illustration of scorpions etc. cannot, with propriety,
be cited by them. Bhaskara is the only Vedantin who holds
fearlessly to actual Brahmaparinama and regards not merely the
material world but the souls aso as products of Brahman. This
lands him in further difficulties of having to visit the miseries and
imperfections of the finite selves also, on Brahman, against
repeated assertions in  the texts to the contrary
sFerTshimEmERifa (MundUp ii.1); T=immmiafia == 33w (BS
i.2.8).

Ramanuja is generally regarded as a believer in
Abhinnanimittopadanatva of Brahman. This gives him an apparent
advantage over Madhva. But this is altogether deceptive.
Ramanuja cannot afford to go to the same length as Bhaskara and
deny the coexistence of a purely material principle called Prakrti
though it may be subject to Brahman and act as its 'body'

(FEr=Fd IRW). Ramanuja frankly admits the existence of
Prakrti : T F9Wsaad  AeTROTHIERINTS SETdT ARgTr=sm: | 377 g,
RATERRIT  AeTeHRCARET | TATSTWHCT G- RIGHTshaT{RT -
M | (Sribhasya, 4.3)

The so-called Brahmopadanatva, on his view, isreally on a

par with the procreation of a son (i.e. his body) by his father or the
emergence of nails and hair from the body nourished by the soul:

ITTEFCTHATE FATEHAT ¥4 |
T AT R 9 11 (AVi.4.12)

The position of Ramanuja ultimately boils down to
Kevaanimittakaranavada of Brahman, so far as the Brahma-
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caitanya is concerned and all talk of Abhinnanimittopadana,
indulged in by him and his school, turns out to be a mere
terminological exaggeration and flourish. The point is fully
brought out by Jayatirtha in a searching analysis and criticism of
Ramanuija's position :

I HAQ TH(a IR AT F&OT TGTEHAAT AT
LAACTIHTATE-  TAGFATEIRER F& s fau e
I gearfefaafingd | o7 7, FefSd Fererh T Sg-
TR FET TGRS gfd | § JeATE- AIEH-
A |

wd & aEdr, fgfe oenf, SgeNT eiTsEEE -
FHOTHATTEA S ¥ | w97 (fderer gaom AR
TSI TIEAAAT SEAET | TaRT A TIEM S@T ST -
FIRAHATT ATTEAT T5: |

TS SgTEAE FaT: F qfe qAUHOTHAT - Tfeafd |
FEATIAT FEAON  FPATamT War e §idar  The
AT TR TT=HANT |

EEIRE R b I G R R R RIS IR IR e R
ferifey, TTsfr SawT e | Uil e goere F? T
g W (AR He RN | T e TS H haeq |
EfERafegaEsd  JEyueRatifs <= | @EEd |
FIFATEREART fE Wrephdaol &9 | T @IHIRE Sdsaagr
fra=a=: 11 (NS, i.4.p.197b) /.

7. 'Here, Ramanuja having interpreted the Sutras
'Prakrtisca.... (BSi.4.23) in terms of Brahman's materia causality
of the universe, has explained the import of the Sutras as follows :
Brahman has for its body the most subtle insentient matter. Thisis
supported by the Sruti 'He who remaining in unmanifested Matter'
Whose body is insentient unmanifested matter' etc. Thus, insofar
as Pradhana (Matter) which is ensouled by Brahman and is
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controlled by Brahman happens to be the material cause of the
universe, it is accepted by us that Brahman itself is the materia
Cause. This view is rebutted (by Madhva) with the words —'If by
material cause....' (as above).

By saying so, the nature of the material causality of
Brahman in the birth of the world would be nothing more than its
being the residual limit of separation or evolution of matter from
God, asthat of afather in the birth of his son. For it is accepted by
Ramanuja that the material causality of Brahman which is
absolutely without personal modification and which has the
transforming Prakrti as its body, consists in it being merely the
superintending principle of the transformation of Prakrti. Such a
kind of material causality is readily accepted by us also. We have
no quarrel withit.

It that be so, why do you criticise it? We answer—\We do not
accept the transformation of Brahman (as such) which is pure
consciousness, into the form of the world, as accepted by Bhaskara
and others. Hence its refutation is appropriate.

The point is this : Even though the material causality of
Brahman with regard to the world, as made out by Ramanuja, is
not in substance opposed to our position, still it cannot be
accepted as the purport of these Sutras in question. For, let us ask,
what is the point in elucidating this view here under these Sutras ?
It cannot be, as in the case of Bhaskara, the repudiation of the
distinction between an efficient and a material cause, so far as
Brahman is concerned. For, Ramanuja accepts Prakrti as the
material cause. (Otherwise, there is no reason for him to admit the
existence of Prakrti as such.) If it is said on his behalf that
'material cause’ primarily means that which controls and
superintends the transforming stuff, we have to point out that such
adefinition of a material cause cannot be accepted asit is opposed
to accepted usage of the term. Philosophers should propound their
definitions in accordance with recognised usages of the world.
They should not restrain the accepted usages according to their
own will and pleasure or fancy' (Tr.) -
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The position of Srikantha and other (Brahma)
Saktiparinamavadins like Nimbarka, Valabha and others, is
hardly better. Insofar as this (Sat)-Sakti of Brahman, which
according to these writers, is the immediate stuff of the Parinama
is distinguished from the soul-part of Brahman conceived as
Cidanandatmaka, the latter ceases to be the rea substratum of the
change. It is the Sacchakti, Sakti or energy (of 'body' as Ramanuja
would call it) that turns out to be the real and immediate material
cause of the world. Even this is a far cry from actua and
immediate cent-percent Upadanathva or Parinamathva of
Brahman. Thus in most cases, the so-called Upadanatva of
Brahman through Sakti or Sat-sakti, as the case may be, turns out
to be nothing more than an 'Apadanatva i.e., ATETEHEGHORT
‘acceptance of Brahman as the residual spirit' that remains
unaffected and untransforming in any given instance of change
taking place in its tenement. This point also is convincingly
established by Jayatirtha :

