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Abstract Madhusiidana Sarasvati wrote several treatises on Advaita philosophy.
His magnum opus is the Advaitasiddhi, written in order to reply to the keen
objections moved by the Dvaitin Vyasatirtha’s Nyayamrta. Advaitasiddhi is verily a
turning point into the galaxy of Vedanta, not only as far as its replies are concerned,
but also for the reutilization of earlier vedantic material and its reformulation by
means of the highly sophisticated language of the new school of logic. This article is
an attempt to contextualize Madhusiidana’s works in a broader context through
three looking glasses: (1) the analysis of how Madhustidana refers to his own works,
in order to reconstruct a relative chronology among them; (2) Madhustidana’s
adherence to the tenets of the previous Advaita tradition, how much he is indebted
to Vyasatirtha, how he quotes him and how he replies to him; (3) Madhustdana’s
acquaintance with other textual traditions, mainly Vyakarana, Pirva Mimamsa and
Nyaya.
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Structure and Finalities

This contribution deals with a philosophical network among philosophers, mainly
focusing on Advaita Vedanta as interpreted by one of the greatest acaryas of the
pre-modern era: Madhusiidana Sarasvati (hereafter MS). Through the looking glass
of his masterpiece, the Advaitasiddhi (hereafter AS) and his other minor works, I
shall try to work out a general understanding of how Advaita authors of that period
used diversified materials in their works.

In MS’s textual production there is a huge quantity of quotations, acknowledged
and not acknowledged references, hints and presuppositions. In this article I shall
highlight three layers of material used by MS:

(1) Cross-references: MS’s quotations, references and hints at his own works;

(2) Quotations from Advaita material: reference, defence, re-evaluation and
reformulation of earlier authors’ statements, adherence to the textual tradition
because quoting and referring to previous dcaryas strengthens one’s own
position;

(3) Other schools’ material: replies to the Dvaita Nyayamrta and references
(acknowledged or unacknowledged) to texts or doctrines of other schools.

In the works of MS we easily feel his continuous attempt to interpret the efforts
of earlier Advaita dcaryas towards a common and unique aim, which is epitomized
in the title of his magnum opus: Advaitasiddhi. Apart from the first two sections of
this article, the rest of the analysis is thus especially focused on AS and his relation
with earlier sources. In order to better put in context MS’s works, the first section is
an introduction dedicated to drawing a preliminary sketch of the historical and
cultural period, beginning with the emergence of the Navya Nyaya style and its
capillary diffusion, the long lasting debate between Dvaita and Advaita,
Vyasatirtha’s (henceforth VT) utilization of navya style to demolish Advaita
positions, the consequent reply by MS and his adaptation of Advaita tenets to Navya
Nyaya technical terminology.

The second section is a survey on MS’s works (case (1) above). It attempts to
establish a relative chronology among them and investigate how MS used his own
writings in others works. One notices that MS rarely copied and pasted passages or
discussions from one text to another. If this happens, it is just in the earlier stages of his
production. Many discussions are repeated, when but their subject is the same.
However, whenever MS approaches some issue already treated elsewhere, he simply
cross-refers and, closing the parenthesis, sends the reader to his own other text. Even
when dealing with similar issues, there is a precise differentiating balance which leads
to implementing his discussion with ever new materials, discussions and vocabulary.
As pointed out by Torella (2011, pp. 178-179) concerning the various recipients of
Abhinavagupta’s ISvarapratyabhijiiavrtti and ISvarapratyabhijiia-vivrtivimarsini,
MS’s works are different because of their different adhikarins.

The third section of this article is devoted to a rapid glance at Advaita literature
and MS’s extensive knowledge of it (case (2)). To discharge the previous acaryas
from the objections of VT, MS is compelled to quote many passages by VT. In fact,
polemical texts like AS are constructed following an established pattern so that they
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are primarily focused on refuting opponents in extremely technical terms (this
constitutes a “reverse indebtedness”, see infra, Sect. IV.1). This, of course,
presupposes a great textual expertise on the part of the recipient of the text, because
the authors only give some clues about discussions held elsewhere and leave their
recollection to the scholarly background of the readers. The last section is a
rudimental attempt to show how much MS is acquainted with and how he re-uses
other sastras (case (3)).

I will also attempt to show how the later Advaita way of referring and quoting is
apparently quite far from the modern concept of plagiarism.' In AS we find many
features and expressive modalities shared with other Sastras, but expressed in
Vedantic terms. For instance, we deal with verbatim quotations from Upanisads (see
UP), re-propositions verbatim and ad sensum of well-known Advaitic doctrines and
references from earlier dcaryas (see Conclusions).

I Contextualization

From the X-XI century onwards, Advaitins shifted their attention to a different
referent for their attacks and confutations, mainly the Naiyayikas and later on the
realist schools of Vedanta, whereas the previous adversaries like Samkhyas and
Buddhists were just nominally inserted into the debates (Deshpande 1997, p. 460, n.
15). This trend is witnessed by texts of the calibre of Khandanakhandakhadya
(hereafter KKK) of Sﬁharsa (XII century) and Tattvapradipika (or Citsukhi,
hereafter TP) of Citsukha Muni (1220 ca., Potter 2006, p. 602; XIII CE, Sharma
1974, pp. 1-4; Divanji 1933, pp. CVIII-CX), which vehemently and sophisticatedly
questioned Naiyayikas’ positions.

The Dvaita school of Vedanta emerged between the XIII and the XIV century,
due to Madhva’s work (or Ananda Tirtha, 1238-1317, Sharma 1981, pp- 77—79).2 In
his writings, in particular in his Anuvyakhyana commentary on Brahmasiitra
(hereafter BS), Madhva vehemently addressed the Advaitins and their siddhantas as
the main adversaries, consequently directing the dialectical dispute with the
Naiyayikas towards other frontiers. After Madhva comes an early stage of
development of dualist writings, culminating in the “standardization of Dvaita
thought” (Sharma 1981, p. 235) under the encyclopaedic genius of Jaya Tirtha
(1365-1388, Sharma 1981, p. 245).3 This author won the title of fikd@carya for the

! See, in this volume, Doctor (section 5.1) and Neri (Conclusions).

2 According to Dasgupta, who significantly anticipates the dates of this author, Madhva was born in 1197
(IV, 1991, p. 52). After entering samnyasa, he became the head of the Asta Matha of Udipi. As dcarya of
Dvaita Vedanta, he focused his keen refutation of gamkara and his direct disciples, Suresvara (IX cen.)
and Padmapada (IX cen.), as well as later important Advaita authors (Dasgupta 1991, p. 104) such as
Sarvajhatman (between the end of the IX cen. and the beginning of the X cen.), Vacaspati Misra (X cen.)
and Vimuktatman (XI cen.).

3 Following Dasgupta (1991, pp. 93-94), Jaya Tirtha was a disciple of Aksobhya Tirtha (1230-1247),
pupil and successor of Padmanatha Tirtha (after Narahari Tirtha, 1204-1213, and Madhava Tirtha, 1214—
1230), a direct disciple and head of the Matha after Madhva (1197-1204). Jaya Tirtha headed the Matha
from 1247 to 1268.
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Nyayasudhd, a highly sophisticated sub-commentary on Madhva’s Anuvyakhyana.*
In the fourth generation of disciples departing from Jaya Tirtha comes Vyasa Tirtha
(hereafter VT, 1478-1539)° whose magnum opus, the Nyayamrta (hereafter NA), is
undoubtedly one of the most outstanding treatises of the Indian philosophical
horizon. The ViSistadvaita school of Vedanta was also widely present in the debate
with both the other schools, lasting from the XI to the XVIII century.

Let us now leave the Dvaita thinkers for a while and briefly glance at the new
linguistic and philosophical tendencies of that pre-modern period. In the Mithila
region a new (navya) methodologically precise way of expression arose. It was a
new rigorous philosophical style: the New Logic (Navya Nyaya), which was a
system of philosophical analysis arisen from the combination of Nyaya and
Vaisesika. This school developed a technical language which became the standard
idiom for academic works in Sanskrit, not only in the systems of philosophy, but in
grammar, poetics and law. Even though the beginnings of this new school were
already visible in Udayana’s writings (X century), the truly innovative output has
been assumed to be in Gangesa Upadhyaya’s (1320, Potter et al. 1993, pp. 85-86;
XIII century, Ingalls 1988, pp. 4-6; 1325, Matilal 1977, p. 105) Tattvacintamani
(hereafter TC). Although in the period separating Udayana and Gangesa® the
process by which the new logic penetrated the usage of other systems was slow, it
was nevertheless inexorable. In fact, it caught the entire Indian philosophical
panorama within the span of two or three centuries, becoming an essential tool of
precision in both written and oral debates. Having tested the important and
innovative accomplishments of the logicians, all the other systems were obliged to
adjust their formulation to this kind of idiom. The adoption of Navya Nyaya
terminology in the late pre-modern Indian philosophy provided a new common
conceptual vocabulary, so that the debaters became able to mutually understand
each other. This process continued in the traditional training of Sanskrit scholars.

Bronkhorst et al. (2013)” recently have tried to identify the point in which the
navya style penetrated the scholarly tradition of Varanasi. According to their
research it seems that in the early years of the formation of Navya Nyaya, precisely
from Gangesa to Paksadhara (alias Jayadeva) Misra (last part of the XV century,

4 Sharma (1981, p. 252) refers to the views quoted and refuted by Jaya Tirtha in the Nyayasudhd, where
Sarkara’s, Bhaskara’s, Ramanuja’s and Yadavaprakasa’s commentaries on BS were subject to severe
criticism. Even the sub-commentators were not spared, like Padmapada, Vacaspati, Prakasatman (XI CE;
Divanji 1933, pp. CVII-CVIII) and Amalananda Sarasvati (XIII cen.), author of Kalpataru, a gloss on
Vacaspati’s Bhamati. Jaya Tirtha attacks also Samkhyatattvakaumudi, Tattvabindu, Nyayakusumarnjall,
Nyayavartikatatparyatika, Khandanakhandakhdadya, Tattvapradipika, Manamanohara, Nyayalilavati,
Gangesa, Bhasarvajiia, Prasastapada, Sridhara’s Nyayakandali, VyomaSiva, Kumarila and Prabhakara
as well as the sphotavadins. It is likely that Vidyaranya (XIV cen.) and Jaya Tirtha’s guru, Aksobhya
Tirtha, were contemporaries, meaning Jaya Tirtha was slightly younger than Vidyaranya. There are also
some textual evidences according to which they met (Sharma 1981, pp. 248-249).

5 The date accepted here is the one proposed by Sharma (1981, p. 286), one of the leading scholars of
Dvaita Vedanta. Again Sharma (1981, p. 237) quotes a verse from Srl'mu,snamdhdtmya, where Madhva,
Jaya Tirtha and Vyasa Tirtha bearing the title munitraya are said to be the utmost authorities of Dvaita
Vedanta. According to Deepak Sharma, Vyasa Tirtha’s birth can be placed 18 years before: 1460-1539
(2003, p. 17).

S For further details see Bhattacharya (1987, pp. 1-7).

7 I would like to thank Professor Bronkhorst for sending me his article before its publication.
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Kaviraj 1961, p. 35; Ingalls 1988, pp. 6-9), the technical language of Navya Nyaya
remained confined to Mithila where the indigenous panditas monopolized its
teaching and transmission so as to secure their undisputed leadership on it
(Bronkhorst et al. 2013, pp. 73-75).% But, this jealous attitude towards navya
language and methodology contrasts with its spread all over India.” In order to
answer to this oddity, the three scholars affirm that “broadly speaking, it looks as if
the journey of Navya-Nyaya techniques from Mithila to Varanasi” passed through
Vijayanagara.'” VT lived as royal preceptor in Vijayanagara, first hosted by the
Saluva dynasty (1485-1505) and, later, by the Tuluva dynasty (1505-1570)."
Controversies between Dvatins and Advatins occupy a pivotal position in the
history of Indian philosophy. VI’s NA has been considered the most colossal attack
to the very basis of Advaita, such as the notions of avidya, of superimposition
(adhyasa), falsity of the world (mithyatva), etc. In its four chapters, while clearly
presenting the opponents views, VT shows his deep learning in all the sastras:
beside Nyaya and various schools of Vedanta, he was particularly proficient in
Mimamsa, Vyakarana as well as Vedic “philology”. To each and every Advaitins’
position he replies using a highly sophisticated Navya Naiyayika style, pointing out
all the weaknesses, shortcomings and fallacies of his adversaries. NA seriously
mined the entire doctrinal building of kevaladvaitavada (Gupta 2006, pp. 11-12).
After NA’s ponderous attack on Advaita the Advaitadipika and Bhedadikkara of
Narasimhasrama or Nrsimhasrama (middle of the XVI century; NC, Sastri-Sastri
1959, pp. 47-48) or Appayya Diksita’s Madhvamatavidhvamsana with its own
commentary Madhvamatamukhamardana or Madhvamatamukhabharnga (Sharma

8 The above-mentioned scholars quote an interesting, even if partially unsupported, note of Kaviraj
(1961, p. 36, n. 5), which suggests the attitude of Mithila towards Navya Nyaya. According to Kaviraj, the
manuscripts of Nyaya works produced in Mithila were not allowed to leave the city or to be copied. Thus
the “students had to commit text to memory” and later on were examined by their teachers. He adds that,
since the expertise and diploma gained from Mithila were guarantees of pan-Indian recognition, a lot of
students used to go there to learn the new techniques (Bronkhorst et al. 2013, pp. 73-74).

° It is important to specify that this “confinement” of Navya Nyaya lasted until the arrival in Mithila of
the Bengali Raghunatha Siromani (ca. 1510), whose effort greatly helped the new logic to spread also in
its second centre, Navadvipa in Western Bengal (Potter and Bhattacharya 1993, pp. 3-4). However, the
possible link made by Sharma (1981, pp. 291-926) between VT and Vasudeva Sarvabhauma (1430-1530,
Bhattacharya 1976, p. 81), whose commentary on the Laksmidhara Kavi’s Advaitamakaranda was
probably sent for criticism to Vijayanagara after the Kalinga war (1516), is also quite interesting.
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma was initially a Navya Naiyayika disciple of Paksadhara (Jayadeva) Misra
(Kaviraj 1961, p. 51) in Mithila. Later he shifted to Navadvipa, where he founded a traditional school (fo/)
(Bronkhorst et al. 2013, pp. 80-81) and probably became the guru of Raghunatha. Therefore, he seems to
be the real founder of the Bengali Navya Nyaya tradition (Bhattacharya 1976, p. 81). Subsequently,
Vasudeva became an Advaitin and then a follower of Caitanya (Potter and Bhattacharya 1993, p. 4).

10 Tt is a matter of fact that VT was acquainted with a number of texts from Mithila, but it is not at all
clear in which way he got this knowledge. Following Somanatha’s hagiography of VT, the
Vyasayogicarita, Bronkhorst et al. offer some hypothetical solutions (2013, pp. 78-79). See also Sharma
(1981, pp. 291-296).

" Clarks (2006, pp. 193-202) deals with the different religious orientation of the Vijayanagara rulers,
during the kingdom of the three dynasties, which succeeded each other from the traditional foundation of
the city (1336): the Sangama (1336-1486), then the Saluva and the Tuluva. The Sangama were closely
connected with the Sn’lgeﬁ matha and especially with Bharati Tirtha and Madhava Vidyaranya
(Minkowski 2011, p. 219). VT received the highest reputation during the reign of the Tuluva
Krsnadevaraya.
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1981, pp. 86-87, 387; Minkowski 2011, p. 210) are still pale attempts to defend the
system. By contrast, the most successful defence of Advaita positions has
undoubtedly been the AS (Nair 1990, pp. 20-21; Gupta 2006, pp. 11-12). As
noted by Minkowski (2011, pp. 212-213), the very tough criticism forced the
Advaitins to weaken the rigid separation among the opinions internal to Advaita,
perhaps clearly explaining them in anthological compendiums like Appayya
Diksita’s Siddhantalesasamgraha (hereafter SLS, see also infra, Sect. II1.2). It is
possible to assume that “Advaita was rearticulated to become once again the meta-
discourse of Indian philosophy, and at the same time to represent the mainstream or
properly Vedic view” (Minkowski 2011, p. 223). Thus, with Appayya, MS and then
Dharmaraja Adhvarin, a new harmonizing spirit originated among the several
branches of Advaita. At the same time, the diffusion of the navya style compelled
the Advaitins to reformulate their tenets with a new idiom.

This was the intellectual and, consequently, textual panorama in which MS found
himself. AS, his magnum opus, is highly technical.'> This text is the result of
Advaitins’ need to reply to the keen objections moved by the Dvaitin VT’s NA to
the very doctrinal structure of Advaita. Within the long sequence of propositions
and oppositions, which occupied the internal discussion between many schools of
Vedanta for at least seven or eight centuries, the AS is verily a turning point.

The importance of MS and his AS is witnessed by the rapidity and vehemence of
the reactions it provoked (Freschi’s Introduction, Sect. 4.3; Preisendanz 2008, pp.
611-612): a full series of texts is based on the NA-AS polemics (Nair 1990, pp. 21—
24).

II MS Refers to His Own Works
1.1 MS

Already in the century preceding the appearance of MS there were several signs of a
renewed cultural vigour. The liberal Afghan Muslim ruler of Gauda, Alauddin
Hussain Shah (1493-1519), greatly patronized learning and the sciences. In this
period Nimai Pandita was born, subsequently better known as grﬂqsna Caitanya
(1486-1533/4), founder of the acintyabhedabhedavada current of Vaisnavism, who
enormously influenced the Bengali vaisnava thought. In 1575, Akbar (1556-1605)
defeated Daud Karrani, the last Afghan ruler and included Bengal in his Mughal
kingdom, where he left his army chief Mansingh as governor. This also was a period
of splendour for Bengal because, along with economic development, the magna-
nimity of the Mughal king allowed a free religious cult. Caitanya’s movement had a
broad echo and stimulated Bengali people to undertake pilgrimages to distant
tirthas, such as Mathura-Vrndavana, Jagannatha Puri, Kasi, etc. MS was born and

12 A less known but decidedly appealing study of M.M. Anantakrsna Sastri covering a whole issue of
Sarasvati Susama (1964, pp. 83-178), the journal of the Sanskrit University of Varanasi, discusses
Advaitasiddheh samkaravedante kim sthanam? This long monographic article is devoted to the disclosure
of AS as a defence of Advaita tenets and an extremely precise survey on all its literature.
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raised in this period of political stability and great economic, cultural and religious
mobility (Saha 2011, pp. 16-18).

It is quite a tough task to determine with a consistent grade of certitude the life of
MS, since one has to cope with hagiographical and contradictory information. It
seems quite likely that MS was born in Eastern Bengal (in the village Kotalipada in
the district of Faridpur, now Bangladesh). Several scholars have proposed their own
ideas concerning the floruit of MS (ca. 1500-16077?) or solutions for his terminus
ante quem and ferminus post quem. The most plausible and extensive discussion is
found in Divanji (1933, pp. [-XXIX), who evaluates all the earlier attempts and to
whom nearly all the later authors refer.'” It is accepted that at the early stages of his
life MS was known by the birth name Kamalanayana (Divanji 1933, p. XVII). Most
probably, MS was a student of the Navya Nyaya school of Navadvipa, founded by
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma and strengthened by Raghunatha. MS apprehended the
navya techniques by Harirama Tarkavagisa (according to Gambhirananda [1998, p.
14] he learned Navya Nyaya with Mathuranatha Tarkavagisa [1550]), probably a
pupil of Raghunatha himself (Kaviraj 1961, p. 60)."* This Navya Naiyayika might
be the Sririma mentioned in the second mangala verse of AS and in the closing
verse of MS’s commentary on Bhagavadgita (hereafter BG), the Gidarthadipika
(Divanji 1933, pp. XIV-XVIII). Or, maybe, the Rama mentioned in these texts
could be Rama Tirtha, who is said to be the Advaita teacher of MS at Varanasi.

By the middle of the XV century Caitanya was also living in Navadvipa.'> MS
was profoundly touched by his teaching and through his mastering Navya Nyaya
logical tools he decided to firmly establish the devotional position of Caitanya
refuting the non-dualistic point of view. Since in Navadvipa the teaching of Advaita
darsana was not allowed, MS moved to Varanasi, which was considered the
Advaita headquarter. There, without openly expressing his aim, he started learning
Advaita with Rama Tirtha and Mimamsa with Madhava Sarasvati (and maybe with

13 Together with Divanji’s, good surveys on MS’s date, life and works are Modi (1985, pp. 1-54), Nair
(1990), Gupta (2006, pp. 1-13) and Saha (2011, pp. 10-31). For establishing his date it might be useful to
mention Visvanatha Paficanana’s Bhedasiddhi, in open polemic with AS, since the same Visvanatha dated
his Gautamasitravrtti 1556 of the Saka era (= 1634 CE) (Gupta 2006, p. 5). Furthermore, among MS’s
pupils we find §esa Govinda, who calls himself the son of éesa Pandita. If the father of Govinda is held to
be identical with the well-known éesa Krsna who lived in the XVI century, which is not unlikely, the
synchronism of MS with Sesa Krsna might be established (Kaviraj 1987, p. 156; Gupta 2006, p. 5). Sesa
Krsna was the guru of Bhattoji Diksita (Gambhirananda 1998, pp. 14-15).

