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Abstract In a doxography of views called the Sattantrisara, a seventeenth century
commentator and Advaitin, Nilakantha Caturdhara, describes the doctrines of a
group he calls the Misras. Nilakantha represents the doctrines of the Misras as in
most ways distinct from those of the canonical positions that usually appear in such
doxographies, both astika and nastika. And indeed, some of the doctrines he
describes resemble those of the Abrahamic faiths, concerning the creator, a per-
manent afterlife in heaven or hell, and the unique births of souls. Other doctriness
are difficult to associate with any known South Asian religion, for example the
emphasis placed on astrological determinism in the moral economy of the creation.
As the Sattantrisara is unpublished to date, a preliminary edition of those portions
that concern the Misras is presented here, together with a translation, notes, and
some further discussion. Though the identification is not certain, it seems most
likely that the views Nilakantha describes in this text belonged to Vanamali Misra, a
North Indian Madhva who had lived in the Ganges-Yamuna doab in the mid to late
seventeenth century. Even if that identification turns out to be correct, many
questions remain.
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890 C. Minkowski

Introduction

The purpose of the following paper is to present those passages of an unpublished
seventeenth century north Indian Sanskrit doxographical text which describe the
doctrines of a group whom the author refers to as the Misras. The passages appear in
an enumeration of well-known Indian views that is otherwise relatively routine. In
several ways, the author marks the Misras’ doctrines as unusual, that is, as lying
outside a wide ambit of Sanskrit-based thought that includes materialists, Buddhists,
and Jains. The description of their views in this doxographical text is unusual
enough to warrant making them available in a preliminary form, based on three
manuscripts, in advance of a thorough edition of the entire text to be published
later.'

Among the doctrines of the Misras are included some—the permanence of
heaven and hell for individual souls whether the world exists or not, the rejection of
karma as the governing explanation of life’s moral justice, and so on—that might
belong to a school of thought strongly influenced by Anandatirtha, or Madhvacarya,
the thirteenth century south Indian proponent of Vaisnava realism. The most likely
figure appears to be Vanamalidasa Misra or Vanamalimisra, who was active as a
theologian and polemicist in the Ganges—Yamuna doab in the mid to late
seventeenth century. Some of the more peculiar doctrines attributed to the Misras
cannot however be confirmed in the published writings of Vanamalimisra, nor in
those of Madhva and Jayatirtha, for that matter.

In what follows I describe the text and its author, briefly sketch the context of
Indic doxography in which the text appears, and then present those passages of the
text that feature the Misras, with translation and some annotation. At the end I
discuss the possible identity of the Misras and the nature of their treatment in this
text, and collect some of the salient doctrines and their unexpected peculiarities.

The Text and the Author: The Sattantrisara of Nilakantha Caturdhara

The text is called the Sattantrisara—the ‘Essence of the Sextet of Systems.” The
New Catalogus Catalogorum lists six manuscripts of a text with this title, held in
Kathmandu, Harvard, Jodhpur, Benares, Pune, and Vrindavan.”> Two other
manuscripts were seen in the nineteenth century, one by Fitzedward Hall in
Banaras, and the other by Kielhorn in a private library in Sagar, during his tour of
what were then the Central Provinces.” The version of the text presented here is

' A version of this paper was presented at the 227th meeting of the American Oriental Society in Los
Angeles in March, 2017. There I identified the Misras as exponents of Abrahamic views. See the
Conclusion below for further discussion of this point. Some features of Nilakantha’s Sattantrisara were
first presented at a conference on ‘Discipline, Sect, Lineage and Community: Scholar Intellectuals in
India, c. 1500-1800’ in Oxford in 2013.

2 NCC vol. 36 p. 231. National Archives, Kathmandu, 4-153; Harvard 1571 (Poleman 3509); RORI
Jodhpur 15, 5 (i) 307 = 32424; Sarasvati Bhavan 51722; BORI 730 of 1887-91; Vrindavan RI 14525.

3 Hall p. 165, no. 305; Kielhorn CP p. 250. The manuscript that Kielhorn saw belonged to Visnusastri
Athale. That manuscript cannot be the same as any of those later belonging to public collections, for it
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An Early Modern Account of the Views of the Misras 891

based on the manuscript held in the National Archives in Kathmandu, thanks to the
efforts of the Nepal-German microfilms project, with some improvements based on
the Harvard manuscript and the Jodhpur manuscript.

In fact there are two texts called the Sattantrisara. One is by Nilakantha
Caturdhara, a seventeenth century Advaitin author. That text is the subject of the
current study. But there is another text with this title. It must be roughly
contemporary with Nilakantha’s, for it mentions the sixteenth century figure,
Madhustadana Sarasvati. This Sattantrisara is the work of another Advaitin and
appears to have some relationship with Nilakantha’s text. That is, one author
probably knew the other’s work. Which text is older remains to be determined. The
manuscript in the Bhandarkar Institute is a copy of this anonymous text. It is
incomplete, lacking its ending. Thus it has no colophon; nor is there any other
attribution of author, scribe, sponsor, or place. The manuscript held in the
Vrindavan Research Institute is also a copy of this text, and is closely related to the
manuscript in the Bhandarkar Institute.” The four other known manuscripts, as well
as the two that were seen in the nineteenth century by Hall and Kielhorn, attribute
authorship to Nilakantha, and are therefore copies of the work under discussion
here.

The Sattantrisara by Nilakantha is a short text. It consists of ten verses together
with an auto-commentary. All known manuscripts of the complete text comprise
between nine and sixteen leaves.® The verses of the text are composed in long,
syllabic kavya metres: gikharini (vs. 1), Sragdhara (vss. 2-6 and 8), Sﬁrdﬁlavikﬁdita
(vs. 7), and Vibhisana (vss. 9-10).

The text is introduced as the continuation of a longer work not identified by
name, which consists in at least four parts. According to that introduction, the
burden of the second and third parts of this longer work is to establish that all the
puranas, all the systematic philosophies (tantra), and all the Sruti texts uniformly
expound the nonduality of Siva. The Sattantrisara is then announced as the fourth
part, in which the aim is to show that any differences of view, even those expressed
in the Upanisads, are alien to all systematic thought.” The text attempts to do so by

Footnote 3 continued

was reported to be complete in ten folios with twelve lines per side, which does not match the description
of any other known manuscript. Hall might have looked at the Sarasvati Bhavan manuscript. He does not
give enough information to judge.

4 My thanks to Anand Venkatkrishnan for acquiring images of the Harvard manuscript, and to the
Houghton Library for allowing these images to be made. My thanks to Jason Birch for making images of
the Jodhpur manuscript, and to the Jodhpur Oriental Research Institute for allowing these images to be
made.

5 This is not a work by Haribhadra Siiri, who was active in the eighth century, pace the VRI’s descriptive
catalogue. This undated MS, which has a more modern version of the Devanagari script, breaks off at the
same point where the BORI MS does. It shares many distinctive readings with the BORI MS, though
occasionally preserving better ones. Thanks to Jack Hawley for photographing the manuscript at the VRI,
and thanks to the VRI for allowing him to do so.

¢ Kathmandu—14ff. ; Harvard—16ff.; Jodhpur—9ff.; Banaras—13ff.; Kielhorn—10ff.

7 - . . , . s = . .
evam sarvapuranaikamatyena sarvatantraikamatyena sarvasrutyaikamatyena Sivadvaitavisayam pra-

sadhya dvitiyaparichedadau vedantesv apy upanyastanam matabhedanam sarvatantrabahirbhiitatvam
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892 C. Minkowski

comparing across several metaphysical and soteriological topics the viewpoints it
enumerates.

The six systems in Nilakantha’s list are not the ones we know from the
enumeration that eventually became standard. Here there are three schools classified
as orthodox or dastika - Mimamsa, Tarka, Vedanta, and three classified as heterodox
or nastika - Carvaka, Sugata, that is, Buddhist, and Arhata, that is, Jaina. Tarka is
then further subdivided into four - Samkhya, Patafijala, VaiSesika, and Naiyayika,
while the Buddhist view is subdivided into four as well: Sautrantika, Vaibhasika,
Yogacara, and Madhyamika. Thus there are twelve doctrines or vadas enumerated
in the text, while preserving the traditional preference for a set of six.® The text’s
style of presentation is simple and concise throughout, which is not unusual for the
doxographic genre.

The interest of this text, and the reason for presenting it here, is that it then adds a
supernumerary group, who are called the Misras. Nilakantha refers to them both in
the singular and in the plural, (e.g. misras tu, misrais, misro, misrasya, and so on).
He also refers to their pupils or followers, (e.g. misrasisyah, tacchisyah,
misranusarinah, and so on), and uses the stem form in many other compounds,
(e.g. misramatam, misradayah and so on). As we shall see, he makes a distinction
among the Misras, with some depicted as holding views not held by others
(tadekadesimatam). Though in the end Nilakantha does not accept the Misras’
views, and indeed criticizes them more than he does the views of other non-Advaitin
systems of thought, he does offer a more or less serious and sustained engagement
with them, filtered through the intellectual idiom of Advaita.

The other, anonymous Saftantrisara has some structural similarities with
Nilakantha’s text. It too is composed in kavya verses, (Sragdhara in this case,)
accompanied by the author’s own commentary. It enumerates the same six
standpoints, divided three by three (nastika / astika), which are then expanded into
the same twelve, by subdividing both Tarka and Bauddha in the same way that
Nilakantha did. This Sattantrisara does not mention the Misras.

The anonymous Sattantrisara provides some description of the Paficaratras and
Pasupatas, though they are not included in its formal enumeration. It refers
specifically to the Bhatta Mimamsakas, if not to the Prabhakaras. Its account of each
standpoint is lengthier and more detailed, and includes citations from the canonical
works of the respective schools. The two known manuscripts of the text break off
toward the end of the commentary on the second verse, unfortunately. Thus we have
only a limited picture of the overall scope of this text. Unlike Nilakantha’s text, it
makes no programmatic statement about a higher-order conformity of views
(aikamatya) at the outset or elsewhere in its extant portion.

Footnote 7 continued
apadayitum sattantrisarakhyam caturthaparichedam arabhate. National Archives, Kathmandu, 4-153
(Henceforth K) f. 1v.

8 Nilakantha’s Sattantrisara does mention various forms of Vedanta in the introduction to its final pair of
verses, but these varieties are not counted in his formal enumeration; nor are they described in his general
discussion elsewhere: nanu vedantesv eva kais cid bhedaparataya, kais cid bhedabhedaparataya, kais cid
visistadvaitaparataya, kais cid visuddhadvaitaparataya vyakhyatesu tatparyabhramo jayate. tat katham
esam anyatamaparatvam niscetum Sakyata ity asankya K f. 12v.
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Nilakantha Caturdhara was a Deccani Brahmin who moved to Banaras and was
active as an author there in the middle of the seventeenth century.’ He wrote about a
dozen works that survive, but is most remembered for his Advaitin commentary on
the Mahdabharata, the Bharatabhavadipa. As has been noticed earlier, in the
Sattantrisara’s opening statement, Nilakantha refers to a larger work into which the
Sattantrisara fits, which, he says, argues that the puranas, the systematic
philosophies, and the $rutis are uniform in proclaiming the nondualism of Siva.'®
This is a surprising project for Nilakantha to undertake, given what we know of him.
In his extant works, Nilakantha is not a Sivadvaitin as that term is usually
understood.'! In fact, the largest independent work that Nilakantha wrote was the
Vedantakataka, whose first two parts are mostly dedicated to a critique of Appayya
Diksita’s Sastrasiddhantalesasamgraha and his Nydyaraksamani, because of the
infiltration, as Nilakantha sees it, of Appayya’s Sivadvaitin views into his Advaitin
works.'? The third part of the Vedantakataka consists in a commentary on the
Vedastuti chapter of the Bhagavatapurana (10.87), reading it largely as a Vedic
nondualist text, not a bhakti one.?

While the sections of the Vedantakataka are called paricchedas, the same term
that Nilakantha uses here, and while three paricchedas of the Vedantakataka are
known to survive, they do not obviously amount to a Sivadvaitin project of the sort
Nilakantha appears to describe here. Indeed, in his commentary on the
Mahabharata, Nilakantha speaks out against the partisan sectarian use of canonical
texts both by Saivas and by Vaisr_lavas.14 Unless other works of Nilakantha’s come
to light, and assuming that the reading of the Kathmandu manuscript is confirmed,
we might be advised to understand the use of the term ‘Sivadvaita’ here in some
other, perhaps etymological or even inverted sense. Nilakantha’s criticism of
Appayya extended beyond his Advaitin and into his Saiva works. He wrote two
texts, the Sivadvaitanirnaya and the Ratnatrayapariksa, whose titles echo those of
Appayya’s works, but which maintain a non-Saiva, mainstream Brahminical and
Advaitin position."”” Thus Nilakantha could well be redescribing ‘Sivadvaita’ as
‘(vi)suddhddvaita,” Nilakantha’s preferred term for the nondualism of the pure,
undifferentiated brahman.'®

° I have written a number of articles on Nilakantha. For the most recent profile see Minkowski,
“Nilakantha Caturdhara’s Advaita Vedanta” 2017.

see note 7.

On Sivadvaita see now Duquette, “Reception” 2017.

Minkowski, “Appayya’s Vedanta” 2016.

'3 Minkowski, “The Vedastuti” (2004).

See Nilakantha on MBhA 1.1.23 in the vulgate version (Kimjavadekara) cited below in note 168.
15 See Minkowski, “Nilakantha Caturdhara’s Advaita Vedanta” (2017).