3 7 - fEET € FAngTd, sH=aHra T qeed =1 |
TSI ®or (N fEARATRE | s T FwEm | S
frafrfraaegrn | o =B g RomEEER T
gfefagrarsfy *#* |

gf Feon gEEE IRomteare Ao, qTr
T | AATAITEIET, eTHer a1? T drEede: | FaRMT TRemfierar
FTEIFEEITAN | AT HEWET | 3T0eT ISOaeTd | HarsHed
freordifa =fcdh TRIMCATIRISIRT? T WFARE-IE TaTe e |
fofireaa stmg- “ar W =

ERA (= & FGAT | T (AR =i | R wionfy
SGTRTHAES [, T AT e e HE: |
frfefeT-Ter SrfRaaTsE TR, TROMAT SFgTeAe T
TR HAA | ST AT AW 3T WATHAER] | 90T g ‘985 3T

= 18 (NS, p.200)
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This criticism covers every shade of Brahmaparinamavada,
through aspects, modes or powers considered as essential organic
parts of Brahman.

8. If you hold — There are two aspects of Brahman, — one
that is essentialy blissful and of the nature of consciousness, the
other of the nature of existence (sat). It is efficient causein itsfirst
aspect and material cause in its second aspect. The immutability of
Brahman is thus to be understood with reference to its aspect.
There is no clash with logic in thus holding that Brahman in its
aspect of Sat transformsitself into the material world...'

The advocates of such a position will have to say if these
two aspects are identical with each other or are partly different and
partly identical. They cannot be identical, as both will have to
transform. Nor can they be different and identical. For at least in
respect of identity there will be the same nemesis. If it is argued
that the difference would prevent the identity from bringing about
the said nemesis, why not dispense with the identity that is so
pal pably powerless against the difference?

Therefore, it must be conceded that rhe two aspects are
entirely different. It comes to this that there are two different
entities, one of which is essentially immutable and acting as the
operative cause aone of the universe. The other one is liable to
transformation and acts as the material cause of the world. If this
be so, we, who are advocates of the view that ‘God is the operative
cause only of the universe' have no reason to quarrel with you. For
according to us God is that which isimmutable and is the efficient
cause of the world. What actually transforms and acts as the
material cause of the world is designated by us as 'Pradhana
(matter). In the above discussion, the term 'part’ or "aspect’ should
be understood to have been used from the point of view of the
other party. From the Siddhantin's point of view the proper term
would be 'entity’.
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Review of Vivartavada

As for Vivatavada, it is, strictly speaking, no theory of
causation at all, as it does not accept any true effect that has got
to be accounted for, but only an appearance. Quite apart from this,
there is the difficulty of accounting for the obscuration of
Brahman by Ajnana, which is the root-cause of the appearance of
the world. There is again greater difficulty than even in the
Parinamavada interpretation, in reconciling the promissory
statement UH{IFTA TAEET with the illustration of clay etc. and

the requirements of real Vivartavada:

AR J TR JoRaEashione qfewe e, e qaer?
JFAT TAT M7 =q, qle FETeeTesT TR | ‘SHfRmarehT
gfer=rd gfemm g e’ 2 & =mafae 19 (NS §.4.5.p.226).

It would be truer to say from the Vivarta standpoint that the
knowledge of the One sublates or puts an end to the knowledge of
the many, rather than that it produces or gives rise to any such
knowledge (Cf. the wording : 3¥a ¥d ¥afd | 3Wd 7d Wa(d) .
There is not merely terminological inexactitude. The expressions
used by Uddalaka are capable of suggesting a different and more
sensible interpretation. There is nothing to show that Uddalaka
was trying to equate the many with the unreal. The unreal is
something which has been mistaken for another:

9. 'There is no question of superimposition even in the case
of a single pot upon a single lump of clay. Where then is the
guestion of regarding al the objects made of clay being
superimpositions on one lump of clay? The Vivartavada
interpretation of this illustration is, therefore, untenable. If the
Advaitin should say that he is going to establish such a position by
reasoning, our reply isthat in that case, it cannot with propriety be
cited as an illustration : as it is still a disputed point. For as the
Logicians point out, an example in a syllogistic reasoning is that
about which there is conscensus among layman and philosophers
(In the present case, it does not seem to be so.)'
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ST ATHTARIETEINg: (Sankara, BSB, i.1.1). But the 'many’ in the
promissory statement includes also things which have not at al
been brought within the scope of Svetaketu's understanding or
misunderstanding : 314d %d Wafd In any case, the illustrations of

clay etc.,, would appear to assume the reality of effects — the
connecting link between the One and the many being nothing
more than a resemblance; as actual cause and effect relation is
unsustainable, for reasons already explained. Clay is never the
Vivartopadana of pots. Since no causal relation could be made out
among the pairs named in the text without distorting the actual
purport of the terms of the text, or glossing over or ignoring some
of them like eka, mani, pinda and also asserting a palpable
travesty of a causal argument in the last instance of the nail-
scissors, the interpretations of Sankara and Ramanuja are
misplaced.

The Advatic theory of Abhinnanimittopadanatva of
Brahman has been discussed by Vyasatirthain his Nymin the light
of the exposition by Prakasatman in his Vivarana. According to
the Vivarana, there are three ways in which the position that
Brahman is the material cause of the universe may be explained :
(1) that Brahman conjointly with Maya is the material cause
(upadana) of the world, like the two strands of a thread which go
to make the string. (2-3) Maya which may be viewed as a power of
Brahman or as dependent on Brahman is the material cause and
Brahman through its association or connection with it, isaso, in a
way, the upadana through such Maya. Prakasatman further
explains that on the first view, inasmuch as Brahman and Maya
would both conjointly constitute the material cause of the world,
there would be no violation of the Nirvikara Sruti which should be
understood with reference to Brahman in its state of isolation (i.e.
when not in conjuntion with Maya). In the order two cases, also,
the Nirvikara Sruti is to be understood to refer to Brahman when it
is not colored by Maya or is not acting through Maya.