* A popular verse quoted by all the monographs on MS informs us that he and two great Navya
Naiyayikas, namely Mathuranatha Tarkavagisa (ca. 1600-ca. 1675, Matilal 1977, p. 110) and Gadadhara
Bhattacarya (between 1604 and 1709; Bhattacharya 1987, pp. 182—183) were contemporaries (even if this
is rather unlikely). The verse runs like this: navadvipe samaydte madhusidanavakpatau / cakampe
tarkavagisah kataro "bhiit gadadharah //, “When the lord of the speech Madhustidana reached Navadvipa,
[Mathuranatha] Tarkavagisva trembled while Gadadhara [Bhattacarya] became confused” (Thangaswami
1980, p. 286).

15 From MS’s commentary on Sarvajiiatman’s SS, the Samksepasarirakasarasamgraha (S§SS) 11.51,
1.62 and 1.220, we know that MS had some contact with Vallabha (1479-1531), the dacarya of
Suddhadvaita Vedanta. Moreover, MS and two Gosvamins of Vrndavana, Riipa Gosvamin (1554/5) and
Jiva Gosvamin (1578/9), were almost contemporaries. MS’s reading of bhakti superficially resembles that
of the vaisnava saints, even if it maintains strong peculiarities and irreducible differences due to a more
marked emphasis on non-dualism (Gupta 2006, pp. 122-125).
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Narayana Bhatta), both disciples of Ramesvara Bhatta.16 Tradition has it (Saha
2011, pp. 20-26) that MS, while studying Advaita, understood the very core of this
darsana and confessed his previous intention to his teacher. Rama Tirtha
appreciated and advised MS to enter into samnyasa and, using navya style, to
refute the Dvaita point of view re-establishing the true message of Advaita. For
initiation he went to the senior authority among the samnydsins, Visve$vara
Sarasvati, who asked MS to come back once he had written a new commentary on
BG. A year later the commentary was ready. Overwhelmed by its deepness,
Visvesvara Sarasvati conferred the samnyasadiksa to Kamalanayana, who became
Madhustdana Sarasvati. It is also believed that MS spent the last period of his life at
Haridvara, where he passed away.

I.1.1 MS’s Textual Production

Along with widely discussed problems of dating MS, the question related to the
authorship of all the works attributed to him is still open. Aufrecht’s Catalogus
Catalogorum (I, 2001, pp. 426-427) mentions 22 works under the name
Madhusiidana Sarasvati.'” Among these texts Divanji (1933, pp. II-III) individuates
some repetitions,'® reducing the number to 18. Out of these, as he elaborately
shows, we can consider only 10 granthas genuine. It is possible to divide these
works in two main groups: independent treatises (prakarana) and commentaries
(bhasya/tika/vyakhya). Among them there are some works with a marked Advaitic
tendency, and others that are absolutely devotional, while still others present both
aspects.

Among the commentaries we find: 1. Samksepasarirakasarasamgraha (hereafter
SSSS), a commentary on the Samksepasariraka of Sarvajiiatman (hereafter SS’);19 2.
Giidharthadipika (hereafter GAD), a running commentary on BG; 3. Siddhanta-
bindu (hereafter SB), an interesting compendium of Vedantic topics based on the
Dasaslokir  of Samkarﬁcérya;zo 4. Mahimnastotratika (hereafter MST) on

1o Narayana Bhatta was the son of Ramesvara Bhatta, and, according to some accounts, the guru of
Madhava Sarasvati. See fn. 71.

17" See also the X VIII volume of the New Catalogus Catalogorum compiled by Dash (2007, pp. 148-151)
and the bibliography (1995, pp. 583-585) of the Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophy edited by K. Potter.
I will not discuss works just attributed to MS or others surely not his own (such as Anandamandakini,
Vedastuti, Anandabodhatika, Astavikrtivivarana, Sdndilyasﬁtraﬁkd, Rajiiampratibodha, and Krsnakutitha-
lanataka).

18 For example, Aufrecht considers the Prasthanabheda an independent text.

19 Even though this gloss is not mentioned in other works by MS, based on its margala verses and the
colophons it appears to be genuinely written by MS (Gupta 2006, p. 8). Divanji (1933, p. VI) adds that in
ARR (1917, p. 45) MS hints to his own other work while dealing with the removal of two of the four
kinds of impossibility (asambhavana), which represent the impediments to attaining liberation. This same
issue is treated in very similar terms in the beginning of the III chapter (ad SS 1111, 2005, pp. 256-257)
and in a portion of the commentary of chapter IV (ad SS IV; 2005, pp. 642-643) of SSSS. It might be
suggested that, due to the style and the extreme clarity coupled with a strict adherence to the commented
texts, this gloss is the first work of MS.

20 SB is openly referred to five times in AS: four in the first pariccheda and one in the fourth (Divanji
1933, p. IV).
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Puspadanta’s Sivamahimnastotra;*" 5. Harililavyakhya (hereafter HLV) a commen-
tary on Vopadeva’s (mid-XIII-CE) Harililamrta;”> 6. Bhagavataprathamaslo-
kavyakhya or Paramahamsapriya, a short commentary on the first verse of
Bhagavatapurana.®

On the side of the independent treatises, the following texts are listed: 7. AS; 8.
Bhagavadbhaktirasayana (hereafter BBR);** 9. Vedantakalpalatika (hereafter
VKL);* and 10. Advaitaratnaraksana (hereafter ARR), a reply to éamkara Misra’s
(XV cen. CE; 1442-1542, Saha 2011, p. 14) Bhedaratna (hereafter BR), which in
turn was a reply to Sriharsa’s KKK, mainly directed to the eighth section of the first
pariccheda called Caturvidhabhedakhandana of the KKK (Yogindrananda 1992,
pp. 96—121). This probably represents the last genuine work written by MS, since it
mentions his other works but is not referred to in them (Modi 1985, p. 54).%¢

As previously stated, according to tradition, in order to initiate the young MS into
samnyasa, Visvesvara Sarasvati demanded a commentary on BG (Saha 2011, p. 25).
Hence, GAD is believed to be the first work of MS. However, even though its style
is very clear and with minor uses of navya methodology, we find in it some
references to AS, BBR, and SB, which make it impossible to consider it his first
work.?’

I1.1.2 MS between Advaita and Bhakti

From the glorious vaisnava movement of Bengal MS inherited his devotion to Krsna
as it is depicted in the BP. MS, in fact, occupies an important position among the

2! Despite the fact that this stotra is evidently devoted to extolling Siva, the commentator turns the verses
to concern both Visnu and Siva. In addition, in the opening verses as well as in the colophon he mentions
his guru Visvesvara; the Vedantakalpalatika is also referred herein as the author’s own work (ad
Mahimnastotra 26-27). Divanji (1933, p. VIII) affirms that in the commentary on verse 27 the author
writing anyatroktam asti tat sarvam... hints at the closing section on the VIII verse of Dasaslokr in SB.
The Prasthanabheda, sometimes edited separately, is nothing but MS’s commentary on the VII verse of
the Mahimnastotra. Hanneder confirms both the genuine attribution to MS of this gloss and that the
Prasthanabheda is an extract of the Mahimnastotratika (1999, pp. 576-577).

22 According to Modi (1985, p. 37) this is a work of MS, while for Abhyankar Sastri (SB 1986, p. 27), its
author, is a different Madhustidana; but there are no evidences for either of these views. However, Gupta
(2006, p. 9) concludes that, due to the certain similarities in style and argumentations, this could be MS’s
work.

23 Transmitted without a colophon, this short work mentions the Bhagavadbhaktirasayana (Divanji 1933,
p. VIII). Therefore many scholars accept it as a work of MS.

24 This is perhaps the most important devotional work of MS in three ulldsas, in which he treats the
essence of devotion, the condition through which the mind becomes eligible for devotion, its various
stages (bhiimikd), and the emotions (bhava) produced by merging in those stages. In it MS, building on
Bhagavatapurana’s teachings, describes bhakti as an independent spiritual path capable to leading to the
supreme goal. MS mentions VKL (1998, p. 54) at 1.19 and SB at 1.24 (1998, p. 57). GAD (XVIIL.66)
refers to BBR for a deeper examination of the topic at hand.

25 VKL is referred to six times in the AS (Divanji 1933, p. IV).

6 By contrast, at the beginning of his introduction Modi (1985) says that the last works of MS are AS
and GAD.

27 In GAD ad BG 11.16, I1.18 and V.16 one can find a direct reference to AS; SB is mentioned in GAD ad
BG 11.18. Bhagavadbhaktirasdyana (BBR) is referred to in GAD ad BG VII.16, XVIIL.65-66.
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vaisnavas of his time (Ananta Sastri Phadke 1961, p. 8). This is witnessed by the
four markedly devotional works attributed to him: BBR, Harililavyakhya, MST, and
Paramahm,nsapriya.28 His love for Krsna and his faith in Advaita made him a
successor of the Advaita theological hermeneutics represented by the commentaries
on the Bhagavatapurana written by Vopadeva and Sridhara (XIII CE). These two
authors represented a tendency in which non-dualism and bhakti found a common
ground and, in some way, harmoniously merged into one. Vopadeva and Sridhara
harmonized the Upanisadic concept of an immutable, unqualified, formless,
ineffable brahman to the infinitely charming personality of a godhead.

Hence, it could be also maintained that in AS and in other writings, MS
transformed Advaita itself. He allowed a scope for bhakti as a path independent, or
rather complementary, to Vedic and Vedantic prescriptions, in such a way that the
philosophical implications for Advaita have still not been fully assessed. Modi
(1985: 12-13) argues that:

In spite of being a follower of Sankara’s monism, he was an ardent devotee of
SiT Krsna. To Madhusidana, this was neither self-contradictory nor surprising
[...] Just as in the days of Kumarila and Sankara the most important problem
was the reconciliation of karma and jiiana, so in the days of Madhustidana and
Vallabha the greatest problem was that of jiigna and bhakti*® [...] but it was
left for Madhusiidana to solve it thoroughly.

Besides, in several places he openly, even if respectfully, disagreed with
Samkaracarya himself (Minkowski 2011, p. 222).°

I1.2 Some Instances of Internal Evidences for Establishing a Relative
Chronology of MS’s Works

Sanjukta Gupta courageously attempted an internal chronology of the works of MS
(2006, pp. 10-11). I personally believe we should wait for a further historical as
well as philological examination of them, since the elements we possess right now
are not at all conclusive. What I could plausibly say is just that among the ten works
by MS considered genuine, it seems that the first written was SSSS and the last
ARR. I could also push myself to affirm that VKL and SB, which mention each
other, might have been composed at around the same time. In addition, GAD and

28 Among the devotional works attributed to MS there is also Svarapratipattiprakasa, brought to light in
1921 by M. M. Ganapati SastiT at Trivandrum. According to Divanji (1933, p. XII) and Modi (1985, p.
46) it is a genuine work because it summarily covers almost all the issues touched by SB. However, since
it is quite usual for Advaita textbooks to cover these issues, and since there are no direct references to
MS’s other works, its authorship remains an open issue.

29 Together with the explicit devotionally directed works, it should be mentioned that MS tries, mainly in
GAD XVIII.54 and XVIIL.56-66, to harmonise bhakti, yoga and jiana.

30 Most famous instances of this reverential disagreement are in AS Agamabadhoddhara (AS 1997, pp.
435-436) as regards Samkara’s interpretation of Brahmasiitrabhdsya (hereafter BSBh) 11.2.28-29, where
according to MS the aphorism does not refute Vijianavadins, as claimed by Samkara, but gﬁnyavﬁdins
(Modi 1985, p. 7). MS differs from Samkara also in GAD where the views of the dcdrya are not in
harmony with the bhaktimarga of the Gita (Modi app. iii), so he interprets it in a new light, especially as
for the comments ad 11.29, 11.39, VI.14 and XVIIL.66.
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ARR mention AS, thus, they must be later, and HLV does not refer to any other
work of MS. AS mentions also VKL and SB. In fact, these three texts treat almost
analogous topics. To sum up, after SSSS come SB, VKL and only at a more mature
stage AS, where SB, VKL and GAD are mentioned. The MST mentions only VKL,
while dealing with the means of knowledge for establishing brahman (ad MS 26,
1996, p. 103) and with the arousal of the undetermined knowledge of the word (ad
MS 27, 1996, p. 107); BBR refers to VKL (1998, p. 54) while presenting the nature
of the mind, and later on to SB (1998, p. 58). The BPPP refers to BBR concerning
bhaktirasa.®" In any case it is interesting to note that in nearly all of his texts MS
refers very much to his other works. By some extent, this tendency is quite
remarkable, because it gives us an idea of the personality of MS and of his self-
confidence concerning his works (Devi 1988, pp. 9—12). It could also be maintained
that for attempting an internal chronology among MS’s works we can look at them
from a diachronic perspective as well as from a synchronic one. It might be, in fact,
that MS composed part of a text and periodically abandoned it for some time while
working on other texts and later went back to it. On one side this could explain the
many cross-references of MS within his own works, and on the other the difficulty
to determine with certitude a relative chronology.

Here, I shall limit my investigation to a small number of the more relevant
instances of cross-references in SB, VKL, AS, GAD, BBR, and ARR (I will
mention SSSS just en passant). The comparison of the marngala verses offers
interesting data (the different writing style in the table shows the different versions
of the same concept.):

AS (1997: 8) Sriramavi§veSvaramadhavanam aikyena
saksatkrtamadhavanam/

sparSena nirdhiitatamorajobhyah padotthitebhyo ’stu namo
rajobhyah// 2 //

GAD (2005: 744)  $riramaviSveSvaramadhavanam prasadam asadya maya
gurinam/
vyakhyanam etad vihitam subodham samarpitam
taccaranambujesu// 5 //

SB (SB/S, 1933: 1) $risamkaracaryanavavataram vi§ve§varam visvagurum
pranamya/

vedantasastrasravanalasanam bodhaya kurve kam api
prabandham// 1 //

VKL (1962: 1) durapah $astrartho niyatayatamanair api budhair
na sampraptum $akyo malinamatina yady api maya/

.....

sudharabhih sikto na katham api rikto ’smi bhavita// 2 //

! In this contribution I limit myself to presenting some textual instances of internal cross-references in
MS’s works, so I shall not examine all their colophons (puspika) except for VKL.
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MST (1996: 1) viSve§varam gurum natva mahimakhyastuter ayam/

purvacaryakrtavyakhyasamgrahah kriyate maya// 1 //
ARR (1917: 46) advaitaratnam etat tu $riviSve§varapadayoh/
samarpitam athaitena priyatam sa dayanidhih//
SSSS (I, 2002: 2)  $riramavi§ve§varamadhavanam pranamya
padambujapunyapamsin/
tesam prabhavad aham asmi yogyah §ilapi caitanyam
alabdhayebhyah// 2 //

GAD’s instance (2005, p. 744) is an example of the content of these benedictory
verses: “Having obtained the grace of my teachers Srirama, Visvesvara and
Madhava, I compose this easy explanation, offered at their lotus feet.” In all the
instances presented MS extols his teachers (Visvesvara, Srirama and Madhava) with
mangala stanzas placed either at the beginning or at the end (for GAD and ARR) of
his texts. These repeated and standardized references to his masters in the mangala
verses help us to reconstruct MS’s life and to differentiate between the authentic
works and the spurious ones.

112.1 AS

The AS is certainly the pivotal point among all the works of MS, not only as a
landmark for the internal coherence of the author himself, but also for the later
generation of Advaitins. As a matter of fact, for the Advaitins post-MS, following
the AS becomes a must, a stamp of orthodoxy and adherence to tradition, as well as
a sign of great doctrinal skill. In other words, Advaitins after MS could not help
being “madhustdanian”. In addition, MS writes the AS to turn around the stagnant
dialectical vis of Advaita, defending, rewriting and correcting old positions. Nearly
all the positions of MS are present in the AS; all the issues treated in the other works
are here present in a very elaborated and enlarged way.*

112.2 GAD

This running gloss to BG™ is an extremely interesting text, free from all the
technicalities of AS, SB, VKL, and ARR, but extremely useful for comprehending

32 As for its relative chronology, AS is referred to in GAD ad BG I1.16 (2005, pp. 79-80), while dealing
with the difference between real (saf) and unreal (asat); GAD ad BG 11.18 (2005, pp. 93-94), explaining
the difference between direct and indirect cognition; GAD ad BG V.16 (2005, p. 276) dealing with the
nature of the unreal. ARR refers to AS in dealing with hearing (sravana, 1917, p. 9); with the nature of the
unreal (1917, p. 26); with reflecting (manana) and meditating (nididhydsana) in two passages (1917, pp.
24, 37). On the other hand, AS refers to SB in differentiating the empirical degree of reality from the
absolute one (1997, p. 536); while diversifying direct and indirect cognition (1997, p. 579), discussing
drstisrstivada (1997, p. 537) and manana and nididhyasana (1997, p. 559). AS mentions also VKL on
Sravana (1997, pp. 524, 866), manana and nididhyasana (1997, p. 519) as well as abhihitanvayavada
(1997, p. 705).

33 The version of the BG used by MS for his commentary differs in some verses from the vulgata. Cf. 1.8,
146, V1.9, VIIL.16, IX.21, XL.8, XI.17. X1.28, X1.37, XI.41, XIII.20, XIV.23, XIV.25 and XV.5 (Saha
2011, p. 370).
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the XVI century understanding of the BG. Apart from being a real treasure chest of
quotations and new readings of several Advaitin and non-Advaitin texts, it directly
refers to many of MS’s works.

For example, in GAD ad BG VIL.16 (caturvidhd bhajante mam janah sukrtino
BG verse recall a devotional context, BBR is mentioned just as an internal
annotation of MS, maybe for his readers, which indicates that the subject bhakti,
with its subdivisions and its means, is analysed specifically in BBR.** More
interesting are the references to BBR in GAD ad BG XVIIL.65 and 66. GAD
(XVIII) quotes two verses from Bhdgavatapurana (VIL.5.23-24), also cited in BBR
(1997, p. 108). Immediately thereafter, MS refers to BBR saying etac ca
bhaktirasayane vyakhyatam vistarena “and this has been explained at length in
Bhaktirasayana.” However, in BBR, the topic concerned is the hearing of the
qualities of Visnu (harigunasruti, BBR 1997, p. 106), which constitutes the fourth
level of devotion (bhaktibhﬁmika').35 In the passage there is no original explanation,
but rather a sequence of verses from Bhagavatapurana, which are cited directly as
they are. What is interesting is that there also MS cites BG XVIIL.65 (BBR 1997, p.
113). Therefore, we have a cross reference in the two texts.

Moreover, the next verse (BG XVIIL66)° is possibly another instance of the use
of BBR material in GAD. The context is the definition of bhakti and the means for
it, and the two texts are quite similar in referring to the subject:

GAD ad BG XVIIL66 (2005, p. 734) BBR 1.1 (1998, p. 5)

ni§cayena paramanandaghanamirtim tata$ cadrutacittasya nirvedaptrvakam

anantam S$rivasudevam eva bhagavantam tattvajianam, drutacittasya tu

anuksanabhavanaya bhajasva, idam eva  bhagavatkathasravanadibhagavata-

paramam tattvam nato ’dhikam astiti dharmasraddhapirvika bhaktir ity

vicarapiirvakena premaprakarsena avadhitvena dvayam apy upattam. tato

sarvanatmacintasiinyataya manovrttya ’ntahkaranasuddhyastangayogam

tailadharavad avicchinnaya satatam anusthaya tailadharavad

cintayety arthah. avicchinnabhagavadekakarapratyaya-
paramparatmakaikagratayogyam
manas sampadayet.

34 GAD (2005, p. 393): bhagavadanuraktivipayas tu bhakteh svariapam sadhanam bhedas tatha
bhaktanam api bhagavadbhaktirasayane smabhih savisesam prapaiicita itthoparamyate ““1 especially
elaborated on the nature, the means and the subdivisions of devotion, whose form is love for the Lord, as
well as [the nature, the means and the subdivisions] of the devotees in the Bhagavadbhaktirasayana, so
here I stop.”