' The Vedantatatparyanivedana of Govinda, Nilakantha’s son, is often a guide to understanding the
thinking of his father. There Govinda treats the term ‘Sivasama’ as it appears in the Vayaviyasamhita of
the Sivapurana (muktah Sivasamo bhavet—Sivapurana 7.1.3.39cd-40, and passim) as a karmadharaya,
meaning both undifferentiated brahman and the totality of creation (adducing passages to show that sarva
= sama), or as an instrumental fatpurusa, meaning the same as, i.e. nondifferent from, the nirguna
brahman: tatas ca Si<va>samasabd<a>bhyam muktasya purvokte nir<u>pa<dhi>kasopadhikaripe
ucy<e>te, iti  phalito ‘rthah. tulyaparyayagrahane ‘pi Sivasabdenatra  nirgunasya
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894 C. Minkowski

The Doxographic Context of the Sattantrisara

Nilakantha presents his doxography as intending to establish a conformity of views
(aikamatya), not to identify erroneous positions in order to quarrel with them. That
brings us to the doxographic context, which I shall touch on only briefly. By
‘doxography’ is meant here an enumeration of points of view that is intended as
comprehensive in some way, that is arranged into a scheme, and that has only such
an account as its purpose. The standard work on the subject remains Wilhelm
Halbfass’ chapter on Sanskrit doxographies in his monograph, India and Europe."’

Halbfass’ interest in doxography is broader than my definition, taking in other
varieties of what he calls confrontation and engagement, but in discussing the
narrower phenomenon he draws on nine texts, and mentions a tenth, modern
‘curiosity’ (350-351). Sketching older patterns of description and survey that serve
as his historical backdrop, and warning that these doxographies are not in
themselves very impressive intellectual productions (355), Halbfass makes the
general claim that such Sanskrit doxographies are nonhistorical and schematic, and
present knowledge as essentially complete (349). The points relevant here are that
enumerating schools of thought was a preoccupation of Jainas and Advaitins
especially (351); that Jaina enumerations tended to be unranked and perspectivist,
while Advaitin enumerations tended to be hierarchical and subsuming (351); and
that for the Advaitins the emphasis lay on depicting the schools as contextual and
mutually constituted, and on arranging them within a larger pattern of harmony in
which even the heterodox or nastika positions occupied a place (355-359).

Halbfass also points out that while both Jaina and Advaitin doxographic
traditions enumerated sets of six systems, they were not necessarily the same six.
Some of the Advaitin sources did set three nastika positions off against three astika
ones, and then further subdivided them, but none have done so in quite the way that
the two Sattantrisara texts do.'® The published text that comes the closest is the
sixteenth century Sarvadarsanakaumudi of Madhava Sarasvati.

The Sarvadarsanakaumudr begins by juxtaposing Vedic (vaidika) and nonVedic
(avaidika) triads: Tarka, Tantra, and Samkhya vs. Bauddha, Carvaka, and Arhata.'®
The Buddhists are subdivided into Madhyamika, Yogacara, Sautrantika and
Vaibhasika. On the Vedic side, Tarka is subdivided into VaiSesika and Nyaya,
Tantra into Pirva and Uttara Mimamsa, those two then further subdivided into
twelve—eight under Mimamsa, both Bhatta and Prabhakara, and four under
Vedanta.”® Samkhya is then broken down into Samkhya and Yoga, both theist and

Footnote 16 continued
ripasyaiv<o>pakramadiparyalocanaya ‘<dhi>gatatvat tena samatvam atyant<a>bhedaripam bhavati
na tu gaunam. SB MS f. 63r. (Chevrons mark corrections and emendations.)

'7 Halbfass, “Doxographies” (1988).
'8 Halbfass, “Doxographies” (1988, pp. 352-353).

19 Sarvadarsanakaumuds 1938. Madhava Sarasvati identifies himself as the author in the colophons to the
Sarvadarsanakaumudr, locating himself in Gokarna Mahabaleshwar on the Karnataka coast.

20 These further subvarieties are not named or specified. They appear to be based on differences over
doctrines, though no doctrines are listed beyond mentioning the example of the Mimamsakas’
divergences over whether the gods have bodies Sarvadarsanakaumudi 1938, p. 4.

@ Springer



An Early Modern Account of the Views of the Misras 895

nontheist.”' In his enumeration of views on a scale of validity, Madhava begins with
Vaisesika, (but includes Jaina views there unexpectedly,) then Nyaya, Mimamsa,
Samkhya and Yoga, Carvaka, Sautrantika, Vaibhasika, Yogacara, Madhyamika, and
Vedanta.

Halbfass consulted Madhava’s work as well as the anonymous Sarva-
matasamgraha, which Mejor has shown must be later than 1700 AD.>* This text
initially juxtaposes Vedic (vaidika) and nonVedic (avaidika) triads: Mimamsa,
Tarka, and Samkhya vs. Bauddha, Arhata, and Lokayatika. On its scale of validity
this text begins with the nonVedic, passing through Carvaka, Ksapanaka (i.e. Jaina),
and Sugata, and further subdividing the Buddhists into four—Madhyamika,
Yogacara, Sautrantika and Vaibhasika, presented as chronologically arranged from
older to younger. For the Vedic schools it begins with Kanada (i.e. Vaisesika), then
Gautama (i.e. Nyaya), here mentioning a subgroup (ekadesin); then it lists Samkhya
and Yoga, each in both theist and nontheist forms. Finally come Mimamsa, both
Prabhakara and Bhatta, and the brahmavadins, those based on the Upanisads, and
those based on the Pura'lr_las.23

For both of these texts, the delineation of a heterodox trio that expands into six is
in accordance with what is found in the Satfantrisara texts, though the specific order
of listing and the names vary; on the orthodox side there is much greater difference.
Thus one could say that the two Sattantrisara texts are following a general pattern
of Advaitin doxographies: they are organized in a hierarchy with Advaitin
nondualism at the top, in an enumeration that moves from least valid to most, and
that points out the error of lesser positions. Advaitin doxographies do allow for
minor subdivisions that are off the books, so to speak, and for add-ons, and the
Sattantrisara texts are not unusual in having them. As for their articulation of how
three orthodox and three heterodox positions become six and six, this is

2Y Sarvadarsanakaumuds 1938, p. 4.

22 Mejor, “Sarvamatasamgraha” (2007, p. 260). Potter, Encyclopedia (1983, p. 570), attributes the text to
an undated Raghavananda, without reference to secondary sources. So does the NCC (vol. 23, p. 218; vol.
38, p. 144). Both refer to the edition published in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series in 1918. The editor, T.
Ganapatisastri, however, does not attribute the text to Raghavananda, saying instead that the author is
unknown (Sarvamatasamgraha 1918, Preface). All its known manuscripts are Keralan—Cranganore and
Trivandrum—and are written in the Malayalam script. The text appears to follow an earlier work with the
same name composed by the sixteenth century Keralan author, Melputtur Narayana Bhatta (Mejor,
“Sarvamatasamgraha” p. 260, Sarvamatasamgraha 1977. Note that the NCC, (vol. 38, p. 144) has
conflated the two publications of the Sarvamatasamgraha. Unni Madhavan is in fact the editor of the
1977 edition of Narayanabhatta’s work). There may be a third text with this name, composed by
Narayana Bhatta’s father, Matrdatta (NCC vol. 23, p. 218 ; NCC vol. 38, p. 144). There is a manuscript of
a Sarvamatasamgraha that is attributed to a Matrdatta (Trav. Uni. 1028-G—Alph. Index vol. IV p. 9).
This manuscript, though complete, is considerably shorter (200 granthas) than manuscripts of the
unattributed text, at least those where a length is given in the description—Trav. Uni. C-2310 (Alph.
Index vol. IV p. 9) (650 granthas incomplete), Triv. Cur. V 82 and 83 (both 550 granthas). Thus while the
anonymous Sarvamatasamgraha was composed too late for Nilakantha to see, it emerges from a tradition
of works that predates him.

23 There are two overlapping organizational schemes here. The operative distinction is doctrinal, between
those for whom the sagunabrahman is ultimate—Ramanuja and so on, and those for whom the
nirgunabrahman is ultimate—Sankara for the Upanisadic side, and the Pauranikas for the other.
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896 C. Minkowski

unprecedented, in its specifics, in earlier works, or at least, this articulation is not
found in other published doxographies.**

The other takeaway for what follows is the general conservatism of the genre. In
the seventeenth century Advaitin $astrins are still including Carvakas and
Vaibhasikas in their topography of thought, while not necessarily mentioning their
contemporary rivals, that is, the spokesmen of the Saiva and Vaisnava sampradayas.
The only notable exception is Vidyaranya in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, who does
mention Saivas and Vaisnavas as contemporary schools of thought. Vidyaranya
there describes the views of the Madhvas, as the purnaprajiiadarsana. In doing so
he is unique among Advaitin doxographers, so far as I have been able to find.*>

The Structure of the Text

Let us now turn to the text. As this paper will present only selected passages of the
Sattantrisara, its overall structure is given here for convenient reference.

In the first three verses, the text goes through each of the thirteen systems with
respect to three questions. First, what really exists and how, in terms of the subject of
experience and the object (jiiana and jiieya)? Nilakantha poses the question this way in
order to allow for those positions that doubt the reality of the subject or of the object.
Second, in liberation, what of all this is there? The question is answered from the point
of view of the liberated subject or soul. Third, what explains the world of ordinary
existence (vyavahara) as it is? That is, what gives rise to and continues it, and what
makes its operation comprehensible? In the fourth verse, the text turns aside from the
collective survey to describe the views of the Misras. The fifth verse then cites the
Upanisadic passages that Nilakantha considers to lie behind those views. In the sixth
verse Nilakantha describes some subgroup of Misras whose views do not coincide
with those of other Misras (tadekadesimatam). In the seventh he takes up a critique of
Misra views (ditsana). In the eighth verse Nilakantha further distinguishes the Misras
from the other twelve views, which conform in their explanation of liberation, and
further criticizes them. In the ninth and tenth verses Nilakantha moves to Vedanta,
ruling out the validity of ViSistadvaitin, Dvaitin, and other readings of the Upanisads
that differ from the Advaitin one. Here the Misras are not mentioned.

Thus although the Misras are a supernumerary addition to Nilakantha’s doxography,
more than half of the Sattantrisara is taken up with considering their doctrines. The Misras
appear in all of the first eight verses, and dominate the fourth through the eighth.

In the fifth verse and elsewhere in the text, Nilakantha cites passages from the
Upanisads, and even from the Rgveda, in order to give the terms of reference for the
philosophical systems he is enumerating. It is not that Nilakantha claims the various
positions, even the heterodox ones, explicitly cite or depend on these passages of
Sruti, but rather that these passages orient Nilakantha’s explanation of them in their

24 There are dozens more texts whose titles begin with Saddarsana-, Saddarsani-, Sarvadarsana-,
Sarvamata-, and Sarvasiddhanta- (NCC vol. 36 pp. 269-274; vol. 38 pp. 118-120, 144, 162-164).
Almost all are unpublished. Meanwhile it is worth noting that there are no other texts listed in the NCC
with the title Sattantri-

25 Halbfass, “Doxographies” (Halbfass 1988, p. 353).
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An Early Modern Account of the Views of the Misras 897

mutual constitution. There is something else implied here: that the Veda itself has
presented a doxography of possibile views, which guides Nilakantha in what he is
doing.

Passages of the Sattantrisara About the MiSras

The passages of the Sattantrisara that describe the doctrines of the Misras are now
presented in the order in which they appear in the text, together with translation,
annotation, and relevant contextual information. Many of the passages are short.
Longer passages, i.e. those that fall under the third, fourth, sixth, and eighth verses,
are broken into manageable parts.

The text presented is intended only as an initial draft of an edition. It is based
primarily on the manuscript in the National Archives Kathmandu (N), but readings
from the Harvard manuscript (H) and the Jodhpur manuscript (J) are used when they
solve problems in the primary source.”® Where the constituted text differs from all
manuscripts, that is noted.

Verse 1: On What Really Exists and How

Nilakantha’s introduction to the text sets out his formulation of the twelve systems
of thought described above. He then begins with the topic of what exists and how,
expressed in terms of the subject and the object (jiiana and jiieya). He asserts that all
twelve doctrines fall under four headings: those that believe only in the subject,
those that believe only in the object, those that believe in both as essentially distinct,
and those that believe in both as intermixed.?’

Nilakantha lays out this classification in the first verse, where the Misras are
mentioned for the first time. As with most of the verses, this one is very compressed
in its exposition. For this and the following verses, I provide a paraphrase which,
guided by the commentary, fills in ellipses. Only the last part of the last line of this
verse pertains directly to the Misras.

cidaikyam28 vedantah suragurukanadaksacarana
Jjadaikyam te nanety api kapilayogarhatabhatah
vimisre te prahur makhisugatamisra jadam asat

26 The Harvard manuscript has a close affiliation to the Kathmandu manuscript. In places they share the
same peculiar errors, unfortunately. The Jodhpur manuscript has more superficial errors than the other
two, but is more independent of the other two in places. I shall not show all of the minor scribal errors that
are found in the manuscripts, especially not in the Harvard manuscripts, only those variants that make a
difference to the meaning of the text. Where the constituted text differs from both manuscripts, the
variants are recorded. The representation of anusvaras and nasals, of internal sandhi, and of punctuation
has been standardized without comment. The edition also regularizes missing or oversupplied anusvaras
and visargas, missing —c before ch-, and so on. Only the folio turns for the Kathmandu manuscript are
indicated, with chevrons.

2T sarvany etani jianajiieyayor dvayor eva padarthayor jiianaikantatdjiieyaikantatobhayapythaktvobh-
ayavaisistyabhedat catursv eva matesv antarbhavantity asayenaha. N f.1v, H f.1v, J f.2r.