Vyasatirtha criticises all these explanations. He points out
that in the first case, like the two threads conjointly going to make
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the string, Brahman also would be as much an upadana or
transforming cause as maya and there would be no point in
claming Brahman alone to be 'Nirvikara® in the process.
Moreover, as both Brahman and Maya are the material cause of
the world, we should expect to find the essential characteristics of
Brahman, viz. Paramarthika reality, consciousness and bliss in the
effect, viz. the world : It cannot be said that only a superposition
of the essential character of the upadana is expected in the effect
and not the actual presence of those characteristics. In that case,
how is the Advaitin justified in claiming that the world actualy
possesses the character of anirvacaniyatvam as a product of Maya
or Avidya? If he should say that the world does not possess the
character of Paramarthika reality because it is not solely the
product of Brahman (sanmatropadanakam), then by the same
token, he should refuse to call the world anirvacaniya becauseit is
not solely produced by Anirvacaniya Maya! Again, if Brahman
associated with Maya is regarded as changing and Brahman
unqualified is to be accepted as unchanging (nirvikara), the
guestion will be'ls the qualified entity (visista) to be designated as
Brahman or not? If the qualified entity is Brahman, it could hardly
be unchanging! If it is not to be regarded as Brahman, the question
of regarding Brahman as Upadana would simply not arise. Further,
if the transformation of the Visista is admitted, then such
transformation would be of the same order of redlity as the
substratum, which should go against the requirements of the
Vivarta theory, in which the product of Vivarta has alesser reality
than its substratum. It cannot also be held that real transformation
takes place in the Visista while only an illusory transformation
takes place in the Visesya (the substratum). For, in order to speak
of aVivartaat all, there should be some illusory transformation in
the Suddha also. Hence it would be difficult to say that the Suddha
is absolutely Nirvikara. If it is said that there is no real Vikarain
the Suddha, then, it would be equally wrong to speak of any actual
transformation in the Visista too, since it is primarily in the
Visesana (Maya) that any real transformation is taking place. As
for the third view that Brahman is to be regarded as Upadana
through Maya and not directly, like the constituent parts (amsa) of
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threads forming the cloth, Vyasatirtha shows that the analogy is
misplaced. The constituent parts (amsa) of the thread are really the
material cause of cloth. But Brahman is not the constituent cause
of Maya. How then could Brahman be regarded as the constituent
cause of the world through Maya?

It would be equally unavailing to define 'Upadanatvam' as
being the substratum of an illusory change. The term 'Upadana’ is
nowhere used in philosophical writings in this sense. No one
would designate 'clay’, which is the material cause of pot, as the
substratum of the illusory appearance of the pot! Nor is the shell,
the substratum of an illusory appearance of silver spoken of as the
'material cause' of silver, If the Advaitin proposes to define
Upadanatvam in a novel way which has no relation to the
connotation of the term as other philosophers understand it, he
may please himself with such a diversion. But it will not make
Brahman the material cause of the world in the accepted sense of
the term! Finally, Vyasatirtha points out that the advaitic position
that Isvara is efficient cause (nimitta) of the world, Maya the
material cause (upadana) and Suddha-Brahman the substratum of
the illusory appearance of the world makes the thesis of
‘Abhinnanimittopadanatva of 'Brahman' so eagerly sought to be
read into the Prakrtyadhikarana of the Brahmasutras, by Sankara,
pointless.

Madhva thus establishes his point that Brahmopadanatva
theory islogically and textually unsustainable, and philosophically
unsound. We have to stick to Kevala-nimittakaranatva only. This
will not land usis a plurality of causes. The clear fact that Prakrti
is a metaphysicaly dependent principle like Space and Time
(though eternal), will effectively bar the possibility of plurality of
causes. This point has been established by Madhva under BS
ii.1.15 et.seq.
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CHAPTER XXIX
ESSENCE OF SELFHOOD

SOULS are conceived in Madhva's system system as finite
centres of conscious experience, each with a unigue essence of its
own. The essence of individuality is that one finite centre of
experience cannot possess, as its own immediate experience, the
experience of another. It is this non-transferable immediacy of
experience that distinguishes one self from ancther, in spite of
their possessing certain similar characteristics :

ITAE DA AJEEHRIEIER] | e AW
ITHHTEATA: SEaT SETETETRRIS T | (NS, p.507)

Each has a specific content of consciousness, redlity and
bliss and constitutes a focalisation which is nowhere exactly
repeated in nature. Their very raison d'etre is to be distinct
personalities or exclusive focalisations of a common universe. The

best definition of self isthat give by Jayatirtha : FgerTFIeRTFRII
IR dgTesafaiad srafifd arfafisd (NS, p.633). Thisrefersto a

dynamic personality endowed with the triple properties of will,
cognition and activity. The basis of individuality is to be found in
the uniqueness of ‘persondlity’, which is a blending of
consciousness, experience and works, in proportion to its intrinsic
stature (yogyata). It is the core of al hedonistic, ethical and
spiritual activities of man:

TEfIgT a1 3= o1 2fq Frfd: |
T T T =7 O A 1L

The nature of the souls, at its best, is said to be one of
unaloyed bliss and pure intelligence. It is essentially free from

any kind of misery or pain ; EAEFHRS Ee (UKL), though

1. "He who enjoys the happiness and suffers theills of life,
who is subject to bondage and release is the Jiva. Heisindeed in a

position to know himself in al his statesas 'l am™.
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subject to a natural gradation of intelligence and bliss in a cosmic
hierarchy of selves and subject always to the Supreme in bondage
and in release. The sense of misery, which is bondage, is externa
to their essence and is brought about by a real though misplaced

sense  of independence of initiative and conduct: W

SRS TRt ¥ 12 (NS p.26)