35 There is also a terminological correspondence between BBR (1997, p. 115) and GAD (2005, p. 733).
Both texts call the means to supreme bhakti the performance of duties related to the Lord
(bhagavatadharmanusthana).

3 In the commentary of this verse MS disagrees with Samkara in interpreting the word -dharman.
According to MS it means all kinds of social duties etc. (GAD ad BG XVIIL.66, 2005, p. 734, kecid
varnadharmah kecid asramadharmah kecit samanyadharma ity evam sarvan api dharman parityajya,
vidyamanan avidyamanan va Saranatvenanadytya), while for Samkara it stands for karman: sarvad-
harman parityajya samnydsya sarvakarmani iti etat (BG1, 111, 2000, p. 400).
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In both texts MS refers to bhakti using a very similar terminology, but this is due
to an already commonly accepted definition, which drives us back to Ramanuja’s
definition of bhaktiyoga as a condition of devotional contemplation (dhyana/
upasand).”” Both instances compare devotion with a flux of oil (tailadhara)®® and
treat it as a series (parampara) of uninterrupted (avicchinna) mental modifications
(manovrtti) with the Lord alone as content (bhagavadekakara). This mental
condition has some analogous requirements for both texts: in GAD a constant
reflection (vicara), an extreme degree of love (premaprakarsa) and a mind free from
all sensual objects (sarvanatmacintasinya); similarly, BBR presupposes a mental
purity (antahkaranasuddhi) and the practice of the astangayoga.

Modi (1985, p. 49, n. 41) noted that GAD ad BG I1.13, II.15 and I1.28 relies
almost verbatim on SB without directly acknowledging it. To these unacknowledged
references [ would personally also add GAD ad BG II.17. Let us now consider two
of them in detail.

BG II.13 regards a comparison of the several changes occurring within a single
life, with the jivatman who jumps from one bodily existence to another one. On the
other side, the corresponding SB passage lies just at the beginning of the analysis of
the meaning of the term tvam in the mahavakya “Thou are That!” (fat tvam asi,
Chandogya Upanisad V1.8.7 ff.), where tvam is nothing but the individual self. Both
texts present a few divergent opinions (vipratipatti) regarding the atman’s nature:>’

GAD ad BG 11.13 (2005, pp. 63-64) SB I (SB/S, 1933, p. 5; SB/NR/LV,
1989, pp. 106-113)
etena yad ahur dehamatram atmeti tatra dehakaraparinatani catvari

carvakah, indriyani manah pranas ceti bhiitany eva tvampadartha iti

tad ekadesinah, ksanikam vijianam iti carvakah. caksuradini pratyekam

saugatah, dehatiriktah sthiro ity apare. militanity anye. mana ity

dehaparimana iti digambarah. eke. prana ity anye. ksanikam
vijiianam iti saugatah. StGnyam iti
madhyamikah. dehendriyatirikto
dehaparimana iti digambarah.

Here the close similarity between the two parts is clear. In both passages MS
opens with Carvakas, then Buddhists (saugata) and Jainas (digambara). In SB he
specifies that according to the majority of Carvakas “the meaning of the term tvam”
(tvampadartha) is nothing but the four gross elements (bhiita) transformed into
physical shape (dehakaraparinatani). Then he lists some divergent minor opinions

37 Ramanuja, in his Sribhdasya (1.1.1, 1989, pp. 55-56; see also 1V.1.1), defines dhyana as dhyanam ca
tailadharavad avicchinnasmrtisantanaripam, “and contemplation is of the nature of a sequence of
uninterrupted awareness, like a flow of oil”. A similar instance is in Ramanuja’s commentary on BG
I1X.34, precisely while he glosses on the first half-line manmana bhava: sarvasvamini tailadharavad
avicchedena nivistamand bhava “be with your mind like a flow of oil uninterruptedly immersed in the
Lord of everything” (BG1, II, 2000, p. 196).

* The quality of oil is greasiness (sneha), which also means “affection” or “love”.

3 This nearly resembles, in a matter of language and order, the opening part of VKL where MS lists the
different views about liberation (1962, pp. 3—13). For an instance of this subject see the last part of the
Sect. 11.2.3 concerning VKL.
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among them (ekadesin): according to some philosophers the term zvam indicates
respectively the faculties (indriya) or the breaths (prapa) or the mind (manas)
individually taken (pratyeka); for others they should be understood jointly (milita).
The slight difference between GAD and SB lies in the fact that while GAD refers to
the divergences at a stretch SB is a bit more analytic. The short sentences concerning
Buddhists and Jainas are almost identical. Nonetheless, MS does not mention the
other text in which he deals with the same issues, because this is a typical
presentation of Advaita texts. Thus, in this case there is no real need for a clear
citation or reference because every Advaitin is aware of the locus classicus for this
introduction, meaning the Advaita’s mine*® of knowledge par excellence: BSBh
1.1.1).

Another instance of textual re-use from GAD, not recognized by Modi, is ad BG
I1.17 and concerns the condition of deep sleep. The passages are mutually connected
but the way of referring to each other is not immediately clear:

GAD ad BG 11.17 (2005, p. 82) SB VIII (SB/S 1933, pp. 69-70; SB/
NR/LV 1989, pp. 420—426; SB 1986,
pp. 121-125)

susuptav ahamkarabhave ’pi tadva- iha ca sukham aham asvapsam na

sanavasitajianabhasakasya caitanyasya  kimcid avedisam iti suptotthitasya

svatah sphuranat. anyathaitavantam paramarsat, ananubhave ca

kalam aham kim api najiasisam iti paramars$anupapatteh.

susuptotthitasya smaranam na syat. na antahkaranoparagakalinanu-
cotthitasya jiianabhavanumitir iyam iti ~ bhavajanyatvabhavac ca na

vacyam, susuptikalarupapaksajiianal tattollekhabhave ’pi smaranatvanu-

lingasambhavac ca. asmaranader papattih. smarane

vyabhicaritvat smaranajanaka- tattollekhaniyamabhavac ca
nirvikalpadyabhavasadhakatvac ca. jagraddasayam asvapsam ity
jhanasamagryabhavasya anubhavanupapatteh lingabhavena ca
canyonyasrayagrastatvat. asrayasiddhya canumanasyasam-

bhavat. ahamkaras tu utthanasamaya
evanubhilyate. susuptau linatvena
tasyananubhatatvat smarananupapatteh
[...] tatrantahkaranavrttijanakasamagri-
sambhave ’pi pramatvabhavavarodhe-
nantahkaranasyasamarthyat.

In both passages MS refers to the recollection (paramarsa/smarana) arising in
the awakened person (supfottitha) after deep sleep (susupti): in GAD “During that

49 Tn SB VIII (SB/S 1933, p. 61), MS most probably refers to BSBh calling it the “mine” (akara): yatha
caitat tatha vyaktam akare.

@ Springer



466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480

481

482
483
484
485
486
487
488
489
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508

Article No. : 9240 O LE o TYPESET
MS Code : i M CP ¥ DISK

g ﬁ Journal : 10781 Dispatch :  5-7-2014 Pages : 58
o

G. Pellegrini

and in SB “T slept well, I did not know anything” (sukham aham asvapsam na
kimcid avedisam). These sections from both texts, in addition, point out the
impossibility of understanding this recollection as an inference (anumanasyasam-
bhavat) because the probans (hetu) of this hypothetical inference would necessarily
be flawed. The two texts just differ on the nature of the pseudo-probans
(hetvabhasa): a deviating (vyabhicarin) one for GAD and the non-establishment
of the inferential locus/subject (asrayasiddhi) for SB.

In the GAD passage the core of the analysis aims at establishing the auto-
luminosity (svaprakasatva) of the self, which persists also during deep sleep. SB is
more focused on proving the nature of recollection of the cognition arising after
awakening. In deep sleep, while the ego has merged into its cause (i.e. ignorance),
the consciousness illuminates that ignorance consisting of ego impressions. If this
were not accepted, it would be impossible to explain the recollection of the just
awakened person: “I slept well, I did not know anything” (see below, Sect. 3.2.3).

11.2.3 VKL: Quotations as Evidence about Missing Portions

Karmarkar’s edition of VKL (1962) is based on two manuscripts, the first from the
British Library’s former India Office (I0) and the second from the Anandasrama
(A) Library in Poona, as well as on the only other printed edition, edited at Benares
in 1920 by Ganganath Jha and Gopinath Kaviraj. The two manuscripts end
respectively with these colophons: 10) iti vedantakalpalatikayam paramahamsa-
parivrajakamadhusiidanasarasvatikrtayam  sasadhandpavarganiriipanam  nama
prathamastabakah; A) iti  Sriparamahamsasrivisvesvarasarasvatisisyasrima-
dhusudanasarasvatyuktavedantakalpalatikayam sasdadhanapavarganirapanah pra-
thamastabakah sampiurnah (Karmarkar 1962, pp. ix—xi). As easily visible, both the
colophons refer to the extant VKL as the first (prathama) stabaka ‘chapter’, named
“Description of the realization together with the means [for attaining it]”
(sasadhanapavarganiriipana), of the entire VKL. Until now, unfortunately, no
other manuscript of VKL has been found (Panicker 1995, pp. 116-117). More
precisely, there is more evidence for the assumption that there might be some
additional stabakas in VKL. For instance, VKL has been referred to twice in SB.
The first reference is in the commentary on the eighth stanza of Dasasloki (SB/S
1933, p. 70; SB/NR/LV 19809, pp. 431-432; SB 1986, p. 133). The reference is at the
end of an elaborate discussion concerning the condition of deep sleep (susuptya-
vastha). Once the jivatman penetrates deep sleep the internal organ (antahkarana) is
also absorbed in its cause (karana), namely avidya, and steps back remaining only
as a latent impression (vasand). On getting back to the waking condition, the
individual has a kind of recollection (paramarsa): “1 pleasantly slept, I did not know
anything!” (sukham aham asvapsam na kimcid avedisam). This kind of cognition
presupposes an earlier direct experience of pleasure (sukha) and ignorance (ajiiana).
If the internal organ is absent during deep sleep, then to whom can these experiences
be attributed to? Without an experience there cannot be such a subsequent
recollection. To this MS answers by distinguishing three kinds of functional modes
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(vrtti) of ignorance: one in the form of the witness (saksyakara) of that experience,
one in the form of pleasure (sukhdakara) and another in the form of a particular state
of ignorance limited to that precise situation (avasthajiana).*'

Here we find a peculiar reading of MS. He says that in deep sleep there is no
antahkarana, no ego at all, so it cannot be experienced. A recollection of the self as
superimposed on the ego takes place, but this is only due to avidya. Recollection,
like doubt and perceptual errors, is dependent on the witness, thus it cannot be
intended as right knowledge, which is grasped by the function of some means of
knowledge (pramana); but it is also not a totally false cognition. Thus MS does not
understand it to be a kind of knowledge, but simply as a mental activity (manasi
kriya). By the way, in establishing this, MS refers to a passage from Samkara’s
Brahmasiitra Bhasya (1.1.4):

BSBh (BSBh/VK/KP 2000: 129; BSBh/B/  SB (SB/S 1933, p 70; SB/NR/LV

RP/NN 2000: 83) 1989, pp. 426-427; SB 1986,

p. 127)
yatha ca ‘puruso vava gautamagnih’ (ChU ata eva codanajanyatvan manasi
V.7.1), ‘yosa vava gautamagnih’ (ChU kriya sa, na jianam.

V.8.1) ity atra yositpurusayor agnibuddhir
manasi kriya kevalacodanajanyatvat
kriyaiva sa purusatantra ca.

MS then completes his explanation by jumping to a different issue. Just as the
recollection is a mental function (manovrtti) different (vilaksana) from perceptual
error (bhrama) and right knowledge (prama), the hypothetical argumentation
(tarka) is a kind of mental function which, being dependent on desire (icchadhina),
is different from perceptual error and right knowledge. This particular understand-
ing of tarka plays a role in the analysis of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad ([hereafter
BrU] V1.4.5): atma va re [...] srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyah. This Upanisadic
sentence is an injunction (vidhi), which in the process of reflecting the real purport
of Vedanta sentences (vedantavicara) prescribes as primary (pradhana/mukhya)
towards realization (darsana) the hearing (sravana) of the teaching about the self.
Conversely, reflection (manana) and meditation (nididhyasana) are auxiliaries
(sahakarin/ardadupakaraka). This kind of vedantavicara has the shape of a fourfold
tarka,* the explanation of which, according to MS, is distributed within the four

41 MS has two different views of saksin, one metaphysical and one epistemological. For this division see
Gupta (2006, pp. 92-93).

42 MS mentions these four types of tarkas, and adds a fifth one, which are nothing but five forms of positive
(anvaya) and negative (vyatireka) agreements: (1) drgdrsyanvayavyatireka; (2) saksisaksyanvayavyatireka;
(3) agamapayitadavadhyanvayavyatireka; (4) duhkhaparamapremaspadanvayavyatireka; 5) anuvrttavya-
vrttanvayavyatireka.
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adhyayas of the BSBh. At this point MS refers to VKL: vistaras tu vedantakal-
palatikayam anusandheyah “By contrast, an elaborate [explanation] should be
searched in the Vedantakalpalatika.”

What is interesting for our purpose is that in the VKL, apart from an elusive
mention to these tarkas, I could not find any elaborate discussion on these topics
(Divanji 1933, pp. 193-194 notes).

Let us now look at this issue through the words of both texts where, even without
verbatim citation, there is nonetheless clear mutual reference:**

VKL (1962, pp. 172-173) SB (SB/S 1933, pp. 70; SB/NR/LV 1989,
pp- 427-432; SB 1986, pp. 127-133)
tato ’dvitiyabrahmaikyavisa- vyapyaropena
yavedantasaktitatparyani§cayaphalake- vyapakaprasafijanatmakasya tasya
na Sravanakhyatarkena icchadhinataya
kriyarthatvadibhir hetvabhasair va bhramapramavilaksanatvat. ata eva
advittyabrahmatmaikye vedantanam manananididhyasanasahite §ravanakhye
pramanyasambhavariipa$ cittadosah. vedantavicare ‘Srotavyo mantavyo
evam vedantanam nididhyasitavya’ ityadividhir
pramanyasambhavanapracayahetu- upapadyate, tasya caturvidhanvayavya-
bhatacittaikagryapratibandhakas tirekaditarkartpatvat.
cittadosah drgdr§yanvayavyatirekah,
prameyasambhavanaphalakena saksisaksyanvayavyatirekah,
mananakhyena tarkena. tato agamapayitadavadhyanvaya-
"nyanuparaktabrahmatmaikya- vyatirekah, duhkhaparama-
visayasamskarapracayena premaspadanvayavyatireka iti.
hetujiianavrttiphalakena prayatnena anuvrttavyavrttanvayavyatirekah
nididhyasanakhyena, anadi- paiicamah. etac ca sarvesam
pravrttidehatmajfianajan- vedantanukialatarkanam
itasamskarapracayah cittadoso caturlaksanimimamsapratipaditanam
"pasaryate. upalaksanam ity abhiyuktah.

In both texts the main referent is a particular meaning of hypothetical
argumentation or reasoning (farka), again intended as a mental operation. But
while in VKL hearing (sravana) and reflection (manana) are called tarkas, SB lists
the five farkas mentioned in the table. Here we see that in VKL there is a reference
to tarkas as a means to attaining the non-dual, liberating knowledge, but they are
nothing but hearing (sravana), reflection (manana) and meditation (nididhyasana).

43 The two texts quote or refer to each other many times. SB (Sarasvati 1986, p. 133) refers to sravana
mentioning VKL; it differentiates between the vyavaharika and paramarthika level of reality referring to
VKL (SB, 1986, p. 151). VKL (1962, pp. 163-164) mentions SB on presenting the process of
manifestation (srstikrama).
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So there is not a correspondence with the very technical meaning touched on in SB,
where MS informed the reader that VKL should treat the topic at length.

Another similar instance concerning again VKL and SB (SB/S 1933: 76; SB/
NR/LV 1989: 442; SB 1986, p. 141) is placed right at the end of the
commentary of the eighth stanza of Dasasloki. Here MS, having already
described the three conditions (avasthatraya) through which the jivatman and the
three principles identified (abhimanin) with those same conditions pass in a
microcosmic sphere, shifts to a macrocosmic sphere. In doing so, he follows
BSBh (1.3.13) and establishes a link between individual (adhyatma), elemental
(adhibhuita) and divine (adhidaiva) levels, which correspond to each letter of the
monosyllable om, namely @, u and m. A meditative practice (upasand) aiming at
the unifying vision of all these principles leads to the world of Hiranyagarbha
(hiranyagarbhalokaprapti) and the subsequent gradual liberation (kramamukti). In
contrast, direct liberation (saksat-moksa) is the knowledge of the underlying
reality, the witness consciousness (saksicaitanya) of all these principles, free
from all limitations. Since the three conditions, together with the three principles
identified with them, are products of ignorance (avidyatmakatvat), they are
ultimately false (mithya), while the witness alone shines as the fourth (furiya). In
closing this section, MS again refers to a more detailed and developed
argumentation within VKL: vistarena caitat praparicitam asmabhir vedantakal-
palatikayam ity uparamyate “And this very [issue] has been elaborately
developed by us in Vedantakalpalatika. So 1 stop [here].”

I agree with Divanji (1933, 201 notes) when he affirms that in VKL there is
nowhere a similar discussion regarding the three conditions of the jivatman. The
only mention in VKL (1962, p. 98) of dream phenomena (svapna) is inserted in a
completely different analysis. Therefore, it should be rather likely that at least one
or more stabakas can still be found.

As a last remark in this section I would like to shift the attention to a common
issue of VKL (1962, pp. 3—13) and SSSS (ad IV.1; 2005, pp- 634-643). Actually, if
SSSS is the first work of MS, the first part of the fourth chapter really seems to be
the pattern on which MS built the discussion at the opening section of VKL. The
two sections are almost identical in many parts. I notice only very minor changes in
order or expression, such as the use of synonyms etc.

Since this discussion occupies many pages, I just extract a few less common
examples to show how much in this occasion VKL is indebted to SSSS. The
analysis is the same as the one recalled above concerned with GAD ad BG I1.13 vs.
SB I and regards the conception of moksa in several darsanas. MS, after presenting
all the rival views, deals with the view of the aupanisadah, the Advaita Vedantins,
which he believes to be the highest:
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SSSS ad SS IV.1 (2005, pp. 640-641)
samkhyas tu prakrtipurusavivekad
anadyavivekanivrttau tam purusam
prati nivrttadhikarayah prakrter na
punas tadbhogartha pravrttir iti
trividhaduhkhas-
yaikantikatyantanirodha eva
svabhavatah kevalasya purusasya
kaivalyam iti. pataifijalas tu
prakrtipurusa-
vivekenabhyasavairagyaparipakad
yamaniyamasanapranayama-
pratyaharadharanadhyana-
samprajiiatasamadhipurvakat
paramesvaraprasadajat
paiicavidhanam cittavrttinam nirodhad
eva dharmameghasabditad
asamprajiatasamadheh kaivalyam
iti kalpayanti. tridandinas tu
jivabrahmanor bhedabhedam
abhyupetya
jianakarmasamuccayabhyasad eva
karanatmakabrahmani
karyatmakajivasya
karmavasanasahita-
bhedamsanivrttiripalayo

muktir iti vadanti. brahmena
paramai$varyena yoga ity anye.
sarataranganirastarangabhedena
samudradvaividhyavat
savikaranirvikarariipena-
vasthadvayam brahmanah parikalpya
jianakarmasamuccayabhyasad eva
savikaravasthaparityagena
nirvikaravasthapraptir eva moksa ity
apare.

VKL (1962, pp. 8-9)

samkhyah tu prakrtipurusavivekat,
anadyavivekanivrttau tam purusam
prati caritadhikarayah prakrter na
punas tadbhogartha apravrttir** iti
trividhaduhkhasya
ekantatyantanirodha eva svabhavatah
kevalasyapi purusasya Kkaivalyam ity
ahuh. pataiijalah, tu prakrti-
purusavivekenabhyasavairagyapa-
ripakad yamaniyamasanapranayama-
pratyaharadharanadhyana
samprajiatasamadhiptirvakat
paramesvaraprasadanat
paiicavidhanam cittavrttinam
nirodhad eva dharmameghasabditad
asamprajiiatasamadheh kaivalyam iti
kalpayanti. tridandinah tu
jivabrahmanor bhedabhedam
abhyupetya
jianakarmasamuccayabhyasad eva
karapnatmakabrahmani
karyatmakajivasya
karmavasanasahitabhedams$anivrttih
moksah iti vadanti.
paramaiSvarapraptih, ity anye.
savikaranirvikararaipena
avasthadvayam brahmanah parikalpya
jianakarmasamuccayabhyasad eva
savikaravasthaparityagena
nirvikaravasthapraptih eva moksa ity
apare.