2 N f.lv, H f.1v-2r, J f2v.
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taduttha cit karyam ksayi na ca sada yogikalitam |l 1 (Sikharin)

The Upanisads maintain the oneness of the subject. The Carvakas, Vaisesikas
and Naiyayikas maintain the oneness of the object. The stalwart exponents of
Samkhya, Yoga and the view of the Jains declare that the two are essentially
distinct. The Mimamsakas, Buddhists, and Misras hold that they are
intermixed. (Some) Buddhists hold that the objective world is not real, (or)
that produced things are impermanent. The Mimamsakas hold that the subject
arises from (the insentient objective world). Some Misras say that the created
world is impermanent in part; others that none of it is impermanent, because it
is observed at all times by the yogis.

At the end of the commentary to this verse, by far the longest comment on any of
the verses, Nilakantha comes to the Misras by way of a citation from the
Svetasvatara Upanisad (1.2).

etesam®  dvadasanam api matanam milam Svetasvataropanisadi dysyate.

‘kalah svabhavo niyatir yadyccha bhiitani yonih purusasya iti cintyam’ iti.>°
Tatra niyatir adystam. yadycchd tv aniyamah. sarvany apy etani vyavaharikani
Jjagatkarananiti vaksyati.
tatra cidaikyavadinam cinma<4v>tram jadaikyavadinam jadamatram prthak-
tvamisratvavadayor api karyatvena drsyatvena vabhipretasyahamamsasya
ksayitvdac cinmdatram mokse Sisyate; tad idam uktam, karyam ksayiti.
matantaram aha na ceti. karyam na ksayi, yatah sarvam sarvada sarvavas-
tham tadyogibhir drsyate iti misramatam. cakarad amsa eva’l <> ksayi ceti
jhieyam. tatha hi, ke cin mis'rdnusdrin&m32 muktadehalokadi nityam bad-
dhalokadikam tv anityam iti manyante. 1

The source for these twelve systems of thought is found in the Svet@svatara
Upanisad, ‘One should consider the cause (to be) time, inherent nature,
destiny, chance, the elements, and the Person’>? By destiny is meant here the
unseen force (adrsta). Chance means the absence of a regular order. (The
author, i.e. Nilakantha) will later say that all of these are taken (by various
schools) to be the causes of the world of ordinary experience and activity.

Among these doctrines, for those who maintain there is only subject, only the
subject remains in liberation; for those who maintain there is only object, only
the object remains; for those who maintain the inherent separateness of the
two and for those who maintain the inherent intermixture of the two, because
the fragment of ‘I’, understood either as a created thing or as something
available to experience, (because that fragment of ‘I’) is impermanent, mere

2 N f.4r, H f.4v-5r, J £3r.

30 Svetasvatara Up. 1.2.

3 N, H, J amse ve. The text is disturbed in all manuscripts.

%2 N, H -anusarina. J -anusarinam.

3 In Nilakantha’s reading, yonih is the predicate of the other six. That is, time and so on are the cause of
vyavahara.
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subject remains in liberation, and this is said (with) ‘the created world is
impermanent.’

He states another view (with) ‘or not’. Because all things are always and in
every condition beheld by the yogis, the created world is not subject to decay;
this is the view of the Misras. Since the verse has an ‘and’ here, we should
understand an alternative view among them, that it is subject to decay in part.
For some followers among the Misras think that the bodies and the world of
the freed are permanent, while the world and other things of the enslaved are
impermanent.

Notes:

Several things about the Misras that are mentioned in this passage reappear later.
The use of the Svetasvatara Upanisad as a doxographic framework will return in the
third verse.

The Misras did not appear in the initial enumeration of views that preceded the
verse. The citation of the Svetasvatara Upanisad, and the return at this point in the
commentary to a synthetic discussion after treatment of individual systems, is as
close as the text comes to an introduction to the Misras.

The distinctive view about yogic perception that is attributed to the Misras
returns in the fourth verse. Here it appears to be a sort of Berkeleyan validation of
the reality of the world because it is always beheld by inerrant minds which, in an
echo of the Sarvastivadin view, can perceive things in their past, present, and future
states.

Nilakantha makes a distinction between those MiSras who believe that both
heaven and earth are permanent, and those who believe that only the world and
bodies of the freed are permanent. The content of this distinction as well as the fact
of it, return in the sixth verse.

Verse 2: On What There is in Liberation

In the second verse Nilakantha surveys the systems of thought concerning what of
the world there is for the subject once freed, from the point of view of that subject.
The Misras come last again, and are excluded from a conformity of view that
Nilakantha finds in the others.

34 — L, _ - . _
atha™ sarvesam misrad anyesam muktav aikamatyam aha.

cinmatram samkhyayogah sSrutisikharavidah karminas canisedhaj

Jjaina nityordhvagam taj jadam iva kanabhug gautamas ca tribauddhi |

nirjiieyajiianadharam svaviraham avadan sinyadehatmabhajau

moksam te smin vikalpa nirahami bhavavaddvaitabhanam tu misrah || 2
(Sragdhara)

Now (the author) states the unity of opinion about liberation among all
(systems of thought) other than the Misras.

3 N f4v, H .51, J £.3r-3v.
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The Samkhya and Yoga schools and the Vedantins have said that liberation is
pure subject. So have the Mimamsakas, since they don’t deny the agent of
ritual action. The Jainas say that the freed subject goes upward forever. The
Vaisesikas and the Naiyayikas say that the subject is as it were insentient.
Three of the Bauddha schools: Sautrantika, Vaibhasika, and Yogacara, say
that it is a stream of cognition that has no object of cognition. The
Madhyamakas and Carvakas say it is the absence of self, and that the various
conceptions of liberation do not come near this state, from which the sense of
‘T’ has been removed. The Misras, meanwhile, say that there is experience of
multiplicity in the state of freedom, as there is during ordinary existence.

At the end of the relatively brief commentary on this verse, Nilakantha discusses the
Misras.

., - 135 _ . ‘. ~ _ - . .
misras™ tu samsara iva mokse ‘pi paiicadhabhedamanam icchanti. 2

The Misras, meanwhile, would have it that there is warrant for asserting that
the five-fold difference continues in salvation, just as in ordinary life.

Notes:

The five-fold difference for the saved souls returns in verses 4 and 6. The
paricabheda is a core doctrine of the Madhvas, asserted frequently already by the
founder.>® T do not find an explicit articulation of the five-fold difference (between
God and soul, God and creation, soul and creation, among souls, among things in
creation) in Vanamalt’s writings, though he clearly assumes it, for example in the
Srutisiddhantaprakasa.”” Vanamali does insist that the liberated are embodied and
have fun in the Vaikuntha heaven and elsewhere.*® He criticizes the liberation
doctrine of the Jainas, of the four kinds of Buddhists, and of the proponents of the
Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya and Vaisesika.” If indeed Vanamali is the Misra that
Nilakantha is referring to, his views on liberation do confirm Nilakantha’s
separation of him from other schools of thought.

Verse 3: On What Explains Ordinary Existence

In the third verse Nilakantha takes up the question of ordinary worldly existence
(vyavahara), and what explains it according to the various systems of thought.
While he has claimed in the previous verse that all of the systems aside from the
Misras are united in their view of freedom, he asserts no such uniformity on this
new question.

evam™ esam muktav aikamatyam uktva vyavahare bhedam dha.

35 N f.5r. H £.5v, J £3v.

3 See e.g. Mesquita’s citation of Madhva’s Aitareyopanisadbhasya where he refers to a passage of the
Bhavisyatparvan. Mesquita, Visnutattvanirnaya (2000, p. 192) n.396.

37 The second section ends: iti bhedapaficake pratyaksam. SSP p. 10.
¥ PSS 1.34.

3 pSS 1.101-43.

40N £.51, H £.5v, J £.3v-4r.
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Srityante ye nayah sat*' jagadudayalaye® sinyavadr yadrccham

nagno® bhittasvabhavau™* purusam api gurur madhyamau praha yonim

eko ‘ntyam dvav anddyan sugatabatusu pumkalabhiitani misro

yajva<5v>drstam ca karta patim api kapilah pumpradhanasvabhavan ||* 3
(Sragdhara)

Having stated the unity of opinion among these (systems), (the author) now
describes (their) differences when it comes to ordinary existence.

Of the six explanations given in the $ruti passage (Svetasvatara Up. 1.2)
concerning the origin and dissolution of the world, (the Vedantins declare all
six to be the cause. Among these causes,) the Madhyamika assert only chance.
The Jainas say that chance as well as the elements, inherent nature, and the
soul are the cause. The Carvakas say only the middle two (of these four).
Yogacara says it is only the last, (i.e. cognition.) The Vaibhasikas and
Sautrantikas say it is the ones other than the first (i.e. the elements, inherent
nature, and cognition.) The Misras say that God, time, and the elements are the
cause. The Mimamsakas add adrsta (to the Misras’s list, understanding purusa
only as the individual soul). The Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas (add purusa in the
form of) the Lord, while the Samkhya says that Spirit, Matter, and inherent
nature are the causes.

Notes:

The transmission of the text of this verse is disturbed, perhaps because of its
compression and the intricate sequencing that makes its meaning opaque. Here we
must rely on the commentary even more than elsewhere.

The passage from the Svetdsvatara Upanisad that was cited in the commentary
on the first verse forms the framework of explanation for this section.*® On
Nilakantha’s reading, Svetasvatara Upanisad 1.2 lists six factors that explain why
ordinary existence comes into being and ceases to be, and why it is the way that it is.
Using this passage enables Nilakantha to frame the metaphysical question so as to
show the explanatory deficiency of all non-Vedantin systems, with the backing of
the Veda in saying so. The Vedantins, he says in the commentary, as followers of
the sruti accept all six.*’ Others, seeking a shortcut, limit themselves to a smaller
number, not realizing that this contradicts experience.*®

N, H, J dvisat. This reading would make the line hypermetric.
42 N -laya. H, J —laye.

N nasno. H nagno. J nagna.

N —svabhavi. H —svabhavo. J —svabhavau.

After yajvadrstam and before kapilah: N yanikarta ca mapi maya. H patikarta ca ma{6r} maya. H has a
faint correction of maya to mapi in a different hand. J pratikarta ca mapi mapa.

46 Again, the six explanations listed in the Upanisad are kala, svabhava, niyati, yadrccha, bhitani, and
purusa.

47 “kalah svabhava’ iti mantre proktani sad api kaladini karanani jagadudayakaraniti vedantzh. N. f.5v, H.
f.6r, J f.4r.

8 tatra laghavapriya vadinah katipayair evaitaih karyotpattim upapadayanto vyavaharavirodham na
pasyanti. N. f.5v, H. f.6r, J f.4r.
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The use of ‘api’ in the verse indicates an addition has been made to the causes
listed for the preceding doctrine. Thus the Jainas’ acceptance of the elements,
inherent nature, and the soul is to be understood as in addition to accepting chance,
which was the only cause accepted by the Madhyamikas, but now understood as the
uncertainty that is entailed by the Jainas’ syadvada. Note also that, in keeping with
Nilakantha’s synthesis in the first verse, the term ‘purusa’ is understood variously as
the atman, the jiva, the vijiiana, the paramesvara, and Spirit. Our concern here is
with the doctrine of the Misras, for whom all is explained by time, God, and the
elements, with no need to call on fate, chance, or inherent nature.

In the commentary to this verse, Nilakantha comes to the Misras after treating
Vedanta, Madhyamika, Yogacara, Carvaka, the other two Buddhist schools, and the
Jainas, in that order. The Misras do not come last here so that they can be grouped
with several other schools.

kalo® bhiitani paramesvaras ceti tribhir eva misrah sarvanirvaham™ icchanti.
yad apy etesam sukhaduhkhadivaicitrye hetur niyatih svabhavo va nasti,
tathapi jyotihsastrapramanyat’' kala eva taddhetur ity agrahah.

The Misras prefer to think that the accomplishment of everything in the world
is brought about by time, the elements, and the supreme Lord. Although on
their view neither fate nor inherent nature can be the cause of the variety of
experiences (that souls have), such as their happiness and sadness, neverthe-
less they boldly maintain that the cause of life’s variety is time alone, relying
on the authority of the astral science.

Notes:

A second distinctive and peculiar doctrine is attributed to the Misras here.
According to Nilakantha, the reason they think that time is a cause sufficient to
explain why individual experiences in life vary is because of the validity of
astrological prediction. That is, astrology correctly predicts changes in the fortunes
of a life, based on changes in the patterns of time. Nilakantha will have more to say
on this below under verse 4.

I pass over the treatment of the Mimamsakas, Nyaya-Vaisesika, and Samkhya
that follows, (and presumably Yoga, though not mentioned). For the purposes of this
study it suffices to review the factors that Nilakantha allots to them: Mimamsakas—
kala, bhatani, purusa, (understanding purusa as the jiva), and adrsta; Nyaya-
Vaisesika—kala, bhiitani, purusa, (both as jiva and as §vara), and adrsta; Samkhya-
(Yoga?)—purusa as spirit, bhiitani as prakrti, and svabhava.

atra® misradayas catvaro yadycchasabditam karyasyanirvacaniyatvam anab-
hyupagamya tanniruktav abhimanam dharayanta dkare™ eva nirdkytah. tesv

* N f.6v, H{.7v, J £.5r.

N, H sarvanirvanirvaham, J sarvanirvaham.

N, H jyotihsastrapranyat, J jyotihsastrapramanyat.
32 N. f.7r, H £.8r, J £.5v.