Srer gEETe 7 3% fRfa i |
AT A AT GEEfa T T 11 (BT XI. 23.54)

The question has been raised : 'If each individual possesses
in finite and material outlines, the perfection of consciousness, it
seems to become a mere point of existence when it casts off the
body and enters release. Will there not be overlapping of souls
there? If not, what is it that distinguishes one from the other ?
(Radhakrishna, I.Phil. 11.p.719). In other words, what is it that
constitutes the essence of selfhood, if we are to subtract from it, as
we should, in the state of release, all the content and vestures that
enfilm its essence and are obviously incidental and non-
fundamental to its being or makeup in each case? "We seem to be
reduced to an abstraction of pure being or intelligence-a
monadism. It is merely then an assumption to hold that the single
colorless unit, called 'self’, is different in each individua".

It is easy to ask such a question or pass such ex cathedra
juddgments. But it is not easy to give a thoroughly convincing
answer to it, here and now sub-specie alterni. Indeed, we should
be in possession of the highest form of self-realisation, which is
the goal of religion and philosophy, if we should be able, here and
now, to place our finger on what constitutes individuality and

2. Dasgupta (His. of 1. Phil iv. p.113) unhappily has misread
and misinterpreted this passage from the NS. Krishnakant
Chaturvedi (Dvait Sddhant Ka Tattvik Anusilan, p. 175) misreads
"Aparayattatvavabhasah” as "Parayattatvavabhasah" which
makes no sense.
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define it in precise terms. That will be unravelling the greatest of
al mysteries, that has remained inscrutable for ages. We should
cease to be embodied, if we catch our selves in their pristine
essence of selfhood unconditioned by the floating perceptions of
heat and cold, light and shade, pleasures and pain. If the Advaitin
can silence the objection to Avidya with the lofty remark that "if
we can understand the relation of Atman to Avidya, we must be

beyond the two"3 the Dvaitin could as well plead with equal
propriety that it would not be possible to deny the doctrine of
intrinsic plurality of selves and their natural graduation, so long as
we have no means of realising the true essence of selfhood here
and no means of proving that there is no basis of distinction in
release. Madhva does not, after all, lay stress merely on sensations,
feeling and bondage, in support of his doctrine of plurality of
selves, as if these were the only movements of the real. It does not
require much argument to show that the real nature of the souls
and their essence of individuality are now hidden from us by some

mysterious veil of ignorance called Avidya4 (Svagunacchadika).
Thanks to the light of Scripture and the exercise of reason and
introspection, we may however expect to lift the veil ever o little
and to take a peep into the truth of things and the vision might be
enlarged as we go up in the scale of discipline and Aparoksa. We
can arrive at some kind of working solution of the problem now by
examining the evidences of Scripture and advancing logically
from the known to the unknown. This is the utmost that the best of
us can do and we need not despair or despise this method, so long
as we have no other means of approach open to us. This
individuality of experience and the impossibility of our entering
into others experiences with the same fourth dimensiona
inwardness, as our own are sufficient prooofs of the basic

3. Radhakrishna, I.Phil. ii.p.577.

4. IR & FeTteRTsd ST g ‘fefea’ et |
RIS FPAEARET | daEEasia e, AT
YRR ATseR: o 38 | (NSi.1.1)
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distinction of Selves:

Uq AT AFCAE: fgn | T g gy a1 fEmraaer ar
AR AT | A, FEGETH A ETHEETHTEHAT ST# 3 -
TG | SEAT AW ST Ot gaT s g4 @: | (Vadaratnavali, i)

The NyayaVaiseskas grounded their doctrine of
multiplicity of selves in the observed fact of the divergence of
individual  experience of happiness and suffering in life :
Vyavasthato nana. Citsukha criticised their concept of 'Vyavastha
on the ground that it is inconclusive. If 'Vyavastha stands for
variablity in the experience of pleasure and pain among different
persons, such variability is equally to be seen in one and the same
person, sometimes. Happiness and misery are also experienced by
the same person at the same time in different parts of his own
person. Mutual opposition or conflict (vadhyaghatakabhava)
between, the experiences of pleasure and pain, to be effective,
must be present in a common theatre of operation which cannot be
thought of in respect of individuals having different bodies. For
these reasons, the Logicians argument in support of plurality of
selves on the basis of 'Sukhaduhkhavyavastha is inconclusive.
Madhva breaks through this counter-argument of Citsukha by
defining 'Vyavastha in a more inward sense of 'Anusandhana’ or
the identifying experientiality in respect of one's own experience
of happiness and suffering in life, which every individua in the
world is normally in a position to have and is capable of having, as

his distinctive feature. TaIRI ST THOT 79 T | (AV ii.2.18)

This criterion of 'Anusandhana’ is the sine qua non of identity of
being (svarupaikya) in a sentient person : AE[=B=H UFH

FTITHRIATTRT | (NS, p.507)

It is this identifying experientiality in respect of one's innermost
experiences of happiness and suffering that determines identity of
consciousness or personal identity and no other factor. Where
such identifying experientiality is not present, the so-called
oneness of our selves that one sometimes speaks of in some
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expansive mood has to be put down as mere rhetorical flourish
(namamatram).