It is clear that MS borrows the entire passage from SSSS and inserts it verbatim
in VKL. The minor differences might be due to manuscript differences and lack of a

proper edition.

44 This seems an important modification of the VKL if compared to the published text of the SSSS. The
editor of the VKL gives in note also a different reading, namely pravrttih, identical to SSSS, which is the
correct one, since this reading conveys that once the discriminating knowledge originates in purusa, then
prakrti withdraws from its earlier functions towards purusa and does not approach it anymore (na
punas...pravrttih). 1 would read accordingly also in the VKL.
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11.2.4 General Remarks

I started my analysis by stating that any issue concerning MS’s thought has to first
be confronted with the content of the AS. In the next sections, I shall show that
MS’s originality is enclosed between the brackets of Advaita tradition, where a part
of the discussion is linked to fixed textual fopoi, and the other part to the intellectual
ability of the writer. The works of MS, except for the devotional ones, treat nearly
the same issues and thus often refer to each other, so that the above analysis could
be easily broadened. In many cases, the very nature of some topics compels MS to
use similar arguments and consequently analogous vocabulary. Notwithstanding
that, it seems to me that MS rarely “copied and pasted” from one text to another.*’

I suppose that there are two main reasons for this ability of MS to deal with a single
subject in different ways. First, MS pays keen attention to the addressee of the texts.
Even though his style is almost always quite vigorous and technical, it has a margin of
change in accordance to the aim of the text and to the possible reader. In fact, for
example, the style and language of GAD, MST and BBR are much easier compared to
those of VKL and SB. On the other hand, both of these texts seem a great deal simpler if
compared to the intricate technicality of ARR and, even more than that, of AS. In fact,
MST and BBR are texts about bhakti, thus open to everyone; GAD deals with both
bhakti and jiiana in very straightforward terms; SB and VKL are considered by MS
mere textbooks for Advaita Vedanta beginners, while ARR and AS are praudha-
granthas ‘mature works’ for very advanced scholars.

The other reason could be ascribed to his own genius. While keeping his attention
focused on the root of the problem, MS has been capable to handle it from several
standpoints, each time enriching it with new examples and new vocabulary. We find
several clear cross-references in which MS tells us, just like a contemporary scholar,
that if someone wants to deepen a certain subject he can glance through another text
of his own. Therefore, he willingly does not need to repeat himself verbatim.

An interesting example for this practical attitude (no need to spend more time on
a subject that has already been analysed elsewhere) is ARR. As stated before, it is
quite likely that ARR is the last work of MS, since we find therein references to
other works, whereas ARR is not mentioned elsewhere. It refers to AS in dealing:
with hearing (sravapa, 1917, p. 9; kintu sangasravanavidher eveti vyutpaditam
advaitasiddhau); with the nature of the unreal (1917, p. 26; anyatha gunajanyatvena
pramatvapatad ity advatasiddhau vistarah); with reflecting (manana) and meditat-
ing (nididhydsana) in two passages (1917, p. 24; tadakaratvam ca vrttinistha eva
kascid anirvacaniyo dharma ity advaitasiddhau vistarah and 37; upapaditam caitad
advaitasiddhau drsyatvahetipapddane). ARR again mentions the same subject
pointing out that there is no reason for overextending the discussion therein, since it
has been treated in VKL and AS (1917, p. 44; sabdatiriktam catmavisayam

45 An exception to this are the almost identical passages of VKL (1962, pp. 3-13) and SSSS (ad 1V.1;
2005, pp. 634-643), see Sect. 11.2.3.
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pramanam  nastityadi  niripitam  advaitasiddhivedantakalpalatayor iti  neha
prapaiicyate).*°

III MS’s Use of Advaita Material
II1.1 Doctrinal Milieu

Out of BSBh flowed an enormous hermeneutical activity which occupied all the post-
Samkara Advaita textual developments. In summary, there are three schools of
interpretation: the vivaranaprasthana, originating from the Paricapadikavivarana
(hereafter PPV), a sub-commentary on Padmapada’s (IX CE) Paricapdadika (hereafter
PP) on the BSBh; the bhamatiprasthana, originating from the Bhamati of Vacaspati Misra
(X CE), another sub-commentary on Samkara’s BSBh, but also heavily influenced by
Mandana Misra’s (VIII CE) Brahmasiddhi (hereafter BSi); and, in an earlier stage, the
vartikaprasthana of the vartikakara Suresvara (IX CE), which has a direct bearing with an
indirect gloss and versified version of BSBh: Sarvajnatman’s (IX CE) Samksepa Sariraka
(hereafter SS). Although many other commentaries, glosses, and explanations flowered in
both of the main schools, the beginning of the controversy could be epitomized in the
double contraposition of Brahmasiddhi-Bhamativs. Paricapadika-Paricapadikavivarana,
whereas Suresvara’s school bears a closer similarity with the vivarapna one and is
decidedly different from Mandana’s position (BSi 1937, pp. xxv-lvii).

These three different approaches reached quite strong differences as they
embraced a wide range of more important issues of Advaita philosophy: the theory
of error (khyativada), the concepts of the individual self (jiva), the empirical
universe (jagat), the Lord (iSvara), maya, brahman, moksa, and the means
(sadhana) to attain moksa. The more interesting and more often debated points are
indeed the nature of jiva and i$vara, their mutual relationship, and their relationship
with the world and with ignorance. The divergences of these interrelated issues
show the responsibility for the more philosophically oriented denomination of the
three schools: pratibimbavada for the vivaranaprasthana, avacchedavada for the
bhamatiprasthana and abhasavada for the vartikaprasthana.

prasthana Founder other name notes

vivarana ~ Padmapada pratibimbavada

bhamati ~ Vacaspati (Mandana) avacchedavada

varttika Sure$vara (Sarvajiatman) abhasavada closer to vivarana

II1.2 Influences on MS’s Thought

Through the centuries, the internal polemic between bhamati and vivarana
upholders touched on very strong points of disagreement.

46 1 the edition published by Anantakrsna Sastri (1997 [1937], pp. 859-883) the third pariccheda of AS
has eight chapters, and all of them focus on Sravana, manana and nididhyasana, jiianavidhi and
Sabdaparoksatva. Among these the first four (859-870) are the enlarged version of the ARR passages
mentioned herein.
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This internal polemical tendency seemed to decline when several opponents
vigorously attacked the divided and vulnerable non-dualistic views. This new breeze
shifted the attention towards new investigations (e.g., about Advaita and bhakti instead of
Jjiiana and karman) and gathered all the scattered non-dualistic trends.*” This commitment
had two faces: one compilatory and the other argumentative (see above, Sect. I).

MS’s ASis truly a vivid example of both these inclinations. Thus, it is a reservoir of
quotations from earlier Advatins, whose positions are discussed and strengthened by
MS’s lucid logic, his deep exegetic understanding and his precise navya style. The
quantity of quotations, references and hints to other non-dualist writers helps us
identify which of the Advaita texts and authors were more relevant during the period of
MS’s personal $astric training and which sources he usually consulted and had at hand.
Along with Samkara, he demonstrates in-depth knowledge of and often resorts to
Suresvara®® (Divanji 1933, pp. XCII-XCVIII) and his supposed disciple Sar-
vajiiatman (Divanji 1933, pp. C—CVI) as well as to Padmapada (Divanji 1933, pp.
XCI-XCII) and Prakasatman (XI CE; Divanji 1933, pp. CVII-CVIII), Mandana Misra
and Vacaspati Misra (Divanji 1933, pp. XCVIII-XCIX), Sriharsa, Vimuktatman (XI
CE; Divanji 1933, p. C), Anandabodha Bhattaraka (XI-XII CE; fl. 1150 ca., Potter
2006, p. 512), Amalananda Sarasvati (XIII CE; Divanji 1933, p. CVIII), Munindra
Anandapiirna (alias Vidyasagara, fl. 1350 ca.), Vidyaranya (XIV CE; Divanji 1933,
pp. CX-CXVII), Ramadvaya (XIV CE), Nrsimhasrama and Appayya Diksita (XVI
CE; Divanji 1933, pp. CXXI-CXXII).*’ Nevertheless, he seems to be particularly
influenced by Citsukha,’® a follower of vivaranaprasthana. Citsukha’s magnum opus
is TP. The primary aim of this work is to refute the realistic points of view, be it of the
Naiyayikas or of the vaispava types of Vedantins, which were emerging during
Citsukha’s period. It seems that the first objective of VI’s NA was to refute TP.

In SB, following the abhdsavada, MS justifies the view according to which the
brahman could be both jiva and isvara (SB 1986, pp. 42-45). Moreover, following
Suresvara’s line of interpretation, MS replies to the objection that someone should
attain immediate liberation once he knows the object previously covered by
ignorance. He says that in this case avidya is not completely nullified but simply
overpowered by a mental modification (vrtti), the nature of which is opposite to the

47 Minkowski (2011, pp. 215-216) writes that the strong division between vivarana and the bhamati is
difficult to draw for this era. Although Appayya is said to have been under Nrsimhasrama’s influence, he
writes the Parimala, on the Vedantakalpataru, a commentary on the Bhamati. Nrsimhasrama, on the other
hand, writes the Bhavaprakasika, a gloss on Vivarana, but also a gloss on Samksepa Sariraka, notoriously
a text in the Suresvara line.

48 MS, quoting Suresvara, calls him vartikakrt (ARR 1917, p. 5), vartikakarapada (SB 1986, pp. 43, 53;
AS 1997, pp. 556, 558), vartikakara (SB 1986, p. 90) or his work vartika (SB 1986, p. 150), vartikamrta
(SB 1986, p. 40; AS 1997, p. 467). See Divanji (1933, pp. 113-115) and Saha (2011, p. 72).

4 Some scholars accept Appayya to be a younger contemporary of MS. Some others consider Appayya
elder. According to tradition they met each other during the pilgrimage of Appayya to Kasi, where he
went accompanied by Nrsimhasrama (Minkowski 2011, pp. 216, 223-225). In any case, the dates and the
mutual relationships among these authors are still being debated.

30 The particularity of Citsukha, beside his earlier use of what will later be called Navya Nyaya, is that he
treats all the pirvapaksas at a stretch and only having exhausted them he replies with the entire
uttarapaksa. This kind of presentation, usually called mahapirvapaksa, is already used by Ramanuja in
his Sribhdsya (thanks to Elisa Freschi for this information). MS, as well as Appayya, quotes Citsukha’s
TP several times.
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ignorance related to that particular condition. On the contrary, liberation can only be
attained when avidya is completely subjugated through the knowledge of brahman
arising from the upanisadic mahavakyas, that same brahman which is the object of
avidya (SS 1.319). If ignorance concerning a particular object is the antecedent
absence of its knowledge (jiianapragabhava, SB 1986, pp. 62-64), then it should be
accepted that there are countless instances of ignorance which need to be sublated
before attaining liberation (SB 1986, p. 153).

MS is an ekajivavadin-drstisystivadin (see Das 1977, p. 151), and very near to the
vivaranaprasthana’s positions. Nevertheless, faithful to his harmonizing attempt, he
tries to defend and justify also those of Mandana Misra and Vacaspati, to whom
sometimes he refers (Divanji 1933, p. XCIX). Having once demonstrated his accord
with Sarvajfiatman and other vivarana thinkers about brahman being the locus as well as
the object of avidya, MS also interprets Vacaspati’s view according to which brahman is
the object/content of avidya and jiva is its locus (BSBh/B/VK/KP 2000, pp. 2-3). The
vivarana followers find fault with mutual dependence (anyonyasraya) in Vacaspati’s
opinion, because if avidya is responsible for the distinction between jiva and isvara,
it cannot be located in its own effect, i.e. the jiva, which is supposed to be
subsequent to avidya itself: in this way avidya is located in the individual selves and
is at the same time their cause. MS simply affirms that it is not possible to search for
a sequence or chronology among avidya and jiva, because both are without
beginning (anadi), and as regards entities without beginning the flaws of mutual
dependence (anyonyasraya), circularity (cakrakdsraya) or regressus ad infinitum
(anavastha; AS 1998, p. 585) cannot be postulated. Similarly, when MS states that
only the single individual self whose ignorance is dispelled attains liberation, he
justifies also the doctrine according to which there are as many avidyas as there are
jivas (ARR 1917, p. 6).

prasthana locus of avidya content of avidya
vivarana  brahman brahman
bhamati  jiva brahman

II1.3 The Definitions of Falsity in the AS

I shall now try to show how MS cites, refers to, reads and interprets his Advaitin
predecessors based mainly on the first sections of AS, which are concerned with the
establishment of the falsity of the empirical world (prapaiicamithydtva). In general,
Advatins’ texts profusely cite upanisadic passages, greatly borrowing hermeneutical
material from the commentarial tradition from gamkara onwards. I will here focus
on Advaita independent treatises (prakarana) literature derived from the prasthana-
trayi (i.e., Upanisads, BS and BG) and its bhdsya tradition.”’

5! In a useful scheme regarding the citations in GAD, Saha (2011, pp. 370-371) lists all the instances
where MS quotes earlier @caryas in his commentary on the BG: Samkara (upodghata 1, 11.17-18, 11.25,
1141, 11.48, 11.56, II1.2, I11.20, 1I1.34, IV.6, IV.18, IV.21, 1V.24, 1V.34, IV.37, VL14, V1.29, VIII.24,
X112, X1III.12, XVII.10, XVIL.16, XVIL.28, XVIIL.6, XVIII.12, XVIII.14, XVIIL.37, XVIIL.66, XVIIL.67
and XVIIL75, including both implicit and explicit quotations from the bhasyas on BG and Upanisads),
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The title of the AS hides a polemical vein. Establishment (siddhi), in fact,
presupposes the refutation of other’s positions.”> I do suspect that siddhi texts
represent a peculiar type of polemical philosophical literature, which is still to be
properly researched.>

As a matter of fact, MS starts quoting earlier (pracam) Advatins after the incipit
of AS where—without acknowledging the exact source—he quotes the well-known
inference (prayoga) proving the falsity of the empirical world (praparicamithyatva).
One of the first occurrences of this kind of inference is variously presented in
Anandabodha Bhattaraka’s™* three texts: Nyayamakaranda (hereafter NM),
Pramanamala (hereafter PM) and Nyayadipavali (hereafter ND):

AS (1997, pp. 30-31) NM (1901-1907, p. 128), PM (1907, p.
11) ND (1907, p. 1)

evam vipratipattau pracam prayogah—  sati caivam prapaiico ’pi syad

vimatam mithya drSyatvat, jadatvat, avidyavijrmbhitah/

paricchinnatvat Suktiriipyavad iti. jadyadrsatvahetubhyam

navayavesv agrahah. rajatasvapnadrsyavat// (NM)

sati caivam prapaiico ’pi syad
avidyavinirmitah/ avidyato vibhinnatve
jadatvad rajjusarpavat//
jadyadrsatvahetubhyam mithyatvam
va prasadhyatam/ prag ukta eva
drstanto mithyatve ceha badhyatam//
(PM)

vivadapadam mithya, drfyatvat. yad
ittham tat tatha.
yathobhayavadyavivadapadam
rajatam. tathaitat, tatas tatha (ND).

Footnote 51 continued )
Anandagiri (implicit indication IV.6), Sridharasvamin (IL41, VI1.27 and two implicit indications ad
XII.12 and XVIII.12), Ramanuja (implicit indication XIII.12). See also Saha (2011, pp. 117-121).

52 The very opening of AS (1997, pp. 8, 14) clears up this attitude: tatradvaitasiddher dvaitami-
thyatvapiirvakatvat dvaitamithyatvam eva prathamam upapdadaniyam. upapdadanam ca svapaksasadha-
naparapaksanirakaranabhyam bhavatiti “There, since the establishment of non-duality is possible only
after having previously established the falsity of duality, first the falsity of duality alone should be proved;
and this very proving takes place through the establishment of one’s own positions and the refutation of
others’ positions” (See Pellegrini 2014: 4).

33 Nair (1990, pp. 13-17) lists and briefly presents sixteen siddhi texts with an Advaita point of view.
Nonetheless, this kind of philosophical genre is quite ancient and diffused, for example Vasu-
bandhu’s Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi, Mandana’s Sphotasiddhi, Ratnakirti’s Apohasiddhi and Ksanabhanga-
siddhi, Yamuna’s I[Svarasiddhi and Samvitsiddhi, Udayana’s Prabodhasiddhi, etc. See also the
introduction of Kuppuswami Sastri to his edition of BSi (1937, pp. xxi—xxiv).

54 Anandabodha Bhattaraka is remembered among Advaita influential writers for his three main works:
Nyayamakaranda, Pramanamala and Nyayadipavali. He is believed to be a disciple of Vimuktatman
since the latter’s Istasiddhi 1.36 (1986, p. 135) is quoted in PM (1907, p. 4), where the quotation is
preceded by ata evoktam gurubhih. Yet, this is still being debated (Mahadevan 2003, pp. 139-140).
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Of the three versions of the prapaiicamithyatva inference by Anandabodha, the first
two are very similar and in metric form, while the third one is in prose. If one changes the
metric version into prose, the inference would sound like: praparico "vidyavijrmbhitah/
avidyavinirmitah, jadatvad drsyatvat, rajatasvapnadidrsyavat. The PM metric version
adds a specification (visesana) to the probans “insentience” (jadatva): avidyato
vibhinnatve, “being different from ignorance”. This is to specify that the universe is
insentient like ignorance, but it is different from it, because it is its result. Anandabodha
uses two Aetus in the NM and one in the PM. Nevertheless, in the second stanza he states
that falsity can be established either through “insentience” and/or through its “being an
object of perception” (drsyatva). The examples are nearly the same. Nonetheless, in NM
he includes also “dream objects” (svapnadrsya) as a positive instance (sapaksa). These
two inferences, however, correspond to that of the ND, which seems to be the one
intended by MS. In fact, in ND’s prose version the syllogism is five-membered, as
prescribed in Nyaya (NS 1.1.32): “The object under consideration [= the empirical
universe] is false” (pratijia: vivadapadam mithya); “because it is an object of
perception” (hetu: drsyatvat); “what is like this [= object of perception] is like that
[= false],’” just as the silver [erroneously perceived while one is in fact looking at a piece
of shiny mother-of-pearl] which is agreed on by both the debaters” (udaharana: yad
ittham tat tathd. yathobhayavadyavivadapadam rajatam); “and so/such [= false] it is this
[= the object under consideration]” (upanaya: tathaitat) and “therefore it [= the object
under consideration] is like that [= false]” (nigamana: tatas tatha). In this case
Anandabodha uses just one probans, i. e. drsyatva.

The left side of the above chart shows MS’s version of the inference. In it, MS
adds another probans to those already used by Anandabodha, namely “being
limited” (paricchinnatva). Also, the example is the same, although the way of
expressing it mentions the object of the perceptual error—the silver (viipya)—along
with its locus—the nacre (sukti). This is clearly a slightly re-interpreted
representation of Anandabodha’s inference. MS then adds navayavesv agrahah
“There is no insistence about the members [of the syllogism]”. This means that for
MS it does not matter how many members the syllogism has and that he possibly
refers to the ND formulation of the syllogism.

Let us now switch to a very important section of AS: the five (parica) definitions of
falsity (mithyatva), a stock-topic of Vedanta since the time of Padmapada and
Vacaspati. All these definitions are quotations from earlier texts. MS acknowledges his
indebtedness but defends and interprets these definitions with his own taste. This is
evident in the extremely concise passages that MS cites from his predecessors. The
importance of the quotation is, at any rate, qualitative more that quantitative, and it
stands exactly in the spirit of defence, discussion and re-interpretation which pervades
AS. It is not accidental that the first three out of the five definitions of falsity are placed
within pirvapaksas or very briefly at their opening. This is easily understandable
because in the introductory section of NA’s refutation of mithyatva VT refers to and
sums up all the earlier understanding of falsity quoting eleven definitions from various
sources (NA 2002, pp. 12—13). MS selects only five of these definitions and aims at re-

3 This part of the example corresponds to the invariable concomitance (vyapti), which could be viewed
as yad yad drsyam tat tan mithya.