33 N akare. H, J akare.
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eva ye svabhavam necchanti tesam bl'j'dntardd54 ar'zkurdntarotpattir55 durvara.
prakarantarena tadupapdadane vyavaharavirodhah. evam misrasya niyatim
anicchato ’krtabhyagamo durvarah.

tasmat  kalasvabhavaniyatiyadycchabhiitapurusaih  sadbhir api®®  jagaj-
Jjanmddayo nirvartyanta57 ity aupanisadam eva matam vijayatetaram. 3

Among these views, the four (in the preceding discussion) that begin with the
Misras do not accept that what arises is inexplicable, dependent on chance in
the (Sruti’s) terms. They are confident that it can be explained. But they are
refuted just in the source text itself. Those among the four (including the
Misras) who don’t wish to accept the inherent nature of things as the cause for
the behaviour of those things have a difficulty in avoiding the undesirable
entailment that the sprout of one species could arise from the seed of another.
And if they were to explain it in another way, that would contradict the
common experience of how the world is. In the same way, for the Misras, who
do not accept the idea of Fate, it is hard to avoid the entailment of
(punishments or rewards for someone who has) not done (the action that
morally occasions those punishments and rewards.)

Therefore, the beginning (and end) of the world and (other developments of
ordinary existence) are brought about by all six factors: time, inherent nature,
destiny, chance, the elements, and the Person. Thus the Upanisadic view is
triumphant.

Notes:
Nilakantha has grouped the Misras with the Mimamsakas, Nyaya and VaiSesika, and
Samkhya (and Yoga), because none of these schools accepts chance, and Nilakantha
can criticize this absence collectively. He singles out the Misras for not accepting
fate, even though in his scheme several other schools do not accept it either.

“akara” here refers to the source text or to some more compendious treatment of
the subject. There is no obvious return to accident and indescribability elsewhere in
the Svetasvatara Upanisad. In Nilakantha’s magnum opus, the Vedantakataka, he
does reject several forms of satkaryavada, concluding that the source of the world is
inexplicable maya.”®

Verse 4: The View of the Misras
After the presentation of the first three verses, Nilakantha has made clear that the

views of the Misras are different from those of everyone else. In the fourth verse,
Nilakantha provides a summary of their views, for two reasons: because they have

3% N, H bijantara. J bijantarad.
N, J omit final —r. H reads.

36 N sadbhi pi. H, J sadbhir api.
57

55

N, H, J nivartyanta.

58 tasmad anirvacaniyeyam citisaktis cidbhasyatvad acidriipa citpratibimbagarbha safi maya ‘vyakrtam

avyaktam devatmasaktir ityadisabdair vedantesu giyate— Vedantakataka SB 27520 f.6v.
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come up as a topic, and because they are unknown to Nilakantha’s audience. This
verse and its commentary are accordingly presented in full here.

evam59 misrad anyesam dvadasanam vadinam mukte<Iv>r aikariupyam
vyavaharopapdadane prakarabhedam ca vyakhyaya prasangad asmadiyesv
aprasiddhatvac ca misramatam samksipya darsayati, avyaktad iti.

avyaktad abijat svamahimavidhrtat cijjadatma®® bhavadrur®'

Jajiie pumsiva yiika®*cikuram iha layam naity asau yogigamyah |

kalo vaisamyahetur bhuji kunapayujam atra karmanyamuktah

svar bhaktah® kam tv akarma kumatir aghahatau yaty anisas tamo 'nte®* |l 4

(Sragdhara)

Thus having explained that, apart from the Misras, the twelve schools of
thought are in accord concerning liberation, but have different approaches to
accounting for the world of ordinary activity, (the author) now gives a concise
description of the doctrine of the Misras, since it is not known among us and
since it is connected with what he has been discussing (prasangat).

The tree of existence, consisting of both matter and spirit, arose from a seed of
God that was unmanifest, established separately in His own greatness. Just as a
lock of hair with lice (does not return) into the man (from which it sprang) so
does this world never dissolve into its source, for it is always perceptible to the
yogis (as existent). Time, independent of personal effort, is the cause of the
(apparent) unfairness in this world, in the lived experience of those who are
conjoined with mortal bodies. The devotee goes to heaven. Those that are
innocent, (animals and plants and so on,) reach the world of enjoyment, and so
do those (faithful) with confused minds once their sin has been expiated. But
the godless go into the Hell called Darkness at the end.

Notes:

This mention of the Misras’ being ‘unknown among us’ is significant in determining
who they are. There will be more discussion in the final section. It is also possible
that ‘aprasiddha’ simply means not accepted.

The commentary has something to say about most of the claims made in the
verse, and we will reserve discussion until we reach those comments.

The ‘seed’ of the Lord is the source, the metaphorical counterpart to the tree (dru)
of worldly existence. It is glossed in the commentary as the Lord’s unlimited and
manifold power.

The usage of the term yiuikacikura in the verse suggests that it is to be taken as a
compound.

> The full text of vs. 4 and commentary extends over N ff.7r-8v, H ff.8r-9v, J ff.5v-6v.

N cijjadala. H, J cijjadatma.

! N, J bhavadur. H bhavadrur.

N, J yuka. H yuka, corrected to ytka, in a diff. hand.

N, J svarbhakta. H svarbhakta corrected to svarbhaktah, in a diff. hand.

N, J yaty anisas tamante. H. yanityasas tamante, corrected in a diff. hand to yaty aniSas tamonte.
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karmanya-muktah ‘independent of personal effort,” is taken here as a description
of time or kala at the beginning of the line. It could also be construed with the
bhaktah in the next line: either segmented as karmany amuktah, not stinting from
religious activity, though the use of a locative would be odd, or else as a tatpurusa,
i.e. ‘liberated through diligence.’

I take kam as a neuter noun meaning happiness. This would correspond with the
enjoyment-worlds mentioned in the commentary.

avyaktad ripadihinat Wabijavad®vicitranantasakteh. sve mahima<ni?>
prati_s,thil‘a'c66 cetandcetandtma'yam67 samsaravrkso jajiie jivadehdad iva
yitkacikuram tadvad eva ca svopadane na liyate yato yogigamyah. vyakhyato
yam hetuh. atah pumyikayor iva iSajivayoh svasvopadhyoh kadacid apy
anivrtter ghatamathakasayor iva nabhedasambhavanapy asti.

‘From the unmanifest’ (in the verse means) from what is devoid of form and
so on. From God’s manifold and unlimited power, which is like a seed.
‘Separated’” means established in His own greatness. This tree of continued
existence, of both sentient and insentient nature, arose, as a lock of hair with
lice (arises) from the body of an individual soul and does not dissolve back
into that person. In the same way the (tree of existence) does not dissolve back
into its own material cause, because it is perceptible to the yogis. This reason
has been explained earlier. And therefore, because there is never a cessation of
the delimiting characteristics of God and the individual soul, just as there is no
cessation of what distinguishes human and louse, there is not even the
possibility of imagining that the two are not different in the way that there is
for the space enclosed by a pot and the space by a hermitage.

Note:

I have made the conjecture that 1§advijavad should be read as $abijavad, which is
plausible orthographically, and which makes more sense, given the wording of the
verse.

The commentary on the louse-lock fills out the sense of this analogy. It appears to
be based on an aetiology of head lice as spontaneously emerging not from other lice,
but from the person, in the hair as it grows.°® pumsi is probably intended here both
as the Purusa and as the lice-infested person. The point is that the louse is a living
thing that emerges from the man, but that is separate from him and never returns
into him. This is probably not the Misras’ analogy but Nilakantha’s unflattering one.

That the world is permanently real because it is perceptible to yogis in all times
was already discussed in the first verse. No doctrine of Madhva or of Vanamali
maps easily onto this assertion of Nilakantha’s. The Madhva school does, however,
accord the highest epistemic status to perception among the pramanas.®’

% N, H,J 1Sadvijavad.
66 N mahimapratisthitan, H mahimapratisthital, J mahimapratisthitac.
" N,H cetanacetanacetanatprayam. J cetanacetanatmayam.

%8 The Ayurvedic text, the Carakasamhita (3.7.10) attributes the cause of headlice to the host’s lack of
cleanliness. My thanks to Dominik Wujastyk for this reference.

% Narain, Outline (1962, p. 49). Vanamali accepts this view in SSP 7-10, pp. 71-79.
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Furthermore, its criterion for determining whether something is real is that it has
been perceived correctly and without later sublation, at some time and place.”® What
is more, memory is accepted as a pramana, underpinned by the belief that yogic
perception is unmediated, flawless knowledge of past, present, and future.”' Madhva
asserts in the Pramanalaksana that yogic perception takes in all things completely
other than God, and is beginningless and eternal.”” If the Misras are indeed
Madhvas, Nilakantha has imputed to them what appears to be an entailment of their
views, that the world once created does not end, because yogic knowledge of the
world does not end.

na caivam pirvajanmabhavad akrtabhyagamah syad ity asankyaha, kala iti.
Jjatakatajakadisastrapramanyat Subhdasubha’’ grahaniriksitaya niseko-
tpatti’*varsamasadinapravesavelaya eva dehinam bhogavaicitryahetutve
sambhavati prakjanmanas taddhe<8r>tutatkalpananarthikety arthah.

There could be an objection to the Misras’ view that since there are no
previous births, (i.e. since there is no karmic continuity between lives), there
would be the (undesirable entailment) of someone undergoing (the results of
deeds) that he hasn’t done. (Describing how the Misras address this objection,)
he says (in the verse,) ‘Time.’

When according to the authority of the astrological sciences—genethlialogy,
Persianate prorogation—and so on, the right moment, being aspected by
auspicious and inauspicious planets at the onset of the day, month, and year of
conception and birth, is the cause of the variety of life experiences, it is
pointless to imagine that a previous birth is the cause of that (variety).

Notes:
The evam suggests that because the soul and God are ever distinct, on the Misras’
view, therefore there is no moral continuity of action. But there are dualists who
accept the existence of samsaric karma; certainly Madhva did. Nilakantha appears
here to be extending the point made in the third verse, that the Misras do not accept
destiny or chance as a sufficient explanation of the justice of life. In the third verse
Nilakantha brought out the importance of svabhava, inherent nature, for the Misras.
Madhva accorded a special importance to the inherent nature of individual souls.
There is a threefold distinction among them: some will be reborn eternally; some
will attain liberation; and some will be eternally damned. On this view, karma as an
explanation is subordinate to the predestiny implicit in a soul’s inherent nature.’®

0 Sharma, Philosophy (1986, p. 51).

7! Sharma, Philosophy (1986, p. 143).

Mesquita, Visnutattvanirnaya (2000, pp. 240-245).

73 N, H $ubhasubhasubha. J $ubhasubha.

N, H, J nisekotpattir.

N, H varsamasadinapravese, J varsamasatradivapraveseé.

76 Sharma, Philosophy (1986, pp. 281-288). Cf. VanamalT’s VSS 1.22.
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Tajika is a hybrid form of astrological horoscopy in Sanskrit that uses explicitly
Arabo-Persianate forms of prorogation and so on.”’

According to the passage here, time explains the apparent unfairness of our lives,
not fate or chance or karma. Astrology offers the warrant for the truth of this claim.
This is a view and a reason that came up in the third verse. I find no appeal to
jyotihsastra, the astral sciences, as a way to explain the variety of experience
anywhere in the writings of Vanamali Misra or of Madhva or Jayatirtha. If the
Misras were indeed to be identified as Madhvas, this attribution would remain
unexplained.

ata aihikasukhaduhkhapraptipariharartham na yatitavyam subhasubhakala-
prapitasyapariharyatvat.”®  amusmika’ sukhaduhkhapraptipariharopayau  tu

sastriyav  anustheyav — eva.  iSajiarapasya  vidhinisedhasastrasyanul-
langhaniyatvat.

That being so, there is no point in striving to find happiness in this world, or to
avoid misery, because both are unavoidably brought on by time, whether
auspicious or inauspicious. Instead one should seek happiness in the next
world, and avoid misery there, by following the course laid down in the
scriptures. For the commands of the Lord, which prescribe and forbid
behaviours, are not to be transgressed.

Notes:
The first sentence of this section is the justification for the description of time in the
verse as ‘karmanyamuktah,” independent of personal effort.*

ata®' evesasyaikantabhaktah svahsabditam niratisayanirduhkhasukhabhoga-
yogyd apunaravrttisthanam yanti.

ye tv akarmanah pasvadayo drumddayas ca, te ‘pi iha luptasariva
isajiakaribhih  svargad  adhastanth  sad  bhogabhumih  pravesyante
tatratyajanasyopabhogartham.

Thereby are those who are devoted solely to God fit to enjoy a happiness
unsurpassed and without sorrow. They go to a place called ‘heaven’ from
which they do not return.

Meanwhile the innocent, that is, animals and trees and the like, who are not
moral agents (akarmanah), when they lose their (physical) bodies in the world
the servants of God make them enter one of the six worlds of enjoyment that
lie below heaven, where they serve for the experiences of the people there.

7 Pingree, “Tajika” (1997); Gansten, “Authorities” (2012).

7 H,N prapitasya tasyapariharyatvat. J prapitasyapariharyatvat.

7 N asusmika-. H, J amusmika-

80 On what constitutes good and bad action, see VSS 1.12-13; on worldly pleasures VSS 6.1-10.

81 N atta. H, J ata.
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Notes:
Vanamali certainly endorses bhakti as the path to a permanent heaven in which
there is pleasure (sukha) but no pain, and no return to earth.®

isajiakaribhih—Those who carry out the commands of God. These would be all
of the other deities in Madhva’s hierarchy of the sacred. What is worthy of note is
that it is not the impersonal workings of karma but agents of God’s will who bring
about rewards and punishments.