Jayatirtha poins out that the absence of such 'Anusandhana
in respect of one's past lives does not nullify the truth of this

criterion®. For, it is not claimed that all sentient beings at all times
have this identifying experientiality, even with respect to their own
earlier experiences in the same life, let alone those of previous
lives. The example of 'Jatismaras recognised in the Y oga Sastrais
a strong proof that such anusandhana is not a myth. Due
allowance has to be made for the human frailty of forgetfulness
and loss of memory. However, what is contended and affirmed, as
Jayatirtha says, in respect of ‘anusandhana is that a sentient being
who sometimes experiences an identifying experientiality with a
being isidentical with it and one who never at any timein hislife
does so is not identical with that being. Since identifying
experientiaity is the sole criterion of self-identity, it goes without
saying that where it is absent self-identity too must necessarily be
non-existent.

FHAAT T RIS, § o TR, a7 TE=4N @ o

AR 2fer aesumToTReT afEsT MR | T T Fae s |
ARG - | TETEHAT fadd | (NS, p.507)

The criterion of 'Anusandhana in respect of Caitanyaikya or
oneness of being between sentients is also sufficient to rule out
identity of Jiva and Brahman in Moksa So far as the Jiva is
concerned, it is accepted by all that he is not, here and now, in a
position to experience such ‘anusandhana’ in respect of his identity
with the 'Nityasuddhabuddhamuktasvabhavam Brahma. If that
Brahman too, in its turn, is not experiencing its oneness with the
Jiva, it is as good as a non-existent identity. It cannot be argued
that the absence of 'anusandhana’ of hisidentity with Brahman by

5. T T YOG @A AHaHT AT, TR JFff s
A | 7 & 7 qLsTEAT T | (NSp.507)
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the Jiva here and now in the state of bondage is merely due to the
impendiment of Avidya and is not due to the fact of its not being
true. One would like to know how the Monist is so sure of this.
The Dualist philosopher, on the other hand, is persuaded that the
identity is not a fact because there is no identifying experientiality
of it. It will be conceded that whatever may be the impendiments
in the way of the Jiva experiencing such identity, now, Brahman
which is all-knowing is under no such predicament or
impendiment. It should, therefore, be experiencing such identity,
But it is clear from the Lord's pronouncement in Gita XV. 18 that
the Supreme Brahman is fully conscious of its difference and

distinction from the individual self ©. It is no answer to this
objection that Krsna of the Gita is only 'lsvara’ (God). For, we
have no evidence of a being higher than Krshna to be called
‘Brahman'. For Krsna Himself assures us in the same context that
He is the highest Purusa known as 'Paramatma (XV.18). Even in
Sankara's philosophy, Isvara is deemed to be omniscient. An
identity which is neither felt nor experienced by an omniscient
being can hardly be a fact. Madhva has not left us in any doubt as
to the true nature of state of the souls in Moksa. They are not
formless beings or colourless points but atomic individuals with
their own specific forms and lineaments. They have spiritual
bodies of their own with appropriate organs (see BS iv.4.10, 16
and BSPC.Val.lll, pp.790-94) and have names and forms which

are beyond the knowledge of those still in bondage7.

6. See TG ¥ FAATATIT STHT T FT |
AT 3¢ FAIOT 7 o e e || (Gita, 1V.5)

7. AT Goansfr AEad 3 BT | (Madhva's Commentary on
BrhUpiv.4)
AT et feraet gEaEr e ameir g |

(Madhva s Commentary on PransUp vi).
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CHAPTER XXX
METAPHYSICAL DEPENDENCE OF SOULS

IN spite of their intrinsic nature of consciousness and bliss,
the souls, as finite beings, are in a state of absolute dependence
and limitation at all times, in bondage and release. Release is only
from the fetters which prevent the realisation of their true natures
and their metaphysical dependence on Brahman. Dependence is
not a passing chapter in their lives. The eightfold determinations
of the cosmos are smply the expression of such dependence. Such
dependence is most vividly felt in the prenatal and post-mortem
conditions of life,

TEATE THEIET e AT, AT (A= TR e |
(BT, x.37.23)

aswell asin Pralaya, dreams, deep sleep and swoons. It isonly in
the Waking state of sthiti that man is found to arrogate
independence to himself. He lies helpless and weak at other times,
both before and after. It may, therefore, be concluded that even
this temporary assumption of independence is misplaced.

faoTredi= o g 799 = @aeq |

I FATIATE ARITOT e ||

T feafasre g Fafag ghemred: |

Jef T § TR T || (BT, §0.9.33)
T ST HEw: T TsE IR |

FEGATSHT T AT THATCHIT T4 |

qTfes: TITSAY FRWFEE 7239 || (Commentary on
MandUp)

The description of impending death in ChanUp vi.15, where
al psychophysical powers are merged in their causes one after the
other is another graphic example of the soul's absolute
dependence. The very fact of its achieving freedom from the
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shackles of Prakrti by the grace of God is an unmistakable proof of
its continued dependence on Him, even in release. It would be
preposterous to expect the essential metaphysical dependence of
finite beings on the Independent to be cut off at any time. It cannot
be destroyed without destroying the very constitution of the self as
a Pratibimba of the Infinite. The relationship of Bimbapratibimba
between Brahman and Jivas, being the result of Avidya, in
Advaita, is taken to be destroyed in release aong with the
extinction of individuality as such. But the same relation being
Svabhavika and not due to Upadhis, in Madhvas view, is nat,
therefore, liable to destruction in Moksa. Hence its persistence in
relase also aong with the persistence of individuality, shorn of al
obscuring elements. Madhva, therefore, holds that even in the state
of Moksathe realisation of persona bliss, to the full, is dependent
on the will of the Supreme :

STEITAT ST fsopaTi=T reress o |

ATTaEe GAAT F U SR 1 (AV, i.1.1)

The limitations of the soul are, therefore, partly intrinsic and
partly extrinsic —

Rri2T T8 WergHgared: |
ST TaTw2r SfrarenT * %% || (BT, i.2.22)