@ Springer



878
879
880
881
882

i

887

888
889
890
891
892

894
893
896
897
898
899
900
901
902
903
904
905
906
907
908

i

913
914
915
916

918
919

Article No. : 9240 O LE o TYPESET
MS Code : i M CP ¥ DISK

g ﬁ Journal : 10781 Dispatch :  5-7-2014 Pages : 58
o

Madhusiidana Sarasvati’s Way of Referring to Earlier Textual Tradition

establishing their validity. The other definitions, along with VT’s objections, are
ignored by MS as, perhaps, obviously faulty or lacking any substantial value.*®

The original source of the first definition of falsity is Padmapada’s Paricapadika
(hereafter PP). More specifically, MS replies in primis to VI’s objections and VT
quotes Padmapada. In any case, it is likely that MS while refuting VT, had in front of
him not only NA, but also the source text that originally hosted the definition under:

AS (1998, pp. 48-49) PP (1985, pp. 23, 26; 1992, pp. 42-43; cf.
also 1985, p. 156)

na tavat mithyasabdo mithyasabdo dvyarthah—

’nirvacaniyatavacana iti apahnavavacanah

paficapadikavacanat anirvacanlyatavacana$ ca. atra ayam

sadasadanadhikaranatvaripam apahnavavacanah [...] mithya ca tad

anirvacyatvam. ajianam ca mithyajianam. mithyeti

anirvacaniyata ucyate.

Padmapada offers a twofold signification of the word mithya: “concealment”
(apahnava) and “indefinability, indeterminableness” (anirvacanz’yatd).57 It means
that falsity (mithya), i.e. ignorance, has the power to conceal (avarana) the nature of
the self and to project (viksepa) something indefinable, indeterminable either as real
or not-real, just like the universe.

At first MS places PP’s definition in the parvapaksa. He reports only part of
Padmapada’s statement, skipping over the “concealment” meaning of mithyd, and
concentrates his analysis on anirvacaniyata. Further, he displays his own
understanding of anirvacaniyata: “the property of not being the locus neither of
what is real nor of what is not real” (sadasadanadhikaranatva).

Both the second and third definitions are taken from PP’s foremost commentary,
the Paricapadikavivarana (hereafter PPV) by Prakasatman. The second definition of
falsity is undoubtedly the more complex among the five. I have partially discussed it
elsewhere (2011, pp. 444-451), so here I shall only show the sources of MS.

Again, MS puts forward the second definition (the first one in Prakasatman’s text)
just before the opening of the pirvapaksa:

AS (1998, p. 94) PPV (1985, pp. 174-175; 1992, p. 106)

pratipannopadhau pratipannopadhav

traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam va abhavapratiyogitvam eva mithyatvam

mithyatvam. nama, tac ca badhakajiane rajatam
pratipannopadhav
abhavapratiyogitaya avabhasate iti
pratyaksam.

MS quotes the definition almost verbatim: “falsity is the counter-positive of the
constant absence of an entity in the [same] locus in which it is perceived.” The

3 In the piirvapaksa Citsukha gives ten options of definitions for mithyatva. VT probably has in mind the
list provided by Citsukha (TP 1974, pp. 56-57).

57 Viacaspati’s Bhamati expresses the same view (BSBh/ RP/B/NN 2000, p. 13).
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difference with PPV is just that MS clearly specifies the nature of the absence
(nisedha, synonym of abhdva), qualifying it as “constant”>® (traikalika, synonym of
atyanta), while Prakasatman uses the unqualified term abhdva, which, when not
further specified, usually means atyantabhava. PPV immediately applies the
definition to the illusory silver wrongly cognized while looking at nacre.

An interesting issue appears a few lines further. MS has just defended his
interpretation of the definition of falsity through which he is able to negate the
nacre-silver example as well as the empirical world in their own locus of
appearance (Pellegrini 2011, pp. 444-445). The opponent argues that the negation
(nisedha) of both cannot be by their own nature (svaripena). In the case of
Suktiriipya the illusory silver is negated by the cognition “This is not silver, this is
nacre” (nedam rajatam, iyam Suktih) and the counter-positive (pratiyogin) of this
negation is not the illusory silver, but the empirical (laukikaparamarthi-
ka = vyavaharika) one, because during perceptual error the illusory silver is
erroneously perceived as an empirical one. Similarly, in the case of brahman, when
its knowledge arises, the empirical world is negated but the brahman does not
contradict the empirical (vyavaharika) world, which is on an altogether different
level, but rather the view that the world has an absolute (paramarthika) nature.>’
But, on accepting this, there will be a contradiction (matahani/virodha) with a
sentence written in PPV, according to which the counter-positive of the negation of
the illusory silver is that same illusory silver. The problem stands on this sentence,
where MS (AS 1997, p. 123) precisely reports what is quoted by VT (NA 2002, p.
26). The reference to PPV (PPV 1985, p. 192; 1992, pp. 124-125) is, instead, rather
loose:

AS (1997, p. 123) PPV (1985, pp. 192-193; 1992,

pp. 124-125)
traikalikanisedham prati nanu tarhi ‘pirvam rajatam abhiid idantm
svaripenapanastham rapyam na’ iti ghatavat kalabhedena nisedhah
paramarthikatvakarena pratibhasikam syat. na,
va pratiyogiti. laukikaparamartharajatasyatra

kalatraye ’pi Sinyatvat tadapeksaya
nirupadhikanisedhasiddheh.

In some previous sentences, however, MS quotes verbatim et literatim a passage
from TP which contains the same idea expressed by PPV:

58 For this translation of atyantabhava 1 rely on Suresvara’s gloss, see infra in section II1.3, after the
BrUBhV quote.

59 It should be reminded that MS negates the absolute ontic status of the world, not its empirical one
which is established by the means of knowledge. He also affirms that two entities contradict each other
only when they pertain to the same level of reality, not otherwise.
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AS (1997, pp. 124-128) TP (1974, p. 139)
tad uktam tattvapradipikayam— tasmal tasmal laukikapa
laukikaparamartharajatam eva nedam ramartharajatam eva nedam

rajatam iti nisedhapratiyogiti rajatam iti nisedhapratiyogiti
purvacaryanam vacoyuktir api purvacaryavacoyuktir api purovartini
purovartini rajatarthinah rajatarthinah pravrttidarsanal®
pravrttidarsanat laukikaparamartha  laukikarajatatmatvenaparoksataya
rajatatvenaparoksataya pratitasya pratitasya kalatraye ’pi laukikapa
kalatraye ’pi ramartharajatam idam na bhavatiti
laukikaparamartharajatam idam na nisedhapratiyogitam angikrtya
bhavatiti nisedhapratiyogitam netavya.

angikrtya netavyeti.

Both MS and Citsukha affirm that there is no contradiction to PPV, because what
is meant by Prakasatman’s statement is that the counter-positive of the negation is
indeed the illusory silver, simply misunderstood as identical with the empirical one.
It does not matter if this silver is negated by its own nature (svariipena) or
absolutely (paramarthikatvena) (AS 1997, pp. 123-124). Therefore, continues MS,
when Prakasatman maintains that the empirical silver is negated, he is taking the
negation as a mutual absence (anyonyabhdva) which resides in (= “whose adjunct
[anuyogin] is”) the illusory silver (Bhattacharya 1992, pp. 82-84).

As stated above, the third definition of falsity also comes from PPV. Also on this
occasion MS quotes Prakasatman not literally but, conforming to VT’s reconstruc-
tion (NA 2002, p. 37), he displays only Prakasatman’s intended meaning framed
into a shorter statement,’’ immediately followed by a pirvapaksa. MS himself, in
any case, is aware of the PPV statement because he quotes it /iteratim a few lines
later, merely inverting the order of the adjectives vartamanena and pravilinena:

AS (1997, pp. 160, 164-168) PPV (1985, p. 178; 1992, p. 108)
jhananivartyatvam va mithyatvam [...]  ucyate—ajiianasya svakaryena
ajfianasya svakaryena pravilinena vartamanena pravilinena va saha

vartamanena va saha jiianena nivrttir jiianena nivrttir badhah.
badhah.

Hence, falsity is that which is contradicted once and for all by knowledge.
Whatever appears to be the content of an erroneous cognition and subsequently
ceases with the valid cognition of the real nature of that content is false.

Just after this citation, MS quotes a passage from Suresvara’s BrtUBhV (I.1.183),
again verbatim, with the two usual “quotation marks”: uktam and iti. This is of course
justan example of the attention paid by MS in quoting Suresvara. MS cites Sure§vara’s
BrUBhYV several times throughout his Advaita works, and usually verbatim.

%0 The edited text of the TP reads pravrttidarsanalaukikarajatammatvena, which does not make sense in
this context.

6! I believe that the reformulation of the PPV passage was already well-established by the time of VT,
because we find it in TP’s mithyatvaniripana (1974, p. 56) and in a slightly modified version in
anirvacaniyavidyaniripana (1974, pp. 92, 97), where Citsukha defines ignorance.
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AS (1997, p. 168) BrUBhWV 1.1.183 (1982, p. 47)
vartikakrdbhi$ coktam— tat tvam asy adivakyotthasamyag-

tat tvam asy adi- dhijanmamatratah/ avidya
vakyotthasamyagdhIljanmamatratah/  saha karyena nasid asti bhavisyati//
avidya saha karyena nasid asti

bhavisyati// iti.

Here it seems that MS wants to corroborate PPV’s statement, which treats the
terms nivrtti and badha as synonyms of constant absence (atyantabhava), with the
stanza of Sure$vara, again reinforcing the idea that the constant absence is indeed
the absence connected with the three layers of time: “Just by the birth of the valid
mental modification arisen from the sentence “You are That’, ignorance along with
[its] effect [is experienced as] ‘There was not, there is not, there will not be’!”

I have discussed elsewhere (2011, pp. 451-455) the fourth definition of falsity,
therefore I shall just briefly see how MS quotes it from TP. MS, unlike the usual
scheme, on this occasion formulates the definition and immediately thereafter shows
its real purport (it is noteworthy that also VT (NA 2002, p. 41) confutes not the
definition but only its purport). In fact, MS does not feel the need to start directly
with a parvapaksa because, due to the extreme similarity of the second and fourth
definitions, the major objections are displayed and replied within the discussion of
the second definition.

AS (1997, pp. 182-183) TP (1974, p. 67)
svasrayanisthatyantabhava- sarvesam api bhavanam asrayatvena
pratiyogitvam va mithyatvam. sammate/ pratiyogitvam
svatyantabhavadhikarana eva atyantabhavam prati mrsatmata// 7 //
pratiyamanatvam. tatha hi—patadinam bhavanam

svasrayatvenabhimatas tantvadayo ye
tannisthatyantabhavapratiyogitayaiva
tesam mithyatvam.

Evidently, MS quotes ad sensum Citsukha’s metric and prose versions of the
definition, synthesizing it into a pure abstraction, without mentioning the “cloth and
other objects” (patadi) given in TP’s text. Beside the synonyms used, and beside the
fact that MS’s version is expressed with a compound while both Citsukha’s versions
are more dismembered, MS precisely interprets Citsukha’s point, except for a
philosophically not irrelevant adjective: sammate in metric and -abhimatah in prose.
Both these determinations convey the idea that a false entity does not exist, even in
the only locus where it is supposed to be (sammata/abhimata). In Vedantaparibhasa
(hereafter VP) Dharmaraja Adhvarin (VP 2000, p. 239) writes that without
abhimata there will result the flaw of impossibility (asambhava) in the definition. In
fact, when something is not perceived or found in its own locus it is understood as
impossible. If we add the adjective abhimata to the locus (asraya), it will result that
the locus is not a real one but just a supposed one under particular conditions. For
example, in the classical instance of the nacre-silver, the only possible locus for the
illusory silver is the nacre, but the nacre is not the real locus of silver because it is
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just supposed to be so in that particular situation. Therefore, from Dharmaraja’s
treatment, it seems that something has gone wrong in MS’s quotation. It might also
be that MS recognized a weakness of the definition and therefore focused on
rescuing its intended meaning, rather than its form (whereas at a later time
Dharmaraja focused on rescuing the form of the definition by stressing the role of
abhimata-sammata).

Finally, MS gives a fifth definition of falsity taking the idea again from
Anandabodha’s ND (1907, p. 1):

AS (1997, p. 195) ND (1907, p. 1)

sadviviktatvam va mithyatvam. satyavivekasya mithyabhavasya
sadhyatvan naprasiddhavisesanata,
napasiddhanto ’pi, satyam abadhyam,
badhyam mithyeti tadvivekah.

First of all, in ND formulation the definiendum (laksya) is mithyabhava, where
the term -bhdava is a substitute for an abstract suffix (bhavapratyaya, PA V.1.119:
tasya bhavas tvatalau, referring to tva and tal). So, interpreting the compound word
mithyabhava as a sasthi tatpurusa (mithyayah bhavah) the result will lead to the
identification of mithyabhava with mithyatva. On the side of the definiens (laksana)
we have again two forms: for MS sadviviktatva and for Anandabodha satyaviveka. 1
believe that these two represent the same formulation. Both are compounds (most
plausibly paricami tatpurusas: satah viviktatvam and satyat vivekah) formed by two
corresponding words, but their structures are reversed as a chiasm: in MS’s
formulation the second term (utfarapada) of the compound is an abstract noun,
while in Anandabodha the first (piirvapada). The two formulations are thus
apparently slightly different but fundamentally identical or, in other terms,
substantially MS quotes ad sensum, but essentially he quotes it verbatim.

Next follows the very technical discussion and defence of MS of the three
probans given in his version of the mithyatvanumana. While explaining the purport
and defending the probans ‘“being an object of perception, cognisability”
(drsyatvahetu) MS quotes and re-uses Advaitins’ earlier material. The centre of
the discussion is how to interpret the word drsyatva, that is, “to have a formal
content” or “to be describable” or “to be a cognisable property”. Here brahman is
excluded because it is without any property whatsoever and, therefore, it cannot be
the content of any kind of cognition. When it is the object/content of a certain
mental modification (vr#tivisaya), it is in its conditioned aspect (upahita) and not in
its pure (anupahita) one (Nair 1990, p. 45). For MS, in fact, only the limited and
conditioned brahman can be the object of a vrtti. The conditioned brahman, as far as
its conditioning adjunct (upadhi) is concerned, is ultimately false (mithya).
Moreover, while the vrtti is present, the brahman cannot be unconditioned because
that very modification becomes its updadhi (AS 1997, pp. 239-240). VT cites a
stanza from Mandana’s BSi as evidence that for Advatins also the unconditioned
brahman is an object of a certain cognition, and the meaning of the word drsya
applies to it as well. So, for VT the definition of falsity is exceedingly extended
(ativyapta) so as to include also brahman. MS replies to VT by quoting the same
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stanza in the same way and affirms that BSi’s statement only refers to the
conditioned brahman (upahitapara). MS’s quotation is embedded into the classical
formula na ca... vacyam. It is curious, however, that the three texts (including two
editions of AS) report the passage with very minor differences:®*

VT (NA: 2002, p. 51)  AS (1997, p. 240; BSi IV.3 (1937, p. 157)
NA: 2002, p. 51)
sarvapratyayavedye  na ca—sarvapratyayavedye sarvapratyayavedye va

ca brahmariipe ’smin brahmariipe brahmaripe vyavasthite/
vyavasthite ity vyavasthite iti prapaiicasya pravilayah
adisvavacanavirodha§  svavacanavirodha iti vacyam, Sabdena pratipadyate// 3 //
ca syat. tasyapy upahitaparatvat (AS).

na ca—sarvapratyayavedye
va brahmariipe vyavasthite
iti (NA).

On this point there are some further considerations. MS maintains that in the very
moment when pure consciousness becomes the object of a vrtti it does not remain
pure. He cannot accept VT’s option that the vr#ti becomes its own content,
according to which in its ultimate stage the vr#fi cognises the conditioned
consciousness and, since every other conditioning factor is absent, that limitation is
nothing but the ultimate vyt itself. In fact, explains MS, since it is born out of a
verbal cognition of upanisadic sentences, the final vr#fi must necessarily concern
those words. That vrtti is the ultimate undivided mental modification (akhandaka-
ravrtti) with brahman as its content. This vr#ti, even though it is the ultimate one
(carama), is nevertheless—being a vr#ti—a product of ignorance. Thus, the vreti
cannot completely remove ignorance (Gupta 2006, pp. 34-35).

To corroborate this point, MS quotes a statement which he explicitly attributes to
Amalananda Sarasvatl’s Vedantakalpataru (hereafter B/VK), a gloss on the
Bhamatt:

AS (1997, pp. 259-261) B/VK (2000, p. 57)
tad uktam kalpatarukrdbhih—s$uddham  nirupadhi brahmeti visayikurvana
brahmeti visaylkurvana vrttih vrttih svasvetaropadhinivrttihetur

svasvetaropadhinivrttihetur udayate, udayate, svasya apy upadhitvavisesat.

svasya apy upadhitvaviSesat. evam ca tatah svasattayam vinasahetusamnidhyad

nanupahitasya visayata, vrttyuparago vinasadavasthatvam. evam ca

’tra sattayopayujyate, na bhasyataya  nanupahitasya visayata, na copadher

visayakotipraveseneti. nirvartakantarapekseti bhavah [...]
vrttyuparago ’tra sattayopayujyate na
pratibhasyatayato vrttisamsarge
satyatma visayo bhavati, na tu svata iti
na dosah.

62 MS refers to Mandana again while discussing the probans “limitation” (paricchinnatva), cf. BSi 11.31
(1937, p. 72) and AS (1997, pp. 317-318).
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What is noteworthy here is that MS reports B/VK almost verbatim but skips over
a few sentences included into Amalananda’s text, only quoting what is essential for
his analysis.

B/VK says that while the ultimate vr#ti cognises the conditioned aspect of the
pure brahman without cognising itself, it becomes the cause (hetu) for its own
withdrawal and also for the withdrawal of other conditioning adjuncts similar to
itself (svasvetaropadhinivrtti) because that vriti, too, is a conditioning adjunct
(upadhitva) which limits the consciousness. Therefore, the unconditioned brahman
is not an object of any kind of vri.°* Moreover, concludes MS, the appearing
connection (upardga) with the vrti is due to the presence of that very vreti as
upadhi, and not to the vr#fi being its own object/content. So the vr##i is not its own
content (svavisayaka) but has as its content the conditioned brahman.

At the end of the first part of this section on the probans of the mithyatvanumana,
MS discusses also a fourth hetu given in TP, namely “being endowed with parts”
(amsitva). Also on this occasion, MS quotes Citsukha’s entire inference. Again,
Citsukha first formulates the inference in a stanza (I.8) and later in prose. MS quotes
ad sensum because again he mixes up some words from the metric version and some
from the prose one. The /etfu concerned is amsitva and it is used in the stanza, while
in the prose version the hetu is a synonym, i.e., avayavitva:

AS (1997, pp. 322-323) TP 1.8 (1974, p. 69)

citsukhacaryais tu ayam pata amSinah svamsagatyantabhavasya
etattantunisthatyantabhavapratiyogt pratiyoginah/ amsitvad itaramsiva dig
amsitvat, itaramsivat ity uktam. esaiva gunadisu// 8 //

vimatah patah
etattantunisthatyantabhavapratiyogt
avayavitvat patantaravat.

At the end of this section, MS quotes another inference for proving the falsity of
the word. Its author is—according to MS—Anandapiirna Munindra, author of ten
texts (Yogindrananda 1992, p. 9), among them the Nyayacandrika (hereafter NC)
and an important commentary on Khandanakhandakhadya, the Khandanaphakkika
better known as Vidyasagari.®* Unfortunately, I could not trace the inference quoted
by MS in Vidyasagara’s main works, which both contain a section on mithyatva. At
any rate, this is what MS quotes:

In this way, it is correct also what has been said by Vidyasagara: “The object

under examination apart from knowledge is unreal, because it is not

cognisable apart from knowledge, like dreams etc.”®

3 In one of the sentences not quoted by MS, Amalananda adds that the conditioning ultimate vrti does
not cause any other vy#fi to arise (na copadher nirvartakantarapekseti).

54 NC is mainly a text devoted to reply to the attacks directed to Advaita by Jaya Tirtha’s Nyayasudha,
on the other hand, the Khandanaphakkika is, as the Khandanakhandakhddya itself, a reply to the Nyaya-
Vaisesika positions.

65 AS (1997, p. 325): evam ca—vimatam jianavyatirekendsat jianavyatirekenanupalabhyamanatvat
svapnddivat iti vidyasagaroktam api sadhu.
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MS says that this inference is correct. According to him the probandum, namely
JjAanavyatirekena asattva, is tantamount to any of the previously given five
definitions of falsity. The probans of this inference, jianavyatirekena anupala-
bhyamanatva, means that the empirical world is only cognisable if the light of
consciousness is reflected on the internal organ (cidabhdasa) to illumine it. The
cidabhasa is the appearance of consciousness where naturally there is none; it is
consciousness limited to itself (svavacchinnacit, LC 1997, p. 325).66 Therefore,
JjhAanavyatirekena anupalabhyamanatva means not to be perceived without the aid of
the consciousness limited by itself, or better, being different from that which is
illuminated regardless of consciousness limited to itself. For what is independently
effulgent is the self-luminous (svaprakdasa) brahman alone.®’

At the very end of this passage, MS alludes to the validity of other inferences
used by other dcaryas without giving any specific reference.®® In this case,
exceptionally, VT does not refer to the inference of NC but rather to two
inferences to the same effect taken from the Vedantakaumudi (hereafter VK) of
Ramadvaya:

NA (2002, p. 87) VK (1955, pp. 91-92)

yat tu “vimatam mithya dhikala kalpita§ cayam pratitisamaya eva
evanyathapramitatvac anyatha pramitatvat
citranimnonnatadivat”. citranimnonnatadivat (91) vigitah
“bharupavastusamlagnatvat kalpito bhariipasvasamlagnatvena
savitrechidravat”. bhasamanatvat savitrchidravat (92).