The six worlds of enjoyment. bhogabhiimi usually refers in the Puranic
cosmology to the other continents on earth aside from Jambiidvipa, and to the other
parts of the Jambudvipa aside from Bharata, which is the karmabhiimi. They are
places where one experiences the results of actions done in Bharata, the
karmabhiimi. The Jainas make a similar horizontal geographical distinction between
karmabhiimi and bhogabhiimi, in the regions of their huge earth.®

Here the six enjoyment-worlds are described as below heaven. The use of bhiimi
here suggests that they are arranged in levels. They appear to be between heaven
and earth, therefore. They are specifically for those who have finished life on earth.
The plants and animals are endowed with bodies made of some less concrete stuff.
Vanamali makes no mention of sentient creatures innocent of karma. For him, even
plants are reincarnated beings.®*

The people located there are discussed in the next passage.

ye tu sesvara api papakrtas® te mrtah nirayadvari sthita narakosmand
papanuriapam mrdu tivram tivrataram papacyamand yatanam anubhavanti. te
kalpavasane vinispapa isajiiavasal labdhapiirvadeha adhastaniv bhogabhiimir
avisya karmanuripam sukham anubhavanti.

As for those who are godly but yet sinners, when they die they end up at the
gates of hell, where they are thoroughly roasted by hell’s heat and thereby
undergo a punishment, whether mild, intense, or very intense, that is in
keeping with their sin. At the end of the Age of the World, when they are free
from sin, they regain their old bodies at the command of God, and enter the
worlds of enjoyment below heaven. There they enjoy happiness in keeping
with their (good) deeds (on earth.)

Notes:
The Indian cosmological term ‘kalpa’ that is used here might be misleading. There
is no suggestion in the doctrines of the Misras that there is a cycle of creation that
begins again. Thus I have translated as the End of the Age. As has been mentioned
in the first verse, some MisSras think the mundane world never ends; others that it
does. All apparently think that the heavenly world never does. For Madhva and for

82 pss 2.72-82; 6.59-60.

83 Kirfel, Kosmographie (1920, pp. 25, 58, 112, 314).
8 pss 1.50.

8 N,H,J apakrtas.

86 1SS 5.102-103; SSD 75.
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Vanamali, the body and world of God is permanent.*® Vanamali describes hells that
consist in burning heat, e.g. a sandy land in the hot sun.®’ I find no mention of a
gateway, however. The worlds of enjoyment might find a counterpart in the lower
heavens through which those gradually liberated, the kramamuktas, pass.®®

ye tv aham evesvaro na matto ‘nya iSvaro ‘stiti manyante, te narakadvari
suksmadehena yatanam labdhva punah kalpante sthitladehair yojita aksayye
narake tamahsamjiie yanty ante.

Those on the other hand who think that there is no God but I, they (too)
undergo punishment in their spiritual body at the gates of hell until the end of
the Age of the World, when, reunited with their physical bodies, they are sent
to the unending hell called Darkness.

Notes:
The godless, like the godly but sinning, are reunited with a physical body after they
have completed their punishment. In these bodies they remain forever in a hell
called Tamas. In some Jaina cosmologies there is a next lowest hell called Tamas,
and a lowest hell called Tamastamas.®* The Madhvas also have a lowest hell called
Tamas.”

tatah svarganarakayor dvaravipidhane samvrte <8v> na ko pi svargad adhah
patati napy evam®' narakad bahir nihsaratiti kalpah samapyate. tasman
nityasukhartht kalyanam evacared iti siddham. 4.

When the Age of the World comes to an end, the doors of the gates of heaven
and hell are closed. Then no one can fall from heaven, nor similarly can they
escape from hell. Therefore, one who wishes for eternal happiness should
behave correctly.

Notes:
As mentioned above, the followers of Madhva do maintain a permanent heaven and
hell for God and certain predestined souls. I find no reference in Vanamali to gates
that are shut at the end of the age, however.

Verse 5: The Basis in Sruti for the MiSras’ Views
In the next verse, Nilakantha provides what he sees as the Vedic scriptural basis for

the views of the Misras. He singles out the Chandogya Upanisad for attention here.
In his commentary on the fifth verse he cites from the Chandogya Upanisad five

87 ySS 1.55-58.
88 58S 2.52-56.
8 Kirfel, Kosmographie (1920, pp. 315-325).

% On the permanence of hell for the lowest in nature, see Sarma, Introduction (2003, pp. 57-58).
Vanamali predicts hell for the nondualists, who think that they are brahman VSS 6.137-38.

o1 N, H, J etam.
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times, and once from the Brhadaranyaka, Taittiriya, Mundaka, and Svetasvatara
Upanisads, as well as from the Vayupurana.®® As has been mentioned above, it is
not that Nilakantha thinks the Misras explicitly refer to these passages, but that these
passages represent in Vedantic terms the grounding for the positions that the Misras
hold, and enable Nilakantha to form a view of their position and to offer a criticism.

This verse and commentary present no additional doctrines that are attributed to
the Misras, who are explicitly discussed only at the end. Only a summary of the
argument of this section is presented here, in order to establish the context for that
closing part.

The premise of the verse is based on a passage from the Chandogya Upanisad, to
the effect that the Self is to be magnified (mahayya) and attended to (paricarya). The
one who does so gains both this world and the next.”® Therefore the one who wishes
to gain both worlds should magnify and attend to the Self. This means worshipping
(pGjana) and contemplating (upasana) the Self. Nilakantha’s dummy-Misra
understands both of these passages as Vedic injunctions (vidhi).

The Self in question is established by the context. It is the person seen reflected in
the eye,” in a mirror, and in water.”> Another passage of the Chandogya Upanisad
fortifies this conclusion.’® Passages from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad confirm that
the reflection (pratibimba) is what should be contemplated.”’

The worship of this Self-as-reflection is accomplished just by worshipping its
prototype with garlands, sandalwood powder, and so on. But its contemplation
involves intellectual inquiry and making the reflection the content of awareness in a
continuous stream. When this has been done diligently for a long time without
interruption, the aspirant conquers his mind, which means that he can fulfill all of
his desires. He conquers the elements as well, and gets the body of a perfected
being.

There are two Sruti passages to this effect, in the Mundaka Upanisad, and in the
Svetasvatara Upanisad.”® A passage from the Taittiriya Upanisad, too, supports the
idea tha})tgthe contemplation of the food-based body results in the fulfillment of all
desires.

92 The passages appear in the notes below.

93 _ . - . _ - - - . _
atmaiveha mahayya atma paricaryya atmanam eveha mahayyann atmanam paricarann ubhau lokav

apnotimam camum ca. Chandogya Up. 8.8.4.

94 ya eso ‘ksini puruso drsyata esa atmeti hovaca. Chandogya Up. 8.7.4.

% atha yo ‘yam bhagavo ‘psu parikhydyate yas cayam adarse katama esah. Chandogya Up. 8.7.4.

6 The Udaaravabrahmana, Chandogya Up. 8.8.1ff.

o7 ya evayam apsu puruso etam evaham brahmopase. ya evayam purusa etam evaham brahmopase.
Brhadaranyaka Up. 2.1.8.

9% visuddhasattvah kamayate yams ca kaman tam tam lokam jayate tams ca kaman. Mundaka Up. 3.1.10.

b-d. prthivyaptejo ‘nilakhe samutthite paiicatmake yogagune pravrtte na tasya rogo na jara na mrtyuh
praptasya yogagnimayasariram. Svetasvatara Up. 2.1.2.

% sarvam vai te ‘nnam apnuvanti ye ‘nnam brahmopasate. Taittiriya Up. 2.2.1.

190" Jasa manvantaraniha tisthantindriyacintakah. bhautikas tu satam parnam sahasram < tv a>bhimanikah.
bauddha dasasahasrani tisthanti vigatajvarah. Nilakantha is probably citing these verses from Vacaspati
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Nilakantha then cites three lines from the Vayupurana to the effect that those
who contemplate as their Self the physical body, senses, intellect, or ego can remain
in heaven for only fixed amounts of time.'*

Thus Nilakantha’s Vedic basis for the Misras’ views lies in Upanisadic passages
that promote the worship of the material body as the Self. These passages are not
read by nondualist readers as ultimate instructions, but only as preliminary views
that are superseded by other statements. That brings us to the excerpt of this section
that explicitly refers to the MiSras. It begins with a return to the Chandogya
Upanisad’s eighth chapter, and Prajapati’s instruction of Indra and Virocana.

yadyapi'®" prajapateh pratibimbopasanam atra na vivaksitam, tathapindra'®*
virocanabhyam vidyarthibhyam dvatrimsadvarsaparyantam brahmacaryam'®
caritva bhrantya prajapativakya<sya?> pratibimbopdstav eva tatparyam
grhitam. imau'™  deharapapratikopasakau  krama'*>muktisthanapraptya-
narhau  pravrajantau  abhi'®laksyoktam  prajapating'®’  ‘yatara'®®
etadupanisado bhavisyanti deva vasura va te parabhavisyantiti'®. tac
cendrah svajianam ardhapathe buddhva''® punah prajapatim cajagama''".
virocanas tv abodhan na nivrttah sviyebhyas caitad evovaceti tatraiva
prasiddham idam eva muktadehalokayor nityatvam asritya misraih svatantre
sarvakaryanityatvam uktam, tatasthasya cesvarasyopasyatvam uktam. anyad
api kim cit svamatanugunam kalpitam ity astam tavat.

Although in this passage Prajapati did not intend to recommend the
contemplation of the Self-as-reflection, nevertheless Indra and Virocana,
who had lived as students for thirty-two years practising the life of the
brahmacarin, erroneously understood Prajapati’s teaching as signifying that
they should contemplate that reflection. Having in mind these two, who had
left student life as worshippers of an image of the body, and who were
therefore unworthy to enter into the world of those who will eventually be
liberated (kramamuktisthana), Prajapati said, ‘whichever of these two,
whether god or asura, will take this teaching (of reflection-worship) as their

Footnote 100 continued

Misra’s Tattvavaisaradi, on Yogasitra 1.19, where Vacaspati attributes the verses to the Vayupurana.
Vacaspati cites these verses in the Tattvakaumudr on Samkhyakarika 44 as well. The verses are not
preserved in extant versions of this Purana. See érinivﬁsan, Tattvakaumudri 1967, p. 205.

191 N £.9v, H ff.10r-11v, J £.7v.

102 N, H —indre-. J —indra-

103 N brahmaryam. H brahmacaryam. J brahmacarya.

104 N grhimtam ramau. H, J grhitam imau.
105 N, H krama-. J krama-

196 N abhi-. H abhi-. J abhi-

197 N prajapatima. H, J prajapatina.
108 N, H yata. J yatara.

199 Chandogya Up. 8.8.4.
"9 N, H buddha. J buddhva.

""'N, H cagama, J djagama.
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instruction will be defeated.” Indra realized his own misunderstanding halfway
down the road home, and so returned to Prajapati. But Virocana, because he
did not realize (his mistake), did not turn back, and proclaimed this teaching to
his own (i.e. the asuras).

Now the Misras, depending on just this teaching of the permanence of the
world and the bodies of liberated souls which is established here (i.e. in the
passage of the Chandogya Upanisad), have said in their own doctrinal system
that all created things are permanent. And based on this they have said that the
Lord is to be worshipped as distinct and separate (from the Self)(tatastha). And
they have also fancifully made up whatever other thing suits their own view.
Let that be what it is.

Notes:
Nilakantha groups the views of the MisSras with Virocana’s understanding of Indra’s
teaching. The point is probably not that the Misras are to be classified as Asuras, but
that they are making the same mistake as the Asuras are. The larger point is that
their views can be meaningfully classified according to an Upanisadic scheme in
which they do not come out well. It does not necessarily follow, however, that belief
in the permanence of the world and body of the liberated entails belief in the body as
the Self. Vanamali believes in the former (see above), but not in the latter.''?

While Vanamali cites and explains many Sruti passages in his published works, I
do not find any discussion by him of the ten Upanisadic passages that Nilakantha
has mentioned in the commentary on this verse.

Verse 6: Alternative Views Among the MiSras

In the sixth verse, Nilakantha describes the views of some among the Misras who do
not accept all of the doctrines listed in the fourth verse. As we shall see, there appear
to be three groups in all that fall under the rubric of ‘Misras.” The divergences of
two of these three from the main group are described here.

evam'"? misramatasya milam pradarsya <10r> tadekadesimatam aha, yogiti.

yogi' “pratyaksatah pragjanur api janiman nityatavat prasiddham

syat suksmasthiilabhiitodbhavam amrtamrtam karyam evam dviripam |
avyaktam naiva cetahpratham avataratity asti marto ‘py adhiso

yam dhyarva tasya lokam dhruvam' "> abhayam ayiir dhvantavatama' ®jakhyah'"’

Il 6 (Sragdhara)

12 Cf. V§S 3.2-5.

"3 H £ 9v—10v, H 11r-12r, J 7v-8v.
114N, H, J yogi-

15 N, H dhuvam. J dhruvam.

116 N, H, J -atya-

"7 H, J —khyah. N —khyah.
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Having shown in this way the (Vedic) basis of the doctrine of the Misras, the
author describes a view held by only some among them.

(Some say that) previous creations, which are established to be eternal by the
direct perception of the yogis, are twofold (in their metaphysical status): what
arises from the subtle elements is immortal; what arises from the crude
physical elements is mortal. (Another group says that) God is embodied
because the invisible (God) cannot descend into the mental range (of mortals).
They who are called sons of the night wind went to His world, which is steady
and without fear, having contemplated Him.