The extrinsic ones are terminable. The intrinsic remain with
the self. The limitations of the self are, in general expressed in and
through the eightfold determinations of cosmic life, which
includes life in Moksa also, to which they are subject. Though
essentially uncreated, they are, nevertheless, associated from
eternity with a series of materia coils known as Avaranas. They
are : (1) Lingasarira or the subtle body or psychophysica
mechanism of sixteen elements. This carries the causal
potentialities that lead to a number of future lives, in the fulness of
time; (2) Prarabdhakarma or Karmawhich has begun to bear fruit;
(3) Kama or desire which is the seed of activity; and (4) positive

ignorance (¥E®YTRM) or Avidya which is both real and
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destructible. Thisis not simply a negative element (AT L 1t

must be recognised as a positive force in view of its being a
product of Tamoguna encircling the soul and getting destroyed by
Aparoksajnana. The essence of this Ignorance is the assumption of
independence and initiative and looking upon the accessories
given to the self as his own, in his own right:

TATRETATE s T ¥ | (NS, p.26)

Thelocus of this Ignorance is the self. Such ignorance is not
incompatible with the sdf-luminous character of the self,
inasmuch as the Supreme Being which is Independent and All

powerful (STEfeaaeATIE™T) obscures a part of the self's nature by

means of Prakrti. This positive nescience has two aspects —
Jivacchadika and Paramacchadika. The former conceals the true
nature of the self (qua Pratibimba and metaphysically dependent
on Brahman) from itself (Svagunacchadika) whereby man comes
to assume independence of initiative and believes himself and the
world around to be self-subsisting :

foefrar warfer: ST g & omer: |
AT AT WA SRt a7 A 1| (BT, 1.9.2)

Indeed, it is the assumption of this independence that is the
root-cause of bondage : THTETHhETE T79¢ (BSB). The marvellous

1. Dasgupta (1.Phil.iv.9.159) is not correct in stating that
ignorance (avidya) in Madhvas system 'is a nagative substance
which , by God's will veils the natura intelligence of al". He has
misread and misinterpreted the passage from the NSrelating to this
topic. Dr. K. Narain (Critique of Madhva Refutation of Sankara
Vedanta p.158) also repeats the same mistake.

Read : I FHW&ATAfINE AETRTIH ey
ST foRnfr semERd=T | (NS)
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hold of this ignorance on people which makes them oblivious of
their own weaknesses, while being alive to the shortcomings of
others, is effectively portrayed in the Visnurahasya :

T LA TR 7 e |
LG IR ORI AR ECE FA G

It would, thus, be seen that dependence is the distinctive
mark of the finite at all times. It may find expression in one or
more of the eightfold determinations of cosmic development. It is
for this reason that Madhva brings the eterna substances also
under the causal scheme of Brahman, by means of the doctrine of
Paradhinavisesapati?.

The second type of Ignorance prevents the souls from
realising the true nature of their dependence on God and their
intrinsic resemblance to Him. Such ignorance is beginningless but
has an end. Thereisno logical impropriety in conceiving of an end
to what may be beginningless and conversely of an endless
continuity to what may have a beginning — e.g. Moksa These are
facts accepted by reason and supported by Srutis:

SrTfeHTET gar ger sha: 5g=ad (MandUp ii.7)

The source of bondage is also in the same way to be put
down ultimately to the will of God. There is no other explanation
of the beginningless association of ignorance obscuring the selves
except the mysterious will of Brahman :

T TS T a Tae: -
At fgfraTfgeoTg g |
F4TsfT 7 v wrg Feres: @dn g 1| (BT, X.94.16)

2. The dependence of eternal substances on God, is accepted by Vedanta
Desika also: el S Rar: AT gl T aiac=sTieeT |.

He defines such dependence as the possibility of reversal when it
no longer pleases God to let them be : = stf=srawa fadfig e |
(Commentary on RGB p.9. Ananda Press Edn. Madras).
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ERSED HGI‘H?\H HIITRITE AT |

e T e e e 13 (Skanda quoted by Sridhara)

It is the will of Lord that the souls shall know Him and
realise their respective selfhood only by cleansing themselves of
the impurities of Prakrti and the distractions of Avidya, after a
long arduous process of physical, intellectual and moral effort and
spiritual discipline. The seed must be planted in the earth before it
could sprout and develop into a fruit-tree. The accessories of
Lingadeha, Prarabdha-Karma, etc. are just the material
environment provided by God to help the Jvas to unfold
themselves. This is indeed the raison d'etre of creation according
to the Visnurahasya:

FATTRHOTT T ST et & |

rRaegdT: G TdT qf=sdT 37 ||

T T Sf@deT 3T T gRusfaar |

F FATO7 FAA fropafFraaT: |

AT 3T F AT 1| 4(Chap. V) -

There isthus, no problem at all of thefirst Fall of Man, in

3. "If it is accepted that release is conferred on good souls
by the giver of Moksa, it must be admitted that bondage aso is
due to Him as the Lord of both isthe same."

"Visnu isthe eternal Brahman, the giver of Moksa. Heisthe
one who binds the souls with the bonds of rebirth and frees them."

4. "Countless are the souls bound by beginningless karma.
They lie in the womb of Prakrti, wrapped in their Lingasariraasin
aswoon. If they are not pulled out of their sleep and provided with
gross bodies, sense organs, etc., how can they perform Karmas
devoted to the Lord; and unless their devotion expresses itself in
concrete forms and reaches fulfilment, how can they attain
Moksa?
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Madhva's philosophy. The question is only of the Ascent of Man by
degrees, after he has qualified himself steadily through sincere
effort to realise the full force and content of his personality. Not
having possessed the freedom and purity of the Supreme at any
time in their lives, or having been 'in any way sharers in the
Divine nature' the question does not also arise for Madhva, of how
the souls come to 'lose these and transfer themselves to the rule of
Karma (Radhakrishna, |.Phil. ii.p.695) 'Ramanuja holds that
neither reason nor scripture can tell us how Karma got the souls
into its power, because, the cosmic process is beginningless (ibid,
695-696). It is true enough that the cosmic process is
beginningless; but it is the souls that forge their own chains due to
the basic nature of their Svarupa.
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CHAPTER XXXI
SELF-LUMINOSITY OF SOULS