The reference is clear. The more obvious reason for the small differences could
be seen in these ways: VT had at his disposal a manuscript presenting those readings
or he is quoting ad sensum, or maybe just remembering what he had previously
studied. Although finding a solution is not easy, following the interpretation given
by MS to Vidyasagara’s inference, I think that VT used a more correct manuscript
of the VK than the actually available edition. For, I prefer his reading of the probans
of the second inference (-vastusamlagna-, “connected with reality”), instead of that
of Subrahmanya Sastr’s edition of the VK (1955, p. 92: -svasamlagna-, “connected
with itself”). Here, in fact, the texts intend that an inert object only becomes
manifest once it is illuminated by a luminous entity (bharipa), which according to
MS is nothing other than the self.

I will directly illustrate MS’s quotation of Citsukha’s definition of falsity in the
caturthamithyatva section (AS 1997, pp. 182-194; Pellegrini 2011, pp. 451-455).
Connected with this is also the total accord and consequent defence by MS (AS,
1998, pp. 544-547) of Citsukha’s definition of ignorance (avidya) (TP 1974, p. 97)
as a positive entity (bhavaripa). In order to establish the positive status of avidya,
MS quotes (AS 1997, pp. 566, 567) two other TP’s inferences (1974, p. 98):

86 AS (1997, p. 325): jianavyatirekenanupalabhyamanatvam cidabhdse saty evopalabhyamanatvam
hetur iti na kimcid anupapannam.

87 1 follow LC for this explanation (AS/LC 1997, p. 325): cidabhasam svavacchinnacitam vinanupa-
labhyamanatvam, tadrsacitam anapeksyaiva yat prakasate tadanyatvam, svaprakasanyatvam iti yavat.

8 AS (ibid.): evam anyesam api prayoga yathayogam upapadaniya iti.
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AS (1997, p. 566) TP (1974, p. 98)
tattvapradipikoktam ca— devadattaprama
caitraprama caitragata- tatsthapramabhavatirekinah/
pramapra- anader dhvamsinl matvad
gabhavatiriktanadinivartika, avigitaprama yatha// 1. 10 //
pramatvan maitrapramavat [...] iti. vigitam

devadattanisthapramanajfianam
devadattanisthaprama
’bhavatiriktanader nivartakam
pramanatvad yajiiadattadigataprama-
najianavad ity anumanam.

Here we see that MS’s intention is clearly to quote the inference. The result is quite
interesting from an ecdotic point of view, but less so from a philosophical one. As usual
in his style, Citsukha opens the uttarapaksa with a stanza, subsequently repeated in
philosophical prose. Nevertheless, the two renderings are substantially the same. The
inference quoted by MS, even though it seems closer to the metrical version,
corresponds to a condensed and simplified reading of both Citsukha’s metrical and
prose formulations. However, MS’s inference substitutes devadatta- (“the valid
knowledge of Devadatta”) with caitra- (“the valid knowledge of Caitra”) in the
inferential subject (paksa), and yajiiadatta- with maitra- in the example (d_r_s,tdnta).ﬁ()
The subject of the prose version of Citsukha’s inference is slightly more complex:
“The knowledge under discussion risen out of the means of knowledge residing in
Devadatta.” Citsukha’s prose statement is, thus, more precise, insofar as it specifies
that the valid knowledge is the cognition generated by the action of the means of
knowledge and adds a qualification (visesana) to -jiiana, said to be vigita
(= vivadaspada = vipratipanna) in order to strengthen that this valid knowledge is
the matter under examination. Moreover, affirming that this prama is located in
Devadatta underlines more markedly the locus-located relation (@dharadheyabhava)
between the two members. The probandum (sadhya) of MS’s inference is “to
eliminate [= to be the eliminator of] the beginningless [entity] different from the
antecedent absence of the valid knowledge related to Caitra”. This is quite similar to
both versions of Citsukha’s inference. Another small difference might be noticed: MS
repeats the proper name caitragata- and uses the particle gata- [formally the \ gam past
participle] in composition. Citsukha, instead, uses a pronoun in substitution of
devadatta- in the metrical version, while in the prose inference he repeats
devadattanistha-. He also expresses the notion of absence without specifying, as
MS does, the antecedent (prak) nature of that abhava. Moreover, in both Citsukha’s
versions the probandum is not a compound, but it is presented in an analysed form: in
prose, connected with -j7iana, its gender is neuter (nirvartakam) and in verse, together
with -prama, it is feminine (dhvamsini). MS’s inference also uses a feminine, in
accordance to -pramad. The probans (hetu) is equal in the three versions, only deprived
of the upasarga pra- in Citsukha’s metrical version. Last, MS uses Maitra in the
example and the same wording of the paksa: “like the valid knowledge of Maitra.” In

% Devadatta, etc are all among the most used generic proper names for human beings.
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the metric form, Citsukha places the adverb yatha instead of the suffix -vat in
composition and refers to the quality of drstanta as positive instance (sapaksa). In the
sapaksa the existence of the probandum has already been established by pramanas and
it is universally accepted (avigita = avipratipanna = sampratipanna). The prose
version is just a repetition of the probandum with the substitution of the doubtful
instance relating to Devadatta with the established one of Yajfiadatta.

MS quotes the second inference at a stretch, but in TP we find it after some lines
of discussion. As evident here the aim of the inference is to establish ignorance as
the material cause of an erroneous cognition (bhramopddanatva):

AS (1997, p. 566) TP (1974, p. 103)
tattvapradipikoktam ca—{...] vigito prayogas ca vigito vibhramah
vibhramah etajjianakaranabadhyati-
etajjanakabadhyatiriktopadanakah, riktopadanah, vibhramatvat
vibhramatvat sammatavad iti. devadattadivibhramavad.

Herein, we see that the difference between MS’s and Citsukha’s inferences is
superficially less evident. Although the probandum of the two inferences is literally
different, as the examples are different, the intended meaning is exactly the same.
Citsukha’s inference is analyzable like MS’s. The only difference is concentrated in
the probandum etajjiianakaranabadhyatiriktopadanatva and in the direct mention of
the victim of the erroneous cognition, i.e., Devadatta. Here the probandum is a
bahuvrihi without the suffix -ka. The first part is not etajjanaka- but etajjiia-
nakarana-. In MS’s inference efat means “this erroneous cognition” (etadbhrama),
and also the erroneous cognition is a form of jiiana, a kind of cognition, as stated by
Citsukha. Thus, although MS’s wording is different from Citsukha’s, the intended
meaning of both inferences is the same. The quotation is not verbatim, but seems ad
sensum. However, the differences between the two could also be imputed only to the
manuscript tradition. But this will be made clear in the next steps of this study.

In addition, MS (AS 1997, p. 663) quotes verbatim et literatim a karika by Citsukha’s
(TP 1.19, 1974, p. 192)"° while discussing and defending another pivotal issue: the
definition of the indivisible meaning (akhandarthalaksana) arising out of great upanisadic
sentences. Another quotation and discussion (AS 1997, p. 884) on a stanza from TP (IV.8,
1974, p. 602), where MS does not mention neither Citsukha’s name nor his works and only
uses the generic formula tad uktam, concerns the true nature of afman, which is said to be
identical with the eradication of ignorance (Pellegrini 2014: fn. 4).

IV MS’s Approach to Other Schools’ Texts

In all his works, MS displays a considerable acquaintance with several branches of
learning and a great deal of works. Beside the intimate knowledge of Navya Nyaya,

7O TP/NP 1.19: samsargdasamgisamyagdhihetutd ya giram iyam/ uktakhandarthata yad va tat-
pratipadikarthata// “The said indivisible meaning is the causality of the words towards a valid
cognition free from any relation whatsoever; or otherwise it is their [= tat = of those words] stem
meaning alone.” The same is quoted verbatim and discussed also in VP (2000, pp. 113-114).
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his expertise in many disciplines is evident: dharmasastra mainly in GAD,”'
purana-itihasa, grammar, dastika and nastika darsanas in his other works.
Undoubtedly the Upanisads are the first authority for an Advaita writer and so is,
consequently, their direct commentarial tradition. However, MS also widely used
puranas and smrtis, thus elevating their authority. While this reliance is not so
evident in his more polemical Advaita works (such as SB, VKL, AS and ARR), it is
definitely clearer in BBR, GAD, MST, BPPP and HLV (Nair 1990, pp. 200-201).

Due to the lack of space, I analyse only selected instances. I divide the section
into two parts:

(IV.1) reverse or indirect indebtedness: MS’s reply to VT;

(IV.2) MS’s quotations, acknowledged and unacknowledged references from
other schools’ texts.

IV.1 Reverse Indebtedness: NA and AS on the Definition of Falsity

I have already stressed the point that AS is a reply to VI’s NA. This generates an
“indirect” or “reverse indebtedness”. The indebtedness can, in fact, be twofold: a
direct one, which corresponds to a sacrum furtum where a text or a chapter heavily
owes its philosophical positions, terminology and development to another text or to
a group of texts, usually of the same traditional milieu. Another kind of
indebtedness is that which takes a specific doctrine, a text or a group of texts and
focuses its internal organization and philosophical position on a completion,
rectification or refutation of it. This kind of slightly polemical attitude is what I call
“reverse indebtedness”. In the AS, MS accepts the terms of debate established by
VT and, in putting Advaitins’ arguments into the form necessary for that
confrontation, he slightly alters their structure here and there (Minkowski 2011,
p. 222).

This is the reason why AS is mainly a polemical reply (vadaprasthana) to NA,”*
which, in turn, is basically a polemical text answering to previous Advaita treatises.

"I MS demonstrates acute knowledge and hermeneutical ability on dharmasdstra issues, which seems
rather unusual for a $amkarian samnyasin. See, for example, the GAD commentary on BG’s first chapter
until the fifth verse of the second chapter, or again GAD (2005, pp. 711-716). Minkowski (2011, p. 218),
while presenting the connections between the Advaitin of the South and those of Varanasi, plausibly
argues that Rames$vara Bhatta (beginning of the XVI cen. CE) was the Advaita teacher of Madhava
Sarasvati, one of the gurus of MS. Ramesvara established the Bhatta family in Varanasi. The writings on
Mimamsa and Dharmasastra of this family are considered authoritative all over India. So, beside MS’s
strong srauta background, it might be possible that MS acquired his admirable knowledge of
Dharmasastra from Madhava Sarasvati himself. According to other traditions, the guru of Madhava
Sarasvati was the son of Ramesvara Bhatta, Narayana Bhatta, author of the Prakriyasarvasva, partly of
the Manomeyodaya and Tristhalisetu. Following this alternative tradition, it seems that Narayana Bhatta
defeated Nrsimhasrama in debate (Sastri-Sastri 1959, pp. 47-48). See also fn. 16.

72 On this issue Minkowski (2011, p. 223) plausibly argues: “MS devoted all his efforts to the argument
with the Dvaitins. An explanation of MS’s choice of opponent that might be in keeping with the
contextual suggestions above would be that, in doing so, MS sought to take up an argument about the
conceptual organization of Hinduism as a whole. Through engaging with the Dvaitins, he was attempting
to [...] (re)describe Advaita as the position most amenable to providing a “large-tent” theology for the
many doctrines and traditions of Hindus to a word of religious practices and beliefs that were explicitly
sectarian and irreducibly divided.”
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Thus, a “reverse indebtedness” similar to MS’s one might be postulated also in the
case of NA’s piirvapaksas.”” The Advaita texts, which initially stimulated VT, have
been identified in PP, PPV, TP, IS, NM, etc. (Nair 1990, p. 20). Although NA takes
earlier Advaita texts as purvapaksas and the answer of MS reflects these Advaita
positions, the very text-to-text controversy began with VT (Nair 1990, p. 20). In this
kind of polemical treatises, the argument and discussions are placed in order to
nullify adversary’s positions, which are usually placed in a pirvapaksa. In fact,
according to the rules of debate, a pirvapaksa must be somehow re-proposed or
repeated (anudita) before being refuted.”* Madhva’s Dvaita Vedanta is obviously a
full-fledged darsana with a deep and wide net of doctrines and texts. Nevertheless,
many of the debates and discussions presented in this textual tradition are written as
a reaction to the Advaitin interpretation of prasthanatrayi. In the mangala verse
itself, both MS and VT start by touching the pivotal point of their respective tenets:
VT the reality of the world, and MS its falsity. NA intends to establish the world as
satya rejecting the Advaitins’ mithyatva doctrine by attacking the philosophical
foundation of mithyatva: the superimposition (adhyasa).

Thus, on the one side stands VT’s conception of the reality of the entire universe
(satyasesavisva), and on the other side MS’s conviction that the world of duality
(dvaitaprapariica) is false (mrsa). MS individuates this falsity starting from its
components/characteristics, the foremost of which is the property of being the knower
(matrtamukha), that are falsely attributed to the self because of maya (mayakalpita).
Both the texts salute Visnu, but while VT sees Hari as the merciful cause of the
universe and the companion of his great devotee Ananda Tirtha (= Madhva), according
to LC’s reading MS intends Visnu as “the pervasive essential nature of the individual
self” (LC 1997, p. 2: visnuh vyapakam jivasvaripam).

NA 1.2 (2002, pp. 1-2) AS 1.1 (1997, pp. 1-2)
vighaughavaranam mayakalpitamatrta

satyasesavi§vasya mukhamrsadvaita-

karanam/ karunasindhum prapaiicasrayahsatyajiianasukhatmakah
anandatirthabandhuharim bhaje// $rutisikhotthakhandadhigocarah/

mithyabandhavidhiinanena
paramanandaikatanatmakam moksam
prapta iva svayam vijayate
visnuvikalpojjhitah//

73 Not only the NA’s piirvapaksas are influenced by other texts, but the position expressed by
uttarapaksas has often the form of quotations, references, restatements and widened discussions of
preceding texts. These could be taken not only for the sruti and smrti heritage, but also from other texts of
VT, such as Bhedojjivana, Tatparyacandrika; or texts of the Dvaita tradition: Madhva’s Anuvyakhyana on
BS, Jaya Tirtha’s Nyayasudhda and Vadavalr, Visnudasa’s Vadaratnavaltr etc. We shall also keep in mind
the acquaintance of VT with other sastras and his intimate knowledge of Navya Nyaya. See Bronkhorst
et al. (2013, pp. 77-81).

74 It is a common rule of the debate that once a debater has expressed his own position, the opponent
should precede his reply by shortly summarizing the adversary’s last reasons (aniidya kathana). This is
done in order to verify that the debaters properly understand their opponents’ positions. If the replica is
not preceded by the repetition (anuvada) this is a ground for defeat (nigrahasthana). See also NS V.2.7, 9,
pp. 16-17.
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VT, before starting the refutation of mithyatva, introduces the topic suggesting a
few reflections about the nature of the probandum (= mithyatva) and the main
probans (= drsyatva) of the mithyatvanumana. Beside a brief survey on the five
definitions of mithyatva quoted verbatim from Advaita texts, he summarily cites and
refutes some other Advaitins’ opinions regarding mithyatva (NA 2002, pp. 12-13)
and drsyatva (2002, p. 13).

The next step is the first definition of falsity. Therein, VT does not repeat the
definition by PP already given in the last lines of the introductory section on
mithyatva (NA 2002, p. 12), but immediately starts attacking Padmapada’s
conception of falsity. He wonders how the word mithya—as ‘“‘assertion of
indeterminability” (anirvacaniyatavacana)—should be interpreted. He furnishes
three options, pointing out that all of them are flawed.”” MS quotes almost /iteratim
the first two objections by VT. VT, aware of the Advatin interpretation of the word
anirvacaniyata as different (vilaksana) from real (sat) and unreal (asat), asks in
primis if it should be read as the absence of unreality qualified by reality (sattve saty
asattvaripavisistasyabhavah)’® or if it has two properties (dharmadvaya), namely
the constant absence of reality (sattvatyantabhdava) and the constant absence of
unreality (asattvatyantabhava); or again, he argues, if it is the constant absence of
unreality qualified by the constant absence of reality (sattvatyantabhavavattve sati
asattvatyantabhavavattvariipam). NA (NA 2002, p. 14) refutes all these options. In
the first case, VT says, according to the dualists’ tenets there is a flaw of proving
what has already been proved (siddhasadhana) because they already maintain that
the world is definitely real. The second option is flawed by the mutual contradiction
of the two properties involved. Furthermore, there is the ground for defeat
(nigrahasthana)’’ of proving something other than the intended thesis (arthantara).
In fac, brahman is also devoid of any kind of property such as sattva and asattva, yet
it is not considered false but absolutely real. Similarly, it could be maintained that
also in the empirical world there is the constant absence of reality and unreality and,
like in brahman, these two properties do not contrast with its absolute reality. So the
Advatin wanted to prove the falsity of the world, but finally proved its reality
(Sharma 1994, p. 19).

The last part of the second objection is wider and more technical. MS refers to it
in a summarized form, just pointing out the more salient tracts.’®

7> The third option is similar to the second one, because it presents the same kind of flaws: mutual
contradiction, proving an unintended thesis and weakness of the probandum (AS 1997, pp. 49-50): ata
eva na trtiyah, pirvavad vyaghatat, arthantarat sadhyavaikalyac ca iti cet.

76 Anantakrsna Sastri (AS 1997, p. 92) reads VT’s statement in an easier way: fad hi sattv-
avisistasattvabhavo va ...

"7 See fn. 74.

78 MS also reports the last section of VT’s objection (AS 1997, pp. 49-50): Suktiriipye abadhya-
tvaripasattvavyatirekasya sattve badhyatvaripasattvasya vyatirekasiddhyd sadhyavaikalydc ca. Herein,
according to VT, there is the flaw of the weakness of the probandum (sadhyavaikalya). In the body of the
inference the validity of the probandum should be seen in the example (drstanta) where it should already
be proved (prasiddha = pramanasiddha) by other means of knowledge. The weakness of the probandum
is when the probandum does not occur in the example. In the words “constant absence of reality”
(sattvatyantabhava) the meaning of “reality” is “unsublatability” (abddhyatva) and its absence is
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NA (2002, p. 14)
(14) ucyate—mithyatvam hi tvayaiva

paksantaranisedhena paficadha niruktam.

tatradye kim sattve saty
asattvariipavisistasyabhavo
’bhipretah? kim va
sattvatyantabhavasattva-
tyantabhavarapadharmadvayam? yad
va sattvatyantabhavavattve sati
asattvatyantabhavavattvarapam
viSistam? nadyah, manmate
sadekasvabhave jagati tasya
siddhatvat. na dvitiyah, vyahateh,
nirdharmakabrahmavat sattvarahitye
’pi sadriipatvenamithyatvopapat-
tyarthantaratvac ca.

AS (1997, pp. 48-49, 52-55)

(48-49) nanu kim idam mithyatvam
sadhayate? na tavat mithyasabdo
’nirvacaniyatavacanah iti
paficapadikavacanat
sadasadanadhikaranatvartipam
anirvacyatvam. tad hi kim
asattvaviSistasattvabhavah, uta
sattvatyantabhavasattva-
tyantabhavaripam dharmadvayam,
ahosvit sattvatyantabhavavattve sati
asattvatyantabhavariipam visistam.
nadyah, sattvamatradhare jagaty
asattvaviSistasattvanabhyupagamat,
visistabhavasadhane siddhasadhanat.
na dvitlyah, sattvasattvayor ekabhave
aparasattvavasyakatvena vyaghatat,
nirdharmakabrahmasattvasat-
tvarahitye ’pi sadriipena amithyatvo-
papattya arthantarac ca.

(52-55) [...] yac ca—nirdharmakasya
brahmanah sattvarahitye "pi
sadripavatprapaificasya
sadriipatvenamithyatvopapattya
arthantaram—uktam [...]