Notes:

It appears the first two lines are to be taken as representing a view that explicitly
differs with the general group of Misras on a point of metaphysics. The last two
lines are apparently to be taken as the view of a second group, who have their own
theology of God’s manifestation to mortals.

nityatavat—TI take the —vat as the possessive suffix, lit. ‘possessed of eternality.’
pragjanur janiman, the °‘birth before birth’ is glossed as atitajanman- in the
commentary. janus is an old word which appears only in the Rgveda and
Atharvaveda. Nilakantha knows the Rgveda well.''® janiman must be the rare jani
plus the possessive —_mant suffix. The words seem to refer to creation more generally
rather than to individual birth, given the passage from the Yogasastra that is cited
below.

That there are some Misras who believe the heavenly world is eternal but the
world of ordinary unsaved existence is not was mentioned in the first verse. This
would appear to be the view of Madhva.''” The warrant of yogic experience
appeared in both the first and the fourth verses.

Given the manuscript variants, it may be that amrtamrtam should be read as
anrtam rtam. This would cause trouble for the text of the commentary that follows,
however.

In the manuscripts, dhvantavatatmajakhyah could also be read dhvantavatam-
tyajakhyah. The name of a group is given here, or given the commentary, perhaps
the names of two or even three groups. It is worth recalling here, however, that
Madhva described himself as the third incarnation of the Wind deity, and was so
described by his followers. Vanamalt honours him as such in the mangala to some
of his works.'*"

yvad uktam misraih, sarvam karyam yogipratyaksato nityam iti, tan na, “dasasu
mahakalpesu parivarttamanena maye’’ty adina yogasastre'?!

8 He was probably an Asvalayani. Minkowski, “Mantrakasikhanda,” (2002).
"9 Sharma, Philosophy (1986, pp. 222-232). Cf. VSS 3.64; 4.3-5.
120 ¢ o. Brahmasiitrasiddhantamuktavali vs. 2: marudamsam.

21 pataiijalayogasastra 3.18. Nilakantha’s rendering is a paraphrase, not a direct citation. The relevant
text is given below in note 127.

122 N, H abaddhajaigisavyasamvade. J avaddhajaigisavyasamvade.
125 N, H —janmanamam. J janmanam.

124 H anrtam. N amrtam. J anityam.
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dvagzajaigisavyasamvddel22 ‘titakaryanam ivdtl'tajanmamim123 api  yo-
gipratyaksata eva siddheh. tena sthulabhiitamayam karyam mrtam
anityam."** siiksmabhiitamayam karyam amytam'> nityam'*°. tena muktade-
halokadikam  sitksmabhiitodbhavam  nityam.  baddhadehalokadikam  tu
sthillabhiitodbhavam anityam.

That which the Misras say, that all produced things are eternal because of the
perception of the yogis, is not so, because all that is proved by yogic
perception is that those lifetimes existed in the past as did other produced
things. For consider the dialogue between Jaigisavya and Avatya recounted in
the Yogasastra, which begins with him saying that he passed through ten ages
of the world. Therefore produced things made of the gross physical elements
are mortal, viz. impermanent; produced things made of the subtle elements are
immortal, viz. permanent. Thus the bodies and world of the liberated, and all
that attends them, which are produced from the subtle elements, are
permanent; the bodies and world of souls before their salvation, and all that
attends them, are produced from the gross physical elements and
impermanent.

Notes:
The first sectarian group is presented here. They differ from the general view,
introduced in the first verse and described in the fourth, that all of the creation is
eternal, i.e. real in past, present, and future, because of the warrant provided by
yogic experience. This group also appears to accept the deliverances of yogic
experience, but restricts the nature of the permanence they validate. The reference to
the Patanjalayogasastra is to a passage in the commentary on 3.18, the siitra about
gaining knowledge of previous births. Here a story is told in order to explain why
this knowledge would be desirable. In answering a question from Avatya,
Jaigisavya, an accomplished yogin, recounts that he has lived through ten ages of
the world with the stuff of his intellect unobstructed by impediment because of its
purity, observing the misery that arises in the hellish worlds and among animals, and
taking birth again and again among gods and humans. From this he has learned that
all experiences of embodied existence are miserable by comparison with the final
singularity that yogins achieve.'>” The point appears to be that yogic knowledge
proves only that past births have taken place, not that they are permanent or
presently real. For Madhvas, their once having been real means that they continue to
be real in a specific sense. (See above under the fourth verse).

There is an explicit statement here that the bodies of the liberated are made of
subtle, not crude physical elements. This is either a clarification to or a distinction
from the metaphysics of the main body of Misras that was described in the fourth

125 g anrtam. N, J amrtam.
126 N, H nitvam. J nityam.

27 dasasu mahdsargesu bhavyatvad anabhibhiitabuddhisattvena maya narakatiryagbhavam duhkham
sampasyata devamanusyesu punah punar utpadyamanena yat kimcid anubhiitam tat sarvam duhkham eva
pratyavaimi.
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verse, where we are told that those in unending hell and those in the enjoyment-
worlds are rejoined with their previous bodies.

tathavyaktam isvarariipam na buddhav aropayitum Sakyam iti vyaktam
apisvarariipam asty eva. na ca vyatiriktatvena tasya karyatvam, vyaktanam
api taddehalokanam anaditvabhyupagamat.

And (another group holds that) since it is not possible to bring the invisible
form of God into the mind (of a mortal human,) there is a visible form of God
as well. And (they think that) there is no logical problem in (this visible
form’s) being a produced (and hence impermanent) thing because it is distinct
(from other forms,) since they accept that even the visible bodies and worlds
of this (God) are beginningless.

Notes:
This appears to be a point of view distinct from the preceding, based on what
immediately follows. That humans have only a limited capacity to conceive of
brahman is stated frequently in Madhva’s writings.'® Madhva also maintains that
the soul is a reflection (pratibimba) of God, in the sense of being dependent on God
for existence and reality; and that souls vary in the form (mrti) of the deity that
they reflect in their hearts.'*

tad evam'*® misradimatatraye jivesayor bhedah. iSopastisadhya jivasya

muktatd, updstis ca dasabhavena'®' ahamgrahavadinam andhatamah<10v>-
pravesasmaranat. updastyangam jiianam na svapradhanam. isvaralokapraptir
muktih paricavidhabhedabhanavati, na tv atmapradhvamsaripa jadavastheti
samanam eva.

praptyalambanani'>* tatasthany api adyasyavyaktesvarariipam madhyamasya
dehapratibimbaripam antyasya mirtimadisvarariapam iti bhedah.

sarve ‘pi Srautam asariratalaksanam piarvoktadvadasavadisampratipannam
moksam badhante, mokse sasariratam cabhinivesapiirvakam samarthayante. 6

In summary, here is what is held in common among the triad of views, those of
the Misras and of the other (two): There is an ontological difference between
God and the individual soul. The salvation of the individual soul is brought
about by the worship of God, and that worship is enacted with the feeling of
being a servant of God, because it is recorded in scripture that those who are
egotistical in their religious belief enter into blinding darkness. Knowledge is
an appendage to worship, not a primary means (of being saved) in its own
right. This liberation is one in which all the appearances (of the creation) with

128 Sharma, Philosophy (1986, p. 412).

129 Sharma, Philosophy (1986, pp. 415-416). Cf. SSD 99-101, VSS 166.
130 N eva. H, J evam.

131 N, H dasabhavema. J dasabhavena.

132 N, H praptyalambanati. J praptyavalambanati.
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its five elements are maintained. It is not a state of insentience, where the
individual sense of ‘I’ disappears.

Where they differ is over the supports for reaching salvation, (i.e. over the
forms for contemplating the deity), though these supports are not essential
(tatastha). These are, for the first group, an invisible form of god, for the
middle group, a form that is a reflection of the body, (or a reflection in the
body), and for the last group, a form of God that is incarnate.

All (three) reject the idea of liberation that is agreed by the twelve
philosophical schools described above, where liberation is characterized by
not being embodied, (a view that) is sanctioned by passages from the Veda.
Instead (all three) argue for embodiedness in salvation with great insistence.

Notes:

This is the most intriguing of the verses-with-commentary in the text. It provokes
many questions, especially this last passage. There is mention of a triad of views and
of partisan subgroups, and there is a summary of what the three have in common in
both doctrines and practice. All of it is maddeningly concise, given that the views
were said earlier to be ‘unknown to us.’

The term ‘Misras’ appears in two senses, one more inclusive and one less so.
Initially all of these views were characterized as those of the Misras. Here one group
has differed from the Misras, so called, over what is proved by the fact of yogic
perception. Another has disagreed over whether God has a physical form. Since all
three are distinguished from the twelve systems described earlier, we must take all
of them as Misras in the inclusive sense.

How many names are there in the final compound in the verse, dhvantavatatma-
jakhyah, which could also be read dhvantavatantyajakhyah? (antyasya in the last
portion of the commentary might support that reading.) Could there be three?
Should we then take the three varieties of Misras to match up with these three
‘names’? Those born of the night, the wind, and the Self or last, respectively? It is
tempting to see in the three forms for worship an attempt at describing the Christian
trinity, the invisible Father, the Holy Spirit reflected or present in the body, and
called the wind (vata), and the incarnate Son. On the other hand, it has been noted
already that Madhva is known among his followers as an incarnation of the Wind
god, hence Vatatmaja. I cannot explain dhvanta, darkness or night, in either case.

The form of God for the middle group is said to be a reflection of the body
(dehapratibimba). A number questions arise: whose body, to begin with? Madhva
maintains that the soul is a non-illusory reflection (pratibimba) of God. (See above
note 129). On the other hand, perhaps the doctrine described here is something like
that of the Jains, such that God is the same size as the worshipper’s body. Perhaps it
is an echo of the Biblical doctrine that man is made in God’s image, and therefore,
God is to be imagined as having the same shape as a human. Perhaps it is an allusion
to the argument of the fifth verse, and the Chandogya Upanisad’s provisional
teaching that the Self as reflection of the body is to be worshipped. Or it could be a
reflection of God within the worshipper’s body, the Holy Spirit.

133 I$a Up. 9—ye ‘vidyam upasate, 12—ye ‘sambhiitim upasate.
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andhatamahpravesanam: The wording echoes the ISa Upanisad, where the phrase
andham tamah pravisanti appears twice, an entrance into darkness for those who
worship ignorance, and for those who worship nonbecoming.'** Neither of these
practices is especially egotistical, though other Upanisadic passages reprove
arrogance.

pancavidhabhedabhanavatr: The doctrine that salvation is enjoyed in a fully
differentiated and embodied way was introduced in the second verse. The use of the
wording paficavidhabheda is the clearest indication that these doctrines have to do
with the Madhvas.

abhinivesapiirvakam: abhinivesaptrvakam is also a possible reading, with
emendation. As a neuter it would be taken as an adverb with the verb, as the
translation offered here does. If it is adjectival, modifying sasariratam, it would
mean something else: liberation, preceded by determined devotion.

Verse 7: The Refutation of the Misras’ Views

In the seventh verse Nilakantha offers his critique of the views of the Misras. As no
new doctrines are described in this section—Nilakantha’s critique operates in an
oblique way—and as the Misras are explicitly mentioned only at the end, I here
provide only an epitome of the argument that culminates in that final passage.

The point of departure for his attack appears to be the summary that Nilakantha
provided in the sixth verse: for all Misras, the soul and God are ontologically
distinct; liberation consists in reaching the world of God; it is a real world of
multiplicity, like this world; there is no loss of the sense of ‘I’ for the saved, and no
passage to a state of insensibility.

Nilakantha diagnoses this view of liberation as having a basis in another passage of
the Chandogya Upanisad’s eighth chapter, the Hardavidya or teaching about the heart
(8.1.1ff). Chandogya Up. 8.3.1, which Nilakantha cites, maintains that the desires in
the heart are real.'** One who enters into the Self located in the heart fulfills them.
Other Vedic texts are brought in to support this belief in the reality of multiplicity for
the saved, which maintain the reality even of the dream world (BAU 4.3.14) and of this
world (RV 2.24.12). Given these scriptural supports for the reality of dream, of this
world, and of the desires in the heart, Nilakantha has the Misras say, one cannot rule out
their actuality only because they are sublated in other states.

The refutation then begins with the same section of the Chandogya Upanisad,
where it is declared that for the one who has reached the small space in the heart,
desires come true based purely on wish or intention (samkalpa).'*> A verse from the
Bhagavad Gita (6.24) is invoked to this effect, as well as a Nyayasiitra (4.2.2), in
order to support the view that intention gives rise to fulfilled desire.

If desires are based on an intention, it follows that they are a form of mental
activity. A passage from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad supports this informal

133 I$a Up. 9—ye ‘vidyam upasate, 12—ye ‘sambhiitim upasate.

134 ime satyah kama anrtapidhanah. Chandogya Up. 8.3.1.

135 sa yadi pitrkamo bhavati, samkalpad evasya pitarah samuttisthanti, etc. Chandogya Up. 8.3.1.
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reasoning.'*° If intentions are mental then they are not inherently real, but only as
real as the mind that intends them. They cannot be inherently real, furthermore,
because in this metaphysics that would mean that they are permanently real, and so
they could not be described as coming into being for the one who reaches the space
in the heart when he wishes. They would have to be there already if they were
inherently real. But that would contradict the Vedic passage that says they arise for
the one who enters the heart (Chandogya Up. 8.3.1, cited above). For they cannot
arise if they are already in existence.