THE individual soul, as a sentient being, is admitted by
Madhva to be self-luminous (svaprakasa). It is not merely of the
form of knowledge (jnanasvarupa) but is a knower (jnatr). The
conception of the self as a conscious personality isthe same asit is
respect of God :

T 95 F & T I T 30 |
TRET AT farfrer ey 7 F R F )| (GT xiii. 13)

except for the fact that even the self-luminosity of the Jiva is
dependent on the Supreme, which makes bondage possible : S{ETT

TR TIHTENd T8 | (GT xiii.13)

Self-luminosity, in the Advaita, is a state of pure consciousness,
without a subject-object relation : @ T, TRIFHTGRITIET

(Citsukha). But this is self-contradictory. The Atman must be both
a knowing subject (jnatr) and the object of his own knowledge. He
should know himself and others and be known by them also.
Jayatirtha, therefore, rejects the Prabhakara view of the self as
essentially jada, in that it is non-intelligent, being only the
substratum of qualities like consciousness, action, enjoyment and

sufferingl. The Bhattas, though conceding the Atman to be both
conscious and the substratum of consciousness, hold that he is not
self-conscious (sva-jnatr) but is only inferred through aham-
pratyaya (ego-consciousness). This is also rejected by Madhva,

who holds that the Atman must be self-intuitingz. The
epistemological dogma of Advaita that the subject of al
knowledge cannot itself be an object of knowledge, for fear of
offending the dictum of the impossibility of the subject operating
onitself (kartrkarmabhavavirodha) is rejected by Madhva as

1. ¥ 7 FAeEeqyr fraarae:, TAHifT gEmEaas wafd, T 3
&I | (Nyayaratnavali)
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2. F AISHT: WIFRIS [T | F@fiegwarg | 7 99
AAAIST- 9 | TR ST =T sTae M | Hefae-

THIE TATFET, T UF A9 | EREmia v sTyad 3 7 ar= |
FIWIRRMAT | T TSR R | 7 T Sy faer-

N ANl aN IaN

AT ATHT AWM 30 9 | SRR Rrad -
THEAMEIERT | T & gyamemerTiaiEaT Sfaeediis grEtd | Siemesn-
ST 7 Wfag 79 Gfersraar gdifd: | (37 WYRRET ) (TP
i.1.1)

"The self-luminosity of Jiva cannot be disputed as there is
the indubitable experience of the self as ‘| am'. This cannot be
explained away as an experience by the mind, as the Logicians do.
For, as the mental perception is aso the objective content of
consciousness, it would lead to a regress if we admit another and
so on. If there is, however, some experience in the chain which is
self revealing, the distinction may as well as given to the primary
experience of 'l am'. It is far-fetched to argue that knowledge is
revealed only when there is a desire to know that it has arisen.
Such a position is unfaithful to everybody's experience. The
Prabhakara view is that the self is established only as the
substratum of consciousness which alone is self-evident (in respect
of knowledge, knower and known). In that case one will have to
forswear one's experience of one's own self in the state of
dreamless sleep, given by the recollection of it immediately after
one wakes up from it. There is no evidence that there is any
consciousness other than the Atman in dreamless deep. As the
Atman isitsalf of the nature and essence of consciousness, thereis
no need for it to be presented as the substratum of another
consciousness, even as the Samvid (consciousness) of the
Prabhakara philosophy is not presented as the substratum of
another Samvid. Thus the Svaprakasatva (self-revealed nature) of
Jivatman is established without difficulty."
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unwarranted by Scripture and Experience3. The acceptance of
'Visesas' in the self, enables Madhva to get over the difficulty of
partia obscuration of the self's nature, in bondage, without
denying the law of identity. Visesa is the agency by which
Madhva is able to divide consciousness from itself.

Such an explanation will not be available to the Advaitin,
to whom Atman is essentially colourless and aspectless (nirvisesa)
so that there is bound to be great difficulty in accounting for the
temporary and partial obscuration of atma-svarupa by Avidya or
Ajnana:

ffear T AT waq? (AVi.11)
fafRrreerenT aFfrmar faEm: | R were, fEmmmEE
AT Fe=er#A | (Madhva, Mayavada Khandana)

The Srutis also establish Atman to be an active knower,
employing terms like Vijnatr with the suffix (tr) in the active
sense, which Sankara is at pains to explain away as a reference to

a philosophical looking back upon the world that was (WWT

9e3n). But this explanation breaks down, elsewhere, in

BrhUp.i.4.10, where the Supreme Being is said to have known
itself as"l am Brahman", when it existed all alone prior to creation
in a state of blessedness. The knowability of the self must be
recognised, if the pursuit of Brahmavicara isto have any meaning.
The plea of kartrkarmabhavavirodha is unsustainable here. We

can not surrender facts to a mere dogma : MG FETTNHATT

FfRATTRerT T, Jayatirtha says that the opposition of subject-
object in a proposition like 'l know myself', if due merely to the
way of defining objectivity in the manner of the grammarians as
Parasamavetakriyaphalasalitvam (or 'reaping the fruit accruing
from an act, inhering in another), can be overcome by redefining

3. T T FGHACRMET ARG 3 fRfaq 7 YagvaReas
ez | (Madhva's Commentary on AA 11.2.3)

285



subject and object in such a way as to avoid the overlapping
e #at, famfaw 9. The Advaitic Atman could not be

invested with any kind of self-luminosity. The idea would
presuppose some objective content. Such a content may be either
one's own self or an 'Other'. The Advaitin is prepared to concede
neither. The self cannot be the object of such a luminosity. The
reality of another self is not admitted. The only sense then in
which we are entitled to speak of the Atman as Svaprakasa in
Advaita will be that it has no luminosity with reference to either
(Tdyt, p.18b) In the absence of any objective or subject reference

of luminosity, it would be just non-luminous : faafsie: emRT var 7
wafT (Tdy), which is elucidated by Jayathirtha TTeHT T J&TT:,
JPFIR[AATe 729, Thereis no reason to make an exception in the
case of the Atman alone and claim luminosity for him even in the
absence of an objective reference or content — TR I FHTOT

1, Jaef (Tdyt, p.19b). Nothing beyond the pale of Pramanas
could be described as real ; TS T T @TfEe, TATOM {37

e AT R T=aEaEd | (VTN p.96b)
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CHAPTER XXXI|I

MADHVA'STHEORY OF BONDAGE :
SVABHAVAJIJNANAVADA

ACCORDING to Madhva, souls exist from eternity in the
choas of amaterial milieu under the ken of God. At the conclusion

of each Mahapralaya, He brings them to the forefront of creation.

He has no purpose in doing so, save that of helping the souls? to
exhaust through enjoyment (bhoga) the heavy load of Karma and
Vasanas lying to their credit from time immemoria and thus work

out their destiniesS. Creation is, thus, an indispensable requisite
for the ripening of individual Karma and the full development of
each soul. This self-devel opment, when compl ete, leads the soul to
its deserts. Madhva thus guarantees both the integraity of the
souls, insofar as they exist from eternity as finite beings and the
independence of God as their Ruler. This enables him to meet and
satisfy the demands of both the moral and the religious
consciousness of man.

The bonds and impurities of the souls are not, however,
their essential nature (svarupa), at any rate, of those of the highest

order3". The good among the uncreated souls lying in the Womb

1. MbhTN-1,1-3

2. 4o fAetasien fg goagerer a7 | (ibid)

3. STCATAATT TT&T A |

T AT 34 3ATg SFIge: ||
AT T TSI 3 g JATT: GRR: SATHRTTAHT (TR,
T T | gfafr ‘smaemer w1 ey o agmifaEmet
g T SATAga ST eraTs afer, wueregermg i smd | (NS
Cf. ‘= forgant 797’ - g fRmom== | afsw vF 997 | (BT, i.1.1)
3*. THHT< @H%wasudngcﬂl
TR e * ¥ || (BSB, 11.3.31)  UGE GW @ | (TP)
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of Prakrti from the beginningless past are like the veins of gold
and nuggets imbedded in the rocks. They can be reclaimed only
after they have been crushed, washed, sifted and melted down in
the crucible. The same principle applies to the other categories of
souls aso, all of whom are to be brought to the surface of life from
the depths of Prakrtic stupor in which they have lain al along.
God in His mercy provides them with the conditions suitable to
their gradua evolution, at the right time, at the end of each
Mahapralaya. Thisis known as 'srjyasrsti'.

Creation is beginningless in time, but is all the same subject
to the Lord's pleasure. He is the ultimate cause (metaphysically) of
their bondage, — not in the sense that He threw them into it at a
certain point of time in history, but that its continuous association
with them is, in every way, subject to Him and its riddance will

depend on His grace and cooperation 4. Its onset is rendered
possible by the power of concealment or obscuration of the true

nature of souls, which is vested in the Lord 5 and which
corresponds to the "Tirodhana-Sakti" recognised by Srikantha and
in Tamil Saivism, as one of the five characteristics of
Paramesvara.

The bondage of souls is due to a deep-rooted and
beginningless involvement (abhimana) with the modifications of
the mind stuff after being brought to the surface of creation. This
involvement finds expression in a superimposed identifying
experientiality towards them as belonging to their own selves,
independently of any higher dispensing Power. As such an
identifying experientiality responsible for the happiness and
miseries of life is an incontestable fact of our lives as we know it
from our own personal experience of Saksi; it cannot be dismissed
as unreal or imaginary. The involvement no doubt presupposes an
element of superimposition but itis superimposition of whatis

4, RrfremTg foRifes qar areg T4 | (BSiii.2.5)
5. 7 WfqarAres 7 | (Gita XV. 15; Cf. SvetUp V1.16)
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real in itself on account of inextricable personal associati onS. The
termination of this entanglement with Prakrtic meshes can only be
achieved by God's grace earned through Sadhanas. Such is the
essence of Madhvas view of the redlity and terminability of
bondage.

It may, no doubt, appear to be a despotic thing for God to

envelop the souls in beginningless I\/Iaya;7 but as already pointed
out, it is a necessary evil in the scheme of the universe. The
association with Prakrtic bonds is a necessary step in the spiritua
evolution of souls and is, therefore, permitted by God. It is an
ordeal through which everyone of them has to pass before
attaining his or her full stature, — whatever that might be. It is the
desire of the Almighty that the souls shall fulfil themselves only in
this way and in no other. And there is no questioning His Will, as
He is Satyasamkal pa.

The phenomenon of beginningless bondage may be looked
a from another angle aso. It is generaly referred to as an
‘obscuration’ or concealment of the nature of Souls, a'Tirodhana

6. Read : FTEMT T:FLTTNOTHET AT AT
gfaeer i e T FE e | (Upkh,
Mandaramanjari) T AT FORRR EAEToT TgHtor
TERAT T fraen | SRETam qeede AR
FEERITI: | T ARITEHTT firATe | srerrsfr st -
UfeT  fraramesa | oTfied T RO SO ST,
T - ‘T TEATICHT Gt afgrom=a e 2l 1| (NS

7. 'Maya is understood in Madhvas philosophy as the
mysterious will of the Lord (Madhva, BSB 1.4.25). A similar

power is ascribed to Ajnana itsedf in Advaita STRITHTSROT-

[EPRRIETRINIGE (Samksepasariraka,i.20). It is not inconceiv