MS refers quite faithfully to VT’s objection and quotes again verbatim the

technical terms involved. Yet he presents them in a slightly more improved way
and, to render the reading more confortable, adds one or two words here and there.”®

In the second definition VT refers to his comprehensive introduction to the issue
and does not quote the PPV’s definition again but directly proposes his perplexities:

Footnote 78 continued

sublatability (badhyatva). This sublatability occurs in the example of the nacre-silver (suktiripya), given
that there is not the constant absence of unreality/sublatability because the unsublatability kind of reality
is not present in nacre-silver.

7 A difficult case is when, while presenting the first option, VT writes sattve saty asat-
tvariipavisistasyabhavah (“the absence of what is qualified by unreality, given that it is qualified by
reality”) and MS refers to it in this way asattvavisistasattvabhavah (“absence of reality qualified by
unreality”). (A satisaptami [= absolute locative] employed within a definition has to be interpreted as a
qualifier of the defined entity.) Here, as also shown by Anantakrsna Sastri (AS 1997, p. 92), MS exactly
inverts VT’s statement placing the asattva as the qualification (visesana) of the absence of sattva, while
for VT it is sattva that is the qualification of the absence of asattva. However, asattvavisistasattvabhavah,
though present in all the editions consulted, could also be a typo for sattvavisistasattvabhavah. The
commentators follow MS’s reading, apart from Balabhadra’s Siddhivyakhya (AS 1997, p. 48), who seems
to follow VT.
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NA (2002, p. 22) AS (1997, pp. 94-96)

na dvittyah, traikalikanisedhasya pratipannopadhau

tattvikatve ’dvaitahaneh. traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam va
pratibhasikatve siddhasadhanat. mithyatvam. nanu—pratipannopadhau

vyavaharikatve ’pi tasya badhyatvena traikalikanisedhasya tattvikatve

tattvikasattvavirodhitvenarthantarat.  advaitahanih, pratibhasikatve

advaitasruter atattvavedakatvapatac siddhasadhanam, vyavaharikatve ’pi

ca. tatpratiyogino ’pratibhasikasya tasya badhyatvena

prapaficasya paramarthikatvapatte§ tattvikasattvavirodhitaya arthantaram,

ca. advaitasruter atattvavedakatvam ca
tatpratiyoginah pratibhasikasya
prapaificasya paramarthikatvam ca
syad iti cet.

Despite the very minor differences of grammatical case changes, here MS quotes
verbatim VT’s objections, embedding them in the usual form nanu ... iti cet.*°

All these were just some clues for understanding how and how much MS is
indebted to VT. Of course, this same iter could be proposed for the entire AS.
Usually at the beginning of every section MS quotes VT almost verbatim, or at least
ad sensum. In the rest of the text, MS sometimes responds directly to VT’s
objections and, on other occasions, his replica has an independent structure and
follows different logical paths.

IV.2 MS and Non-Vedanta Material

In traditional circles, MS is honoured with the title padavakyapramanapravina
“learned in words (Grammar), sentences (Mimamsa) and means of knowledge
(Nyaya)” and, consequently, sarvatantrasvatantra “one for whom each sastra is as
if it were his own”, because of the really vast range of quotations and references he
uses and discusses throughout his works. I have elsewhere (Pellegrini 2014)
demonstrated how MS used (Navya) Nyaya texts and doctrines in a specific way,
adapting them to Advaita tenets.

V2.1 Padasastra: Vyakarana

It is possible (see fn. 13) that among the disciples of MS there was a certain Sesa
Krsna, probably the Vaiyakarana guru of Bhattoji Diksita. Nonetheless, MS has
been attacked also from a grammatical point of view. In fact, in his commentary on
BG, Bhasyotkarsadipika, Dhanapati Suri (end XVIII-beginning XIX cen.) severely
criticized MS’s GAD basing his attacks mainly on philosophical points and on the
“outrageous” contradiction of the commentary of Samkara. Therein he attacked MS
in one point (ad BG II1.28, BG2 1936, pp. 164—165) also on a grammatical basis,
leaving the idea that MS does not know the fundamentals of such an important
sastra.

80 For the philosophical explanation of the three objections by VT see Pellegrini (2011, p. 445).
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Despite Dhanapati Sari’s judgement, MS rightly resorts to grammatical
arguments in several circumstances. However, while he directly quotes the
aphorisms of Panini, he rarely quotes grammatical commentarial literature, and
more frequently he just refers to texts, such as MBh with Pradipa, Kasika with
Nyasa and Padamanijari, etc. When he happens to quote them, he follows NA.

An interesting case can be found in the second pariccheda of the AS (1997, pp.
460-465), where MS wants to prove the indivisible efficient and material causality
of brahman (abhinnanimittopadanakaranatva), whereas the Dvaitins accept the
Lord only as the efficient cause of the universe (nimittakarana) and not as the
material (upadana) one.

In order to prove that the brahman is also the material cause of the universe, MS
quotes the Taittiriya Upanisad (11.1.1: yato va imani bhutani jayante “that from
which these material elements are generated”) saying that the ablative case
(paricami) attached to the pronoun yat is prescribed in the sense of a material cause
(upddanakarana = prakrti) by the paninian rule 1.4.30 janikartuh prakrtih, “The
material cause of the agent of the verb ‘to be born’ [is the apadana (ablative)]”.

According to MS, the efficient causality of the brahman is already established by
Chandogya Upanisad V1.2.3 and V1.3.2, and it is accepted by both the debaters. In
this connection, MS also refers to the third chapter of Jaimini’s Mimamsdasiitra
(hereafter JMS, II1.3.14) where six means of proof (pramana) or rules of
interpretation are presented, by means of which the order among actions is fixed.
The first two means are the direct statement (sruti) and the implicit sense of the
words (linga). MS can accordingly say that the material causality is also proved
through the direct statement of the ablative (pasicamisruti) and the sense (linga)
implicit in the last words of the Taittiriva Upanisad’s (111.1.1) passage (vat prayanty
abhisamvisanti “‘to which they go, into which they dissolve”), which convey the idea
that the brahman is the substrate (asraya) of conservation (sthiti) and annihilation
(laya) of the universe.®!

Following VT (NA, 2002, p. 947), in order to show that the ablative can be used
also for something which is not a material cause, MS quotes an example from a
Vrtti, namely putrdt pramodo jayate “from a son originates happiness”. However,
the example is not in the Kasikavrtti (hereafter KV) but in Jinendrabuddhi’s (VII-
VII cen. CE) Kasikavivaranapariicika or Nyasa (hereafter KV/N; ad PA 1.4.30;
1985, p. 191).%

At any rate, this demonstrates to the Dvaitins that the word prakyti in PA does not
concern a material cause but merely a simple cause (hetumdatra). To develop this
position, MS also quotes in a piarvapaksa KV/N on the same passage of KV:

81 AS (1997, p. 460): ‘yato va imani bhitani jayante’ iti ‘janikartur’ iti sitraprakytyarthavihita-
paiicamiSrutyd ‘yat prayanty abhisamvisantiti sthitilayadharatvalinga copadanatvasiddhih, ‘tad aiksata’
vyakaravani ti tksanadyadharataya kartrtvasiddhis ca.

82 1 thank Elisa Freschi for kindly providing me this material.
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KV/N ad PA 1.4.30 (1985, p. 191) AS (1997, p. 460)

tatrasati prakrtigrahane pratyasatter nyase 'pi idam evasritya asati

upadanakaranasyaiva syat, netarasya. prakrtigrahane

prakrtigrahane tu sati sarvasyaiva upadanasyaivapadanasamjiia syat,

karanamatrasya bhavati. pratyasatteh, netarasya.
prakrtigrahanat karanamatrasya
bhavatiti prakrtipadam anupadane ’pi
apadanasamjnasiddhyartham ity uktam.

Here, MS quotes Jinendrabuddhi almost verbatim. In the first sentence he inverts
the position of two words (pratyasatteh and upadanasya). He, moreover, deletes
from the word upadana the specification karana and he specifies that if the word
prakrti is not intended as material cause, then the material cause alone should get
the technical appellation of apadana. In writing so, he adds the term
apadanasamjiia which in KV/V is found two lines earlier, just after the sentence
putrat pramodo jayate but not immediately after upadanakaranasyaiva. In the
second sentence he writes prakrtigrahanat in ablative instead of the original locative
and omits sarvasyaiva, which further specifies the compound karanamatrasya.

Immediately after this passage MS, again following VT, quotes Pataiijali’s MBh
ad PA 1.4.30, modifying the original text:

MBh (Kielhorn 1985, pp. 329-330) AS (1997, p. 760)

ayam api yogah Sakyo ’vaktum. katham mahabhasye ’pi ‘ayam api yogah Sakyo
gomayad vrsciko jayate. ’vaktum. golomajalomavilomabhyo
golomavilomabhyo diirva jayanta iti.  dirva jayante apakramanti tas
apakramanti tas tebhyah. tebhyah’ ityadina lomadininam darvadin

prati avadhitvad ‘dhriivam apaye
’padanam’ [PA 1.4.24] ity
anenaivapadanasamjiasiddheh idam
stitram anarambhaniyam iti stitram
pratyakhyatam.

I think that here MS did not look at the original text of MBh but simply quotes
VT’s statement reproducing it verbatim. In fact, beside Pataiijali’s statement quoted
by VT and MS about the lack of necessity of this rule (yoga), the first part of the
following question, which is meant to defend the legitimacy of Panini’s aphorism
and without which the sentence “the scorpion is generated from cow dung” could
not be explained, is not quoted verbatim. The second part of the question presents a
minor addiction of “the hair of the he-goat” (ajaloma) in NA and AS, which does
not appear in MBh. The answer, on the other hand, does suffer changes in the
quotation, since VT and consequently MS, interprets Pataijali’s synthetic statement:
“These” (tah) mentioned elements proceed (apakramanti) from a certain place
(tebhyah). That place or entity from which they originate and then separate is called
apadana, which can be equally expressed with the aphorism dhrivam apaye
‘padanam (PA 1.4.24). So, the sitra 1.4.30 is not necessary at all.
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To corroborate his view, VT goes on to quote the opinion of the commentary on
Patanjali, Kaiyata’s (XI cen. CE) Pradipa (hereafter MBh/U).

MBh/P (II, 2006, p. 367)
yatha bilad dirghabhogo
bhogl niskramann apy
avicchedat
tatropalabhyate tatha
dirva apity arthah

NA (2002, p. 948)
kaiyate ’pi ‘yatha bilad
dirghabhogo bhogt
niskramann apy
avicchedat
tatropalabhyate tatha
diirva apityadi-
navadhitvam
evopapaditam. tad uktam
—S$rngac charo
’vilomabhyo dirva
gomayatas tatha/ vricikas
cety evam adyesv
apadanatvam isyate//

AS (1997, p. 761)
kaiyate 'pi
apakramanavadhitve
lomadisu karyasya
sambhavatiti aSamkya
‘bilan niskramato
dirghabhogasya
bhoginah
avacchinnataya
tatropalabdhivat
karyasyapi diirvades
tatropalabdhir’ ity
avadhitvam eva
tatropapaditam.™*

iti /%3

Interestingly, in these passages VT quotes MBh/P exactly verbatim, while MS
quotes it ad sensum, slightly modifying Kaiyata’s text.

The reason might be that in general MS avoids too technical grammatical
discussions and whenever gets involved with them this happens on safe domains or
whenever he is compelled to do so by the pirvapaksin. As usual in India, the sitras
of Panini are always quoted verbatim, simply inserting the quotation mark i#i at their
end. This is probably because it was (as it is today) a compulsory requirement for
traditional students to learn by heart all the grammatical aphorisms. This is a
different case for the grammatical commentarial literature about which MS depends
on VT’s initiative, even though he exhibits his ability to modify its structure without
changing the purport.®® Thus, despite the shortcomings evidenced by Dhanapati
Stri, MS shows a certain confidence with vyakarana as well.

1V.2.2 Vakyasastra: Purva Mimamsa

One of the teachers of MS was Madhava Sarasvati, probably a disciple of the great
Mimamsaka and Vaiyakarana Narayana Bhatta (see above fn. 16, 71).

VKL is mainly intended to explain the true nature of liberation while refuting all
other views. The subject is closely connected with Vedic statements and with
Sabdapramana (linguistic communication as instrument of knowledge) in general.

83 Here VT quotes this last passage from Madhva’s Anuvyakhyana 1.4.71, referring to KV ad PA 1.4.30.
84 Also MS goes on with the discussion referring again to PA 1.4.30 and to KV on it.

85 Although there are not as many as could be supposed, in MS’s works there are many grammatical
discussions. Some other revealing examples in AS are concerned with mithyatvasrutyupapattih (1997, pp.
507-508), brahmano jiatvadyupapattih (1997, p. 753), the quite interesting tattvamasyadivikyartha-
niripanam (1997, pp. 832-834) and sabdaparoksatvam (1997, pp. 876-877); GAD ad BG I1.18 (2005,
pp. 94-95); VKL (1962, pp. 77, 80) etc.
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For MS, Bhatta and Prabhakara Mimamsa are the major authorities on these issues
because, like Advaita, they come from a decidedly orthodox smarta milieu. This is
probably the reason why, though he quotes few Mimamsa passages verbatim, MS
refers to Mimamsakas’ views several times, for instance on the function of the
words (VKL 1962, p. 65), anvitabhidhanavada (1962, pp. 68-69), abhi-
hitanvayavada (1962, p. 69), the meaning potentiality (Sakti, 1962, pp. 73-74) etc.®®

More in general, all of MS’s works are disseminated by Mimamsa references
(see, e.g., the reference to the six pramanas in the previous chapter). MS mainly
quotes aphorisms from JMS, stanzas from SV, only a few words from
Sabarabhdsya, or alternatively he roughly refers to doctrines treated in Tantravarti-
ka (GAD ad BG, 2).*’

In order to exemplify MS’s use of Mimamsa material I will focus on a short part
of the first pariccheda of AS (1997, pp. 371-380), entitled pratyaksasyagamabadhya-
tvam “How direct perception can be invalidated by Sacred Texts”. According to MS, in
fact, scriptures can invalidate even direct perception (pratyaksa). By contrast, VT (NA
2002, pp. 138-139) says that if perception is contradicted by linguistic communica-
tion, the whole Mimamsa, Piirva and Uttara will be deprived of its authoritativeness.
That is why Jaimini (JMS 1.2.2) opposes the independent epistemologic value of this
laudative passage (arthavada) “therefore during the day the smoke [arisen] from fire is
indeed seen, not the flame” (Taittiriya Brahmana 11.1.4: tasmad dhuma evagner diva
dadrse narcih) and this mantra “Aditi is the sky” (Taittiriya Aranyaka 1.13.2: aditir
dyaur). According to Jaimini they cannot be considered valid means of knowledge
because in both these passages there is a contrast with vision (drsti), i.e., direct
perception (pratyaksa) (JMS 1.2.2: drstivirodhat). In order to reply to these points, VT
and MS quote two aphorisms by Jaimini (JMS 1.2.10: gunavadas tu; 1.2.47: gunad
apratisedhah syat). According to these two statements, the arthavada and the mantra,
convey their content with a secondary meaning (gauna) or have an indirect
application. In fact, the flame of the fire is not seen during the day because of the
distance from which the scene is observed, while the smoke is seen. In the mantra,
Aditi is simply extolled as everything: the sky, the atmosphere, the mother, father, the
son etc. Ergo, both passages are not lacking authoritativeness because they are not
actually contradicting perception.®® In the same way throughout the string of siitras
starting from tatsiddhih (JMS 1.4.23, tatsiddhipetika) the apparent contrariety with
direct perception of the Vedic passage “The sacrificer is the bundle of [kusa] grass”
(Taittiriya Samhita 11.6.5.3: yajamanah prastarah) has been explained resorting to its

86 Actually, all over the discussion beginning from p. 65 and roughly terminating on p. 95 of VKL, MS is
strongly indebted to Mimamsa’s arguments. In the rest of the texts he mentions Kumarila’s Slokavartika
(hereafter éV) 114 ad IMS 1.1.2 (1962, pp. 44-45), SV 53 ad IMS 1.1.2 (1962, p. 130). He quotes also
JMS L.1.5 (1962, p. 68) and a stanza quoted in Sucaritamisra’s commentary on SV 58 ad IMS 1.1 (1962,
p- 75). Thanks to Elisa Freschi for suggesting this translation of sakti.

87 For example, in VKL (1962, p. 129) MS quotes a few words from Sabarabhdsya (hereafter $aB) ad
JMS 1.1.6; in GAD ad BG I1.20 (2005, pp. 97-98) he seems to refer to Tantravdrtika ad Sabarabhasya on
JMS 1.3.2.

8 AS (1997, pp. 371-373): kim ca pariksitapramanabhavasabdabadhyam api pratyaksam. nanu—
pratyaksam yadi Sabdabdadhyam syat tada jaiminind ‘tasmad dhima evagner diva dadrse narcir’
ityadyarthavadasya ‘aditir dyaur’ ityadimantrasya ca drstavirodhenapramanye prapte gunavadas tu

______
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possessing a secondary meaning (gaunarthata). In fact, if direct perception resulted in
being weak or invalid, every perception could be considered useless, because if verbal
proof could contradict it, then there would be no more rule for the dignity of any
expressed concept whatsoever and every one could say whatever he feels, be it logical
or illogical.

What is remarkable in this piarvapaksa as quoted by MS is the fact that he,
differently from VT, mentions the six sutras after tatsiddhih (JMA 1.4.23-28) in a
unique string, possibly in force of their technical appellative petika,®® which
conveys their close mutual relation.

JMS 1.4.23-28 (II, 1981, NA (2002, pp. 138-139)  AS (1997, pp. 371-373)
pp. 313, 322, 323, 325,

326)
tatsiddhih// 1.4.23 // ... ‘tatsiddhir’ ‘tatsiddhijatisariipya-
jatih// 1.4.24 // ityaditatsiddhipetikayam  prasamsalinga-
sarapyat/ 1.4.25 // ca ‘yajamanah prastara’  bhumalingasamavayad’
prasamsa// 1.4.26 // ityader gaunarthata iti tatsiddhipetikayam

: nocyeta. ‘yajamanah prastara’

bhima// 1.4.27 // ityader gaunarthata
lingasamavayat// 1.4.28 // nocyeta.

Apart from the particular quoting mode of MS, the citation is verbatim. Here MS
does not only refer to VT to treat the issue thoroughly. The variant readings might
have occurred because MS quoted these sitras by heart or because he glanced
through one of his manuscripts and found such readings.”®

8 The term petika applied to these six aphorisms taken together means “basket, small box, small whole”.
The term is used by Khandadeva (XVII cen. CE) in his independent gloss on JMS, the Mimamsa-
kaustubha (hereafter MK, 1991, pp. 268, 279, 281, 283, 285, 292). Even though I could not find other
authoritative Mimamsakas using this term, it seems to me that at the time of VT, and later at the time of
MS and Khandadeva, it was widely accepted. In Mimamsakosa (Sarasvatt 1992, p. 2615) we find a
reference to many groups of adhikaranas or siitras called petika, among which the tatsiddhipetika is also
mentioned without adding any information. Also Parthasarathi Misra in his Sastradipika (SD 1988, p- 90)
gives in karika form a final purport for the entire context, even though he does not use the word petika:
tad evam tatsiddhijatisaripyaprasamsalingabhiimabhih / sadbhih sarvatra Sabdanam gaunivrttih
prakalpita //

90 Also, the next chapter of the first pariccheda of AS (apacchedanydyavaisamyabharnga 1997, pp. 382—
384) discusses an issue through Mimamsaka means. The problem is to deny the difference through the
“interpretative maxim of the subsequent sublating the earlier” (apacchedanyaya) proposed in JMS
VL1.5.54 (paurvaparye pirvadaurbalyam prakrtivat). According to MS affirming that an earlier knowledge
is set aside by a subsequent one means that knowledge produced by direct perception or any other means
of knowledge is later on sublated by knowledge produced by srutipramana. Before MS, several Advaitins
such as Mandana Misra, Vacaspati, Anandabodha etc., referred to apacchedanyaya in these very terms.
AS, dealing with this same issue, quotes also other JMS, such as VI.5.51, VI.5.55 and Kumarila’s Tuptika
tasya prayogantare niksepah (Yogindrananda NA 2002, pp. 149-150; Nair 1990, pp. 54-55; Sharma
1981, pp. 274-275). See also SD (1988, p- 503).
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IV.2.3 Pramanasastra: Nyaya

At the beginning of this article (see Sect. I) I tried to reconstruct the steps covered
by MS to master Nyaya. Throughout his works we find an echo of his deep insight
into this Sastra, mainly in its Navya form. Apart from the definitely Navya style
employed in all of his works, MS resorts several times to Nyaya sources, either the
ancient or the new ones. For example, the two opening sections of AS (1997, pp. 8-
20, 20-438) offer a thorough insight into MS’s intimacy with ancient and new Nyaya,
although adapted to Advaita tenets.