- 137 o - 1138 . _ _
tasman >’ manomdtrah kamah °° manasah satyatvenaiva satyah na svaripe-

neti  siddhamanasas  cavirbhavatirobhavasvabhavasya yad upadanam
avidyakhyam asacchabditam tasya vidyaya naso stiti na punar avirbhavasamb-
havo ‘stiti siddham amanaskatakhyakaivalyam. tatha ca srutih, ‘aprano hy
amanah Subhra’ iti'>° kevalatmani'®® manahsambandham varayati.

tasman na harvdakasasritah kamah paramarthasatya napi tatkaranaka bahya
iti tesam satyal‘vavotcanam141 misrapralapitam eveti siddham. 7

Therefore desires, which are merely mind, are real only by virtue of the mind’s
reality, not inherently. And so the material cause of the mind of a being who
has gained perfection—a mind that has in its nature the ability to bring things
into existence and to obscure them from existence—(that mind’s material
cause) which is termed ignorance, which is termed the unreal, is destroyed by
knowledge, and as a result there is no possibility of its further arising. In this
way is proved the state of total singularity (kaivalya) called no-mindedness.
And there is a Sruti passage that rules out any connection of the absolute Self
(kevalatman) with the mind, ‘without breath, without mind, brilliant.’
Therefore, it is established that the desires residing in the heart are not
ultimately real, nor are the external things that are caused by them, and thus to
say that they are real is mere idle chatter from the Misras.

Notes:
That desires are real, satya, means that they come true and are fulfilled. The
heavenly world and the salvation of the Misras thus envision a perfected being who
continues to exercise will and to fulfill desires. On Vanamali’s depiction of
liberation as the heavenly world where one has fun and never suffers, see above,
under note 38.

Nilakantha insists on the liberation state as being without mind in response to the
denial by the Misras of an inert state, as described above in the sixth verse.

136 Brhadaranyaka Up. 1.5.3.
7N f.llv, H £.13r, T £9r.

138 N, H, J] manomatran kaman.

39 Mundaka Up. 2.1.2.

140 N, H kevalatsani. J kevalatmani.

“I'N, H satya-. J satyatva-
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Of the scriptural passages cited here, only RV 2.24.12 (viSvam satyam) turns up
in the works of Vanamali (VSS 6.210), where it is indeed used to prove the reality of
the world.'*

Verse 8: Further Criticism of Their Views

In the eighth verse Nilakantha offers some further characterization and criticism of
the Misras’ views. If the last verse was about the metaphysics of the world of the
liberated, this verse is about religious practices, and appears to focus particularly on
the last group of Misras, who maintain that God is to be worshipped as embodied or
incarnate (mirtimad).

143 . — ; .o ..
svamatam "~ upasamharan paramatanistham darsayati, ity evam iti.

ity evam'** dvadasanam vyavahrti l45vi,saye bhinnamargasrayanam
tantranam aikamatyam nirahami galita"*®dvaitabhane vimokse |
devam yah svanyabudhyd smarati surapasuh sa pratikopasevi
na brahmam lokam eti kva punar apabhayam nirdvayam misrasisyah ||
<12r> 8 (Sragdhara)

Summing up his own view, he depicts the positions of the other doctrines:

In this way the twelve systems of thought, which follow different paths
when it comes to the subject of explaining ordinary reality, are united in their
view concerning liberation, in which all appearance of duality is swallowed up
in the state where there is no sense of ‘I’. The Misra, or his pupil, who reflects
on God thinking that he and God are different from one another, being a mere
beast of the gods, an idol-worshipper, does not go to the world of Brahma,
much less to the nondual state which is without fear.

Notes:
paramatanistham There are a number of ways to render this compound. nistha could
mean belief or devotion; para could mean later or antagonistic. Thus it is possible that
Nilakantha specifies the devotion of the later view, that is, of the last group of Misras
described in the sixth verse, those who worship an embodied form of the deity.

Though mention of the $isya of the Misra in the verse might be for metric or
alliterative reasons, the compound is glossed in the commentary as ‘the Misra or his
pupil,” which suggests a return to the variety among the Misras. The principle at
stake for Nilakantha is bheda or ontological difference.

The c pada alludes to Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.4.10, cited below in the
commentary.

142 See also SSP p. 82, p. 119.

43 N ff.11v—12v, H ff.13r—14r, J f£.9r-10r.
144N avam. H, J evam.

145N vyavaruti-. H, J vyavahrti-

146 N, H, J galitam.
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sarvesam tantrikanam vyavahdare vaimatye ‘pi ahamkarabhanasinyatvena
nirmystanikhiladvaitabhdane mokse aikamatyam astiti pratipdditam147.

yas tu misro va tacchisyo va devam isvaram svanyabuddhya. anyo ‘sau
updasyah, anyo ‘ham upasaka iti bhedabuddhya updste. sah. surapasuh.
alyantamﬁdha148 ity arthah. tatha ca $rutih'®, “atha yo ‘nydmlso devatam
updste ‘nyo sav anyo ‘ham asmiti na sa">' veda yatha pasur evam'* sa
devanam’ iti.">?

sa bahyasyantarasya va vigrahadiripasya pratikasya sevakah ‘apratika">*-
lambandn nayatiti'> badardayana’ iti">° nyayenabrahmakytatvan'’ na sa'>®
satyalokakhyam brahmam lokam. eti prapnoti. apabhayam'° nirdvandvam
brahma tu tasya kva, na kvapi, atyantam durlabham ity arthah.

Although all of the systems of thought have differences of opinion when it
comes to the world of ordinary activity, on the subject of liberation there is
unanimity in thinking that it is a state from which all duality has been rubbed
away due to the sense of ‘I’ vanishing.

But as for the Misra or for his pupil, who worships God with the thought of
(ontological) difference - viz. * He is the one to be worshipped, and I am the
worshipper’ - he is a beast of the gods, which is to say exceedingly foolish.

For there is a sacred text to that effect: “Whoever worships a god as being
other, thinking he is one thing and I am another, he does not really know. He is
like a beast of burden to the gods.” (Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.4.10)

The servant of an image, whether external or internal, which has a bodily form
or the like, because he has not contemplated brahman, does not go to the world
of Brahma, called the Satyaloka, according the maxim (Brahmasitra 4.3.16):
‘He leads those who do not rely on images (to the world of Brahma).” Where,
then, would brahman be for him, which is without duality and free from fear?
It would be nowhere. It is extremely difficult for him to attain, is the sense.

Notes:
Vanamali explains the passage from Brhadaranyaka Upanisad in defence of
understanding ontological difference between worshipper and deity. As he reads

47 N pratiprati-. H, J prati-

48 N, H atyantamiidham. J atyantamiidha.

149 N, H smrtih. J $rutih.

10N, H —nyan. J anyam.

5
11N,Hsana.]nasa.

152
N, H eva. J evam.

153 Brhadaranyaka Up. 1.4.10.

4N, H apratika-. J apratika.

155 N nayataniti. H napatatiti. J nayatiti.

156 BrSti 4.3. 15. apratikalambanan nayafiti badarayana ubhayatha dosat tatkratus ca.
157 N, H -akutattvam. J —akrtatvan.

158 N na. H, J na sa.

159 N, H, J abhayam.
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it, whoever worships a deity other than Narayana is a fool, a creature of the
160
gods.

—abrahmakrytatvan is a conjecture for what is represented in the two manuscripts
as -abrahmakutattvam. There is nothing specifically in the verse that this compound
responds to. It appears to explain what in the practices of the Misras deprives them
of the world of Brahma.

iyam atra vyavastha: yah pratikam brahmadystyopaste sa pratikopasako na
brahmopasakah, tasyam upasandayam pratikasya mukhyatvat,
brahmabhavasyaharyatvdc ca. yas tu vaisvanaradirviipam brahma ahamgra-
henopaste sa brahmakratuh, na jivakratuh, tatrapi puarvavat brahmano
mukhyatvaj jivabhavasyaharyatvac ca.

tatraivam sati karmopasti<l2v>jianakandatmake vede karmani svarga-
dyarthani, updasanani kramamuktasthanapraptyarthani'®,  jiianam
sadyahkaivalyaprapakam iti prayojanatrayam uktam. tatra jianakandartham
atyantam  apalapyopasanakandasya pratikopastiripe karmani tatparyam
varnayata karmakanda evaikah Sesito bhavati.

tatha svargasya nityatvam ca ‘tad yatheha'®* karmajito lokah ksiyata evam
evamutra punyajito lokah ksivata’ iti'® ‘yat krtakam tad anityam’ ity'®*
anumananugrhitasrutiviruddham cety evamadi bahuviruddham tadaridham
ity a'numanam api Sistanam trapakaram iti uparamyate. 8

Here is the situation: whoever contemplates an image seeing it as brahman, he is
an image-worshipper, not a contemplator of brahman, because the image is
primary in his worship, and its being brahman is incidental. He on the other hand
who contemplates brahman in the form of Agni Vaisvanara or the like, thinking
of it as himself, he meditates on brahman, not his own soul, because in this case
too, as before, brahman is primary and its being his own jiva is incidental.
This being so, when it comes to the Veda, which has sections on ritual,
contemplation, and knowledge, a threefold purpose is set out: rituals are for
the sake of heaven and the like, contemplations are for the sake of reaching the
place where one gains liberation in due course, knowledge is for getting one to
final singularity directly. Here (the Misras) dismiss entirely the purpose of the
section on knowledge, and explain the intention of the section on contem-
plation as rituals that take the form of worshipping images, leaving only the
section on rituals to stand.

And furthermore (the Misras’ doctrine) that heaven is permanent contradicts
the Sruti passage (Chandogya Up. 8.1.6) which says that just as whatever has
been won by actions in this world wastes away, so in the next world does
whatever has been won by merit wastes away. This Sruti passage is supported

160 SS 6.142. The same verse also appears as SSD 74. Cf. SSP p. 25.
161 N praptyarthabhi. H, J praptyarthani.

162 N, H yatha iha. J atheha.

163 Chandogya Up. 8.1.6.

164 Nyayabindu of Dharmakirti 3.11.

165 N tadaradhaddha-, H -taradhadya-?, J tadartdhatya-
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by the inference that any manufactured thing is impermanent. (The Misras’)
inference, which is not mounted up on that (Sruti), is contradicted by that Sruti,
and contradicted in many ways. It is a matter of embarrassment to the learned,
and so I leave off.

Notes:
Madhva disagrees with the Advaitins over the contemplation of symbols of brahman
or pratikas.'®

There is something troubled in the text of the final paragraph, as it is represented
in the two manuscripts. There are two ca particles whose force is unclear. I take the
first with the initial tatha of the section, and the second as linking the $ruti passage
and the inference about what is manufactured.

Verses 9 and 10: Nondualism as the Teaching of the Upanisads

In the ninth and tenth verses Nilakantha moves away from the Misras to the
significance of the Upanisads and their systematic treatment in the Vedanta. Since
the Misras are not discussed here explicitly or implicitly, only a summary is
provided.

Nilakantha rules out the validity of interpretations of the Upanisads that do not
maintain brahman to be one and real.'®” He does this in an unexpected way, by
appeal to Vitsydyana’s commentary on the Nyayasiitra.'®® He draws on a section of
the Nyayasitra that offers refutations of other schools of thought. The sitra in
question is about those who believe only in number (samkhyaikantavadah). Here
Vatsyayana mentions a group who believe that all is one, because it is without
distinction from the existent (sarvam ekam sadaviéesa'lt).169 The refutations then
follow, but Nilakantha’s point, following Vacaspati Misra’s subcommentary, is that
what Vatsyayana is discussing here is the position of the nondualists. From this he
concludes, not entirely fairly, that even the Naiyayikas think the Vedantins maintain
nondifference. Even though for the Naiyayikas the Vedantins are not logical in their
thinking, the fact of their characterization stills shows that nondualism—the
doctrine that brahman is one and real—is generally understood to be the view of
Vedanta, Nilakantha argues. Therefore there is no need to be confused by schools of
Upanisadic interpretation which propose that brahman is ontologically different
from other things, or that it is both different and non-different, or that some qualified
form of brahman is non-different.

By way of conclusion, Nilakantha turns to the portions of two verses of the
Rgvedic creation hymn, the Nasadiya, in support of his doxographic view as a

166 Sharma, Philosophy 1986, 410-14.
167 Part of the text of the introduction to this section was cited above. See note 8.
18 Nyayasiitra 4.1.41.

19 Given the commentary, it appears that Nilakantha understands four independent words, with sad and
aviSesat as uncompounded. Otherwise Vacaspati.
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whole.'”” The first verse, nasad dsid né sdad astd tadanim. nasid rajo né vyoma paré
ydt, rules out as the fundamental principle the emptiness (asat) of the Madhyamikas
before creation, the stream-reality/mental stuff (sat) of the Yogacarins, Sautrantikas,
and Vaibhasikas, and the primordial element or atoms (rajas) of the Samkhyas,
Yogins, Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas. In the same way this verse rules out the existent
as mixed with maya (paré vyoma). Passages of the third verse, ‘tdma asit timasa
gulham agre’ and ‘tuchyénabhvapihitam’ show that the fundamental principle
cannot be both real and unreal. From this Nilakantha concludes that the Rgveda
itself maintains that the existent is one and uncombined.'”!

Conclusion

These, then, are the passages that constitute Nilakantha’s treatment of the Misras in
his Sattantrisara. As a way of concluding let us consider how the Misras should be
identified, and what the implications are for the history of Advaitin doxography,
given their treatment in Nilakantha’s text.

Who were the Misras?

We have operated under the assumption that the Misras were probably followers of
Madhva, based on doctrinal similarities that have been noted and discussed ad loc.
The most telling among these similarities include: the doctrine that the world is real
and diverse, and ontologically distinct from God and from the souls, all of which are
distinct from one another (paficabhedavada); the doctrine that liberation consists in
reaching the world of God (muktir 1Svaralokapraptih), which is a fully differentiated
world where the saved enjoy themselves as embodied beings who never suffer and
do not return to samsara; the doctrine that both the worlds of the liberated and of the
damned are eternal (svargasya nityata), and that God and the liberated are embodied
forever in heaven, the damned in a hell called Tamas; the doctrine that the path to
God lies in being God’s servant (upastir dasabhavena), with the feeling that God is
someone different, not someone in whom to see oneself; the doctrine that
punishment for misdeeds in hell is followed by reward for good deeds in worlds of
enjoyment for those who are liberated in stages (yatana, bhogabhiimi); that both
yogic perception and time have been picked out as markers of the Misras’
strangeness, (the Madhvas having distinctive doctrines of both, though not exactly
the ones that Nilakantha describes); and that there might be a figure referred to as
the son of the wind (vatatmaja), a well-known epithet of Madhvacarya himself.
Further circumstantial evidence in favour of the identification can be found in
Nilakantha’s critique, elsewhere in his writings, of doctrines that are similar to the
ones he attributes to this group, though they are identified there only as sectarian
fanatics. One such critique is found in Nilakantha’s commentary on the

170 RV 10.129.1ab, 3a, 3c.

171 Note that Vanamali has a fairly extended discussion of the meaning of these verses of RV 10.129 at
the end of his section rejecting brahman’s indescribability—anirvacyatve pramanabhangah.
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Mahabharata, when he tackles the first properly philosophical verses of the epic
(I.1.22-25 in the Vulgate). The passage constitutes one of the first scholastic tours
de force in the commentary, a justification of the expansion of nondualist ontology
to include five states of brahman, (the added one being Visnu as embodied deity).
Nilakantha there provides an extended discussion of the nature of God’s form and
its significance for worship. He mentions the beliefs of sectarian theists concerning
the permanence of heaven, God’s embodiedness, and the forms that contemplation
of brahman may take.

At one point in this passage, Nilakantha mentions the doctrine that just being in
the world of God constitutes liberation, (what Madhva and Vanamali, following the
Paficaratra, would call salokya), and that the Lord of this world is the only God.
Such a view, Nilakantha thinks, is ignorant of the tradition of practice of meditation
which dissolves the mind entirely into the pure brahman. It goes against a
Brahmasiitra (4.4.16) and a passage of the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (4.3.23). This
Upanisadic passage says that there is no experience of multiplicity in liberation
because there is no other thing to see then, and thus duality (or actually
multiplicitous reality) is just a mirage. To insist (as Madhva and Vanamali do) that
Visnu is the supreme, while Siva is just an individual soul, or to insist the opposite,
and to criticize other movements by saying that texts such as the Bhagavata Purana
or the Siutasamhitd, which propound the excellence of either Visnu or some other
deity (at the expense of others), are not really authored by Vyasa or other sages, or
are in fact demonic, is based on an insufficient grasp of the customary and
established practice of reading these texts.'’> Nilakantha’s criticism here echoes the
criticism of the MiSras that we see in the Sattantrisara.

Reasons to Think that the Misras Might Not Be Madhvas

As we went along I noted the points where Nilakantha’s account of the Misras did
not reflect the doctrines of the Madhvas in general or of Vanamali in particular.
These included the repeated reference to astrology as the basis for believing that the
unequal fortunes we see in the world are comprehensible; the importance of time in
the Misras’ theodicy, and the apparent downplaying of reincarnation or karma; the
doctrine that innocent beings (akarmanah) such as animals and plants are reborn in
the enjoyment worlds to support the experience of the eventually liberated

72 ke cit tu pirvoktamanahpranidhanatmakadhyanasampradayanabhijiia etallokapraptir eva muktir,
ayam evesvaro na samastyakhyo ‘nya isvaro ‘stiti vadanti. te sarvasastraprasiddham muktau
dvaitadarsanam badhamanah “svapyayasampattyor” (BrSi 4.4.16) ityadinyayena “na hi drastur drster
viparilopo vidyate vindsitvan na tu tad dvitiyam asti tato ‘nyad yad vibhaktam pasyed” (BrArUp 4.3.23)
iti suptikaivalyayor avisesad dvditadarsanasravanena ca virudhyante. anayaiva ca Srutya dvitiyabhavad
eva dvaitadarsanam na tu dyglopad iti vadantya dvaitasya indrajalatulyatvam darsitam. tena “visnuh
sarvottamo  Sivo  jivah.  Sivah  sarvottamo  Sivo  jiva” ity  upasakanam  agraho
vispvadyutkarsapratipadakasribhagavatasitasamhitadinam — anarsatvasuratvadivacanair  diisanam  ca
Sastramaryadanavabodhamiilam eva, “vikalpo ‘“visistaphalatvad” (BrSu 3.3.59) iti nyayena aikatmye
cittavatarartham yasya kasya cid apy akarasyalambaniyatvat. Kimjavadekar Mahabharata 1929, 1. 7. On
customary textual practice see Minkowski, “Maryadam” (2016). On denunciation of the Bhagavata
Purana, Minkowski, “Guide to Argument” (2010).
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(kramamuktas); and the mention of the gates of hell, which are open during the
world’s age and closed at its end.

Some doctrines, furthermore, which are presented as belonging to the MisSras
seem only indirectly connected to their Madhva counterparts: yogic perception as
proof of the reality of the world, or time as superseding karma in explaining the
world’s justice. The latter should more properly be inherent nature (svabhava), to be
in keeping with Madhva doctrine, something that is only indirectly acknowledged
by Nilakantha. Nilakantha’s account of the nature of the embodiment of souls after
death is not maintained consistently throughout. The damned and the eventually
saved are rejoined with their earthly bodies, while the nature of the bodies of the
innocent after death is not specified, and the liberated have bodies made of subtle
material.

Of course it is possible that Nilakantha is simply not getting some parts of the
Misras’ doctrines right; or that I have not found the specific passages in Madhva,
Jayatirtha, or others that confirm the identification, especially in the works of
Vanamali, many of which remain unpublished.

Why Not Call Them Madhvas?

And yet, if these doctrines belong to Madhva’s school of thought, why does
Nilakantha call them Misras? Why not just call them Madhvas? There is evidence in
Nilakantha’s other works to show that he does know of Madhvacarya. He is
mentioned in two summarizing verses in the Vedantakataka, Nilakantha’s early
independent work.'”> In the introductory or paribhdsa section of this text,
Nilakantha makes reference to the followers of Ramanuja, who are worthy of
ridicule by all people, and to Madhva, even talking of whom is not approved of by
the intelligent.'”* At the conclusion of the second part, the anticommentary to
Appayya Diksita’s Nyayaraksamani, Madhva is mentioned in the context of an
argument between nondualists and realists. Nilakantha represents himself as doing
his bit to restore the understanding of the Upanisads’ uniformity in propounding
nondualism, a truth that had to be wrested by Nrsimhasrama from the gang of
bandits of illogic—Madhva and others, and that had to be protected by
Madhusiidana Sarasvati.'”

That said, there are not many other passages in Nilakantha’s works that name
Madhva or his followers. Nilakantha is much more preoccupied with what he sees as
rogue Advaitins. It may be that he knew of Madhva only in the context of the
defence of Advaitin philosophical claims from the technical criticisms that appeared
in works like Vyasatirtha’s Nyayamrta. The defence is represented in the works of
Advaitin authors that Nilakantha demonstrably knew: Nrsimhasrama’s Bhedad-
hikkara and Madhusiidana’s Advaitasiddhi. Beyond this strictly philosophical
controversy, it is possible that the religious doctrines of Madhva, a south Indian,

173 Cf. Minkowski, “Vedantakataka” (2016).
74 yamanujah sarvajanopahdsya madhvi katha naiva budhesu $asya. VK paribhasa, SB 27520 f. 16v.

175 yan madhvadikutarkataskaragandat —srimannysimhdsramair, achinnam madhusidanena munina
samraksitam cadarat. VK samanvaya SB 27519 f. 58r.
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might not have penetrated into the north until relatively late. That might explain
why Nilakantha speaks of the Misras as “unknown among us” (asmadiyesv
aprasiddha).'”®

Why Call Them Misras?

Why call them Misras, again? We appear to be confronted with several possibilities.
It is possible that Nilakantha understood the Misras to be northern representatives of
the Madhva tradition with some distinctive ideas of their own; or that he understood
the Misras to be something mostly different from the Madhvas; or that he did not
recognize them as Madhvas at all, though they were; or that he did not think of them
as Madhvas, because they were not at all, in which case Vanamalimisra would
probably not be the Misra in question.

I have proposed an identification with Vanamalimisra for largely incidental
reasons, assuming the first of these possibilities, that Nilakantha was describing the
views of a follower of Madhvacarya who was a Misra Brahmin. The similarities in
doctrine between Vanamali’s works and Nilakantha’s Misras have been pointed out
in the notes to the translation above. Among prominent authors of works in the
Madhva tradition, the only one called Misra is Vanamalidasa Misra or
Vanamalimisra. From the colophons of his works we know that Vanamalimisra
was born near Vrindavan to a Vaisnava family, and that he was a follower of
Madhva and a worshipper of Hayagriva.'”” He was active in the middle of the
seventeenth century, the same era in which Nilakantha was active.!”®

Why Not Think it is Vanamali

On the other hand, it must be pointed out that Nilakantha does not elsewhere use the
term ‘Misra’ in the sense in which it is used in the Sattantrisara. The only usage of
‘Misra’ to identify an author or thinker that I have been able to locate in
Nilakantha’s other writings occurs in the first part of the Vedantakataka. There it
refers to a statement made by Vacaspati MiSra in his Bhamati commentary on
Sankaracarya’s Brahmasiitrabhdsya.'"” One might explain this absence of the
Misras elsewhere in Nilakantha’s works as a sign that the Sattantrisara is a late

176 There were centres of Madhva thought and belief in Banaras in the seventeenth century, however,
though this appears to have been forgotten later. Cf. O’Hanlon, “Letters Home” (2010, p. 11); Deshpande,
‘Winner’ (2011); Varkhedkar’s Sanskrit introduction to his 1936 edition of Vanamali’'s Madhva-
mukhalankara, where he speaks of contemporary ignorance of the existence of northern Madhvas, p. 2.
taddarsanaksana eva uttarabharate dvaitasiddhantasya nasit pracara iti bhramo me vigalitah.

177 Gode, “Marutamandana” (1946); Narahari, “Marutamandana” (1948).

178 There was at least one other figure of the period called Vanamalimisra, a pupil of Bhattoji Diksita in
Banaras. See Gode, “Pupil of Bhattoji Diksita” (1947). Given the consistency of the colophons in ‘our’
Vanamali’s Vaisnava works, however, and given how different the colophons found in the works of the
grammarian are, these two were probably different people. Cf. Tagore, “Srutisiddhﬁntaprakﬁéa” (1970).

179 migras tu svena riipenabhinispadya param jyotir upasampadyata it vyacakhyuh. “mukham vyadaya

svapiti”tivac ca kvtapratyayopapattim prahuh. VK paribhasa SB 27520 f. 27r. Cf Bhamati on BrSii 4.4.3
yat sampadya nispadyata iti tan, mukham vyadaya svapititivat. tasmaj jyotir upasampanno mukta iti
suktam. Bakre’s edition, pp. 1006-1007.
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work, perhaps written only after Vanamali came to prominence. Vanamali wrote a
critique of Brahmananda Sarasvati’s defence of the Advaitasiddhi, the Gurucan-
drika, which is usually assigned to the late seventeenth century.'®® We know
independently that Nilakantha was still active in the 1690s, if nearing the end of his
career then.

It must be conceded, however, that some of the most salient doctrines of the
Misras, from Nilakantha’s point of view, are not prominent in Vanamali’s works, at
least not in the terms in which Nilakantha describes them, such as yogic perception
and time, and the fivefold difference.'®' Vanamali was classified by Dasgupta as a
Nimbarki, that is, not as a bhedavadin but as a bhedabhedavadin.'®? Potter has
labeled some of his works Dvaita and others Dvaitadvaita.'® That Vanamalimisra
has been difficult for modern scholars to classify might explain why Nilakantha
would speak of him as something other than a Madhva.

The last difficulty to mention here comes from the sixth verse of the
Sattantrisara, where Nilakantha refers to three groups among the Misras. In the
eighth verse, furthermore, he refers to the pupil (sisya) of the Misras. To date I have
found no reference to a commentary on Vanamali’s works. Who, then, were these
subvarieties of Misras, if we identify Vanamalt as our starting point? Who was the
pupil?

Abrahamic Religions?

What if we were to opt for the last possibility, viz. that the Misras were not Madhvas
at all, leaving Vanamali out of the picture altogether? After reading the
Sattantrisara 1 initially suspected that the Misras were exponents of the Abrahamic
religions. The reasons for this suspicion have been mentioned earlier: their doctrines
of a permanent heaven and hell, of salvation as attending God in heaven; of karma
simply as moral behaviour in this life, which is requited in the next without fail or
delay; of God as someone whose laws are to be followed with servile obedience,
whose minions oversee the reward and punishment of deeds; of hellish punishments
in burning heat; and of the gates of hell. None of these struck Nilakantha as being in
keeping with what he saw as mainstream Indian thinking, and one can see why.'®*

On this view, the term Misra is a larger category that would include both
Muslims and Christians. The sixth verse of the Sattantrisara, which describes the
subsets of Misras would then be about Christians and Muslims more specifically.

180 Vanamalf’s text is called the Turasginisaurabha. Khuperkar, SSD Introduction p. xxii.

'8 The reality of difference between the soul and God has been insisted on throughout the Sattantrisara
as the crucial doctrine of the Misras. On this point there is clear confirmation in Vanamali’s works. It is,
rather, the insistence on five-fold difference that is more difficult to locate.

182 Dasgupta History 3. 440—44, based on the VSS.

183 potter, Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Bibliography. The online version labels the unpublished
Visnutattvaprakasa