In the beginning of AS, MS considers the disagreement sentence (vipratipat-
tivakya) essential to developing a doubt (samsaya), which is the basis for
constructing the subject of the inference on which debate is based.”’ On the
contrary, VT, together with Navya Naiyayikas, does not accept doubt as a
constituent of the property of being an inferential subject or subjectness (paksata).
In the following passage MS refers to the view—refuted in VT’s pirvapaksa—
according to which doubt is essential for constructing the subject of the inference
(samsayapaksata), which in an anomalous way starts with a concessive sentence

(yady api):

AS (1997, p. 14) TCP (1988, p. 3)

yady api vipratipattijanyasams$ayasya na tavat

na paksatasampadakatayopayogah. sandigdhasadhyadharmavattvam
paksatvam.

In this passage, as well as in the following ones, the confidence, both intellectual
and textual, with which MS treats this complex Nyaya issue, becomes apparent. He
does not always quote verbatim, but he exactly refers or hints to specific discussions
held in other texts in such a way that once again he reveals his ideal addressee, who
should be able to recall these discussions held somewhere else by means of a clue or
a quotation that is short and right to the point.””

In fact, in the next lines he simultaneously quotes and remarkably summarizes in
a single line the new definition of paksata given by Gangesa, which in Nyaya school
sets aside the hackneyed samsayapaksata definition:

°V AS (1997, p. 14): tatra vipratipattijanyasamsayasya vicarangatvan madhyasthenadau vipratipattih
pradarsaniyd. See also Pellegrini (2014: 4-9). Accordingly, if one wants to know by inference something
already known through pratyaksa or sruti, s/he will need, in MS’s view, to raise a hypothetical doubt
(aharyasamsaya).

92 For example, the discussion on paksatd starts, beside the four options given in TC itself, from the very
beginning of Nyaya speculation. In fact, we already find its forerunners in Vatsyayana-Paksilasvamin
Nyayasiitrabhdasya (hereafter NSBh ad NS 1.1.1, 1997, p. 3): nanupalabdhe na nirnite 'rthe nyayah
pravartate. kim tarhi? samsayite 'rthe. Some connected passages are also found in NSBh ad 1.1.41.
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AS (1997, pp. 14-15) TCP (1988, pp. 64—67)
sisadhayisaviraha- ucyate,
sahakrtasadhakamanabhavariipayas sisadhayisavirahasahakrtasadhaka-
tasyah samsSayaghatitatvat. mianabhavo yatra sa paksah.”

ucyate—sisadhayisaviraha-
sahakrtasadhakapramanabhavo
yatrasti sa paksah. tena
sisadhayisavirahasahakrtam
sadhakapramanam yatrasti sa na
paksah. yatra sadhakapramane sati asati
va sisadhayisa yatra va ubhayabhavas
tatra visistabhavat paksatvam.

MS clearly quotes Gangesa’s definition exactly in Gangesa’s terms and not in the
newly shaped version (as in Nyayasiddhantamuktavali [NSM] ad Karikavali [K]
11.70), which was also well known by the time of MS, namely sisadhayisaviraha-
visistasiddhyabhavah paksata. 1 think that the structure of the reference, together with
the common training among traditional Naiyayikas to commit to memory the main
refined definitions (pariskara) of the system (which lasts even up until today) as well as
the related discussions, may reveal that MS in this occasion is citing by heart.

Next to this, from anyatha onwards (see next table), in the piarvapaksa MS starts
to discuss the flaws (hani) arising from accepting paksata in the form of doubt
concerning the probandum. The sense of the word anyatha conveys the problem
produced on accepting samsayapaksata, so the alternative implied by it could be
paraphrased in this way: “otherwise, if we accept this kind of property of inferential
subjectness, according to which the doubt concerning the probandum in the
inferential subject...”. Consequently, MS makes the opponent say that if someone
has realised the self through the teaching of the Sruti but desires to infer it, he will
not be able to formulate this inference because he has already ascertained the self,
and so there will be no room for doubt. Additionally, MS here seems to cryptically
and silently hint at the second definition of paksata refuted by Gangesa in TC (TCP
1988, pp. 42, 55: sadhyakabadhakapramanabhavah, “the absence of means of
knowledge establishing the probandum is inferential subjectness”)’* and more
relevantly at the third one (TCP 1988, p. 63; sisadhayisitasadhyadharma dharmit
paksah, “the inferential subject is the substrate whose property is the probandum
which is the object of the desire to infer”).

93 This is the original definition of Gangesa sisadhayisavirahasahakytasadhakapramanabhavo yatra asti
sa paksah, “the inferential subject is where there is the absence of the establishing means of knowledge
coupled with the absence of the desire to infer”. “Absence” in the latter case hints at the fact that the
desire to infer is not absolutely necessary to infer.

4 This cannot be the correct definition of inferential subjectness because in certain cases the inference
could take place even when there is a positive cognition of the probandum (siddhi).
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AS (1997, p. 15) TCP (1988, pp. 55-63)

anyatha Srutyatmaniscaya- napi sadhakapramanabhavah.

vato numitsaya tadanumanam ‘Srotavyah mantavyah

na syat, vadyadinam niScayavattvena nididhyasitavya’ iti Srutya samana-
sam$ayasambhavad. visayaSravananantaram

mananabodhanat, pratyaksadrste ’py
anumanadarsanat, ekalingav

avagate 'pi lingantarena tadanumanac
ca. ‘Srotavyas$ Srutivakyebhyo
mantavya$ copapattibhih’ iti

smaranat. atha sisadhayisita
sadhyadharma dharmi paksah, tatha hi,
mumukso$ Sabdad atmavagame ’pi
mananasya moksopayogitvena siddhi-
visayanumiticchayatmanumanam.

Regarding the second option, for example, according to Gangesa, the BrU
(I1.4.4.6) passage conveys the idea that when the nature of the self is fully
ascertained from the statements of the sruti, then it could also be proved by
inference. This shows that even non-inferentially known objects can, subsequently,
also be inferentially known. Similarly, according to the third option, the prescription
of the inferential ascertainment of the nature of the self when it is already known
through the upanisadic statements can be justified. If there is a desire to know the
self inferentially, its verbal knowledge cannot prove to be a hindrance to the
acquisition of its inferential knowledge. The desire to infer can act as a stimulator of
the inferential knowledge. Also, in VKL MS uses Nyaya material three times (1962,
pp- 20, 22, 26), mainly from the old school. Interestingly, in the third instance he
quotes a moderately long passage from NSBh ad 1.1.2. verbatim (1997, pp. 7-8).

1V.2.4 ARR and Bhedaratna

A final short but due remark on Nyaya-Vaisesika concerns ARR, which probably
represents the last genuine work written by MS. This text is a rebuttal of Samkara
Misra’s (XV CE) Bhedaratna. As stated earlier, BR is mainly a reply to the eighth
section of the first pariccheda, the Caturvidhabhedakhandana (Yogindrananda
1992, pp. 96-121) of Sriharsa’s KKK in specific, and to Advaita in general (Potter
1993, pp. 398-407).

Also in this case, we find a kind of “reverse indebtedness” of MS to Samkara Misra.
As it has been shown for VT vs. AS, here MS also responds point by point to the
objections of Samkara Misra and, therefore, he quotes in his own way several passages
from BR, introducing them with a very short explanation and closing them with an
analysis and a refutation in his own style. Moreover, as usual in his replies, he
transcends the boundaries of the text on which his rebuttal is based and discloses his
lucid style and logic.
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Just like in NA, this pattern is followed throughout the booklet. As an example,
let us examine the first pirvapaksa of the third section entitled Srutinam
bhedaparatvabhamgah (ARR 1927, pp. 39-49; 1917, pp. 3-7):

BR (1927, pp. 1-2)

dehades tattvikad bhedam satyam
catmany ajanatam/ mumuksinam na
mokso ’stity ato bhedo niriipyate// 3 //
na sa dhih kvacid apy asti yatra bhedo
na bhasate/ ata eva na tanmanam yatra
bhedapramapakam// 4 // tathahi — ‘sa
hovacaitad vai tad aksaram gargi
brahmana abhivadanty asthailam
ananv ahrasvam adirgham alohitam
asneham acchayam atamo ’vayv
anakasam asamgam arasam agandham
acaksuskam aSrotram avag amano
’tejaskam apranam amukham
anamagotram ajaram amaram
abhayam amrtam arajo ’Sabdam
avivrtam asamvrtam apiirvam
anaparam anantaram abahyam, na tad
asnati kimcana, na tad asnoti kascana’
[BrU IIIL.8.8] iti
Srutanyonyabhavatmakabhedasyaiva
nafarthatvat. tatha ca sthilam yac
chariradi tadbhinnam brahmety
arthah. evam anu yan manah
tadbhinnam brahmety arthah.

ARR (1927, pp. 3940; 1917, p. 3)
atra kascid aha, nadvaitajianam
muktihetuh kintu dehadi-
pratiyogikabhedajfianam. vadati catra
vakabhedasthapane pramanam. tathahi
‘dehades tattvikad bhedam satyam
catmany ajanatam/ mumuksiinam na
mokso ’stity ato bhedo niriipyate// 1 //
na sa dhih kvacid apy asti yatra bhedo
na bhasate/ ata eva na tanmanam yatra
bhedapramapakam// 2 // ‘sa hovacaitad
vai tad aksaram gargi brahmana
abhivadanty asthilam ananv ahrasvam
adirgham alohitam asneham acchayam
atamo ’vayv anakasam asamgam
arasam agandham acaksuskam
aSrotram avag amano ’tejaskam
apranam amukham anamagotram
ajaram amaram abhayam amrtam
arajo ’$abdam avivrtam asamvrtam
apurvam anaparam anantaram
abahyam, na tad asnati kimcana, na
tad asnoti kascane’ti [BrU IIL.8.8]
Srutav anyonyabhavatmakabhedasyaiva
nafiarthakatvat. tatha ca sthiilam yac
chariradi tadbhinnam brahmety
arthah. evam anu yan manahprabhrti
tadbhinnam brahmety artha ityadi.
tatha ca bhedajiianad eva kaivalyam iti.

Here, as in the case of NA, MS starts quoting, discussing and refuting BR already

from the very incipit, the mangalasiokas.”® This also demonstrates that in the
traditional point of view upheld by MS, the benedictory verses were already in nuce
expressions of certain siddhantas (as in NA and AS, see infra IV.1), and
consequently subject to a reflection or a refutation just like the rest of the text. Next,
MS opens the section with a general statement: someone (kascif) affirms that the
cause of liberation is not the knowledge of non-duality, but a differentiating
knowledge which has the body and other constitutive elements as its counterpart

95 See also the second section of ARR (1927, p. 37; 1917, p. 2) where he quotes and starts his refutation
from the first two marngala verses of BR.
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(pratiyogika), namely the knowledge that the self is different from the body, its
faculties etc. MS goes on by saying that on this issue this “someone” furnishes a
proof to establish the difference (bheda) preceded by a proposition dealing with this
very difference. From here MS starts quoting verbatim the third and fourth
benedictory verses of his opponent along with the entire and exact Upanisadic
passages cited by him. Having quoted the long BrU (II1.8.8) passage Samkara Misra
explains that all the privative a- compounded with a series of substantives
expressing qualification or attribute are not to be interpreted in the sense of constant
absence (antyantabhdva) but as mutual absence (anyonyabhava). Thus, a-sthiila
means that brahman is different from the gross body, a-manas intends that brahman
is different from the atomic sized (anu) mind, and so on. Here ends the quotation by
MS but Samkara Misra further writes a short conclusion in order to clarify the
purport of the entire objection: the final isolation is achieved through the knowledge
of diffeggnce and not, as Advaitins maintain, by realising an identity or the non-
duality.

V Conclusions

This article should be intended as a historical and philosophical reconstruction
rather than a philological one. Although still incomplete, I have tried to show some
of the possible routes for researching MS’s works. I hope to elaborate in the future
the points I could not touch herein and develop the topics I just mentioned in
passing. In fact, MS, even though this tendency seems to be slowly reversing, has
not been studied sufficiently in comparison with his pivotal rule in pre-modern
brahmanical philosophy. First of all, there are some texts attributed to him available
only in manuscript form. Moreover, apart from the untiring effort done in the first
decades of the last century by illustrious exceptions, such as Anantakrsna Sastr, at
present MS’s works are not accessible in critical editions.

MS’s knowledge of Sanskrit textual tradition is really remarkable. Throughout
his production he quotes, refers, hints to, and mentions, acknowledgingly or not, a
very wide range of Indian literary production: taken from Vedic lore, along with
Upanisads and more common Sambhita passages, he quotes also from lesser-known
texts, such as Brahmana and Aranyaka literature. He also demonstrates a deep

96 A chapter apart would require MS’s use of multifarious material from Yoga, Advaitic-Yoga (see also
Gupta 2006, pp. 47-48), and Samkhya, on the same path of earlier Advaita dcdryas, mainly
Vidyaranyamuni. Even though this is a considerably debated issue, this same tendency of MS has been
seen since the earliest manifestations of Advaita, from the controversial Yogasitrabhdasyavivarana to the
Yogavasistha (some would say even in Bhartrhari) etc. Moreover, this is still present in Samkarian milieu
where the Advaita Vedanta seems inseparably mixed with the cult of érividyé. Even if MS clears up the
issue that Yoga is not indispensable for the realization of Advaita’s liberation (GAD ad BG VI.29), he
thoroughly uses yogic material while commenting on three chapters of BG, in his GAD IV, V and VL.
Mainly in the VI chapter of GAD he quotes several aphorisms from the Yogasiitra and some parts of the
Vyasabhasya, connecting and interpreting them through the looking glass of Advaita Vedanta. Worthy of
mention is also the detailed and long discussion in VI chapter of the seven stages of knowledge, yoga or

Jjhanasaptabhimika (GAD ad BG VI.35-43; 2005, pp. 355-371), where he uses material from

Gaudapada, Suresvara, Yogavasistha, Vidyaranya, etc. (see also GAD ad 1I1.18; 2005, pp. 183-185).
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knowledge of epic and puranic texts, Dharmasastra, dstika and nastika darsanas, as
well as thorough insight into devotional literature. By contrast, I did not see any
quotations from tantric material.

It is perhaps possible to trace a common matrix for certain subjects of debate,
selected quotations and expressions or at least a common methodology, in pre-
modern Advaita texts, which seems to share a common traditional network of ideas
and reference works (see Doctor for the comparable case of Nyaya, Sect. 6.1.1)
using similar style, vocabulary, question-answers, quotations and references. This
also indicates that in the intellectual circles there was a common cultural
background and that they shared the same interlanguage (see Freschi, Introduction,
Sect. 3). It should also be remembered that one of the “duties” of the hermeneutical
“living tradition” is to identify the hidden points of a text and analyse them. Hence,
a wide philosophical Weltanschauung is the unavoidable background for any reader.
That’s why unacknowledged quotations were simply be recognized by the readers
(Doctor, Sect. 3.2). Maybe in some occasions only a clue (samketa, jiiapaka) was
sufficient in order to recall an entire philosophical discussion for the reader. A basic
knowledge of the doctrines of each school becomes compulsory to take the major
advantage out of this dialogue between the texts and its reader (Doctor, Sect. 5).
This common way of presenting the points of view and argumentations was widely
spread among the Advatins of MS’s time.

In this regard, it is worth remembering that in a traditional §rauta environment
like that of the Advaitins of pre-modern Varanasi, to quote earlier authorities of
one’s own darsana was not only felt as a tool to dignify the work, but also a
compulsory step in order to corroborate one’s own views. Advaitins are often proud
of their direct upanisadic affiliation and claim for themselves the same non-human
unsystematic structure of sruti. In fact, they claim to stand in a privileged position
within the Indian philosophical panorama, because every other darsana finds its
sublimation in Advaita. The Advaitins believe themselves to be the only legitimate
interpreters of sruti and specifically of the Upanisads. Especially in the earlier
phases of the system, the absence of systematic character proper of the Upanisads is
transferred also into the commentarial literature of the darsana. This adherence to
the model is seen by the Advaitins as a conscious choice, which, according to their
view, makes Advaita even nearer to the primordial non-systematic character of the
apauruseya Veda. For this reason they consider their own point of view a direct
interpretation and sometimes even an emanation of the intellectual peak of the
Veda. According to Advaita every idea is already essentially contained in the Sacred
Scripture, so the hermeneutical ability and introspective capacity of the exegete just
brings a concept to light. Nonetheless, the skill of this exegete is not left alone,
because he is a “ring” of the master-disciple “chain”. The individuality of the single
interpreter dissolves in the impersonality of his own tradition, which Advaitins
regard as beginningless (anadi) and uninterrupted (avicchinna). This, I think, could
be a reason why Advaitins did not feel the need to acknowledge the borrowing of
any ideas from other Advaitins, because for them the unique, true and inexhaustible
source is nothing but sruti.

This is also the reason why in the majority of the cases, it is even difficult to
speak of sacrum furtum, because, as far as MS is concerned, he usually
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acknowledges all the directly cited passages. When he does not mention the name of
a certain author or of his work, he opens the passage with expressions like fad
uktam, etad ucyate etc. or closes them in the most classical way with iti, ityadi, ity
uktam, etc., or similar “quotation markers” (Freschi, Introduction, Sect. 3.2 and 5),
underlining that he is citing from a source that, I guess, should be familiar to the
reader. Furthermore, when MS explicitly quotes, he does so verbatim et literatim.
Conversely, when he refers to some discussion he mentions a certain passage more
ad sensum.

Many of the examined cases are inserted into pirvapaksas because MS is
replying to the objections of VT. Therefore, he reports the quotation of the prima
facie view and then, while answering, he gives his own interpretation of the passage.
This is exactly the subject of the last section, where I tried to understand how far MS
is indebted to VT’s NA. In Sect. IV.1 I noticed what I called a “reverse
indebtedness” of MS towards VT, even if I estimate it much less than is normally
supposed. In fact, MS reports NA but not always verbatim. Sometimes he does so ad
sensum, nonetheless usually following the style and precisely using the same key
terms of VT. In these occasions, where we also find the classical formulas na ca ...
vacyam, nanu ... iti cet etc. several times, he does not need explicit “quotation
markers” because he puts every argument of VT in the pirvapaksa and thus leaves it
to the well-trained reader to find it in NA. The replies are independent of VT. Their
striking feature is that MS not only tellingly answers to VT, but simultaneously
defends and harmonizes earlier acaryas’ views. So, we feel the need of MS to reply
to all the objections of VT on one side, and on the other the independent structure of
his replica, which follows a different logical path.

As for MS’s use of other Sastras, I observed that while dealing with Vyakarana,
Mimamsa and Nyaya MS is less attached to literal quotations and just mentions
well-known argumentations through evident references, such as definitions or
discussions on these definitions. His knowledge and re-use of Navya Nyaya material
is absolutely perfect, which is probably one of the reasons which enhanced MS’s
authoritativeness and efficacy. He also shows, however, a remarkable expertise in
grammar and Mimamsa from which he uses hermeneutical tools and profusely
quotes verbatim. Interestingly, he very rarely, almost never, takes the name of his
opponent but by quoting /iteratim from his text he resorts to the cultural background
of his readers.

If observing the contemporary traditional attitude towards research material we
can, at least, extract a pale echo of how MS dealt with the material at his disposal,®”’
I suggest that in several situations the minor differences are due to the fact that MS
is quoting texts committed to memory. I am also convinced that “behind his desk”
MS had a sensible manuscript library and he was even interested in searching for

7 The entire volume The Pandit. Traditional Scholarship in India (and especially the two articles by
Ashok Aklujkar) is a really useful survey on the figure and the functions of the Indian man of letters. As
for the way pandits dealt with texts, in his introduction Michaels (2001, p. 11) quotes an interesting report
produced by the Sanskrit Commission of the Government of India in 1958: “A Pandit, who devotes about
15 or 20 years to study a particular sastra or a group of allied subjects, generally becomes a master of his
subject. His knowledge is precise and ready; there is no fumbling or hesitancy about him. He does not
need notes, not even books, for expounding the text.”

@ Springer



1881
1882
1883
1884
1885
1886

1887

1888

1889
1890
1891
1892
1893
1894
1895
1896
1897
1898
1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929

Article No. : 9240 O LE o TYPESET
MS Code : i M CP ¥ DISK

gﬁ Journal : 10781 Dispatch :  5-7-2014 Pages : 58
o

G. Pellegrini

and going through rare or unusual texts, as proven by the quotations from
Anandapiirna Munindra, an important South Indian author nearly forgotten by
Advaita opponents.

Last, MS is perfectly inserted in his period, when innovation was not for its own
sake, but used to widen, deepen and improve earlier tradition, which was still kept in
the highest consideration.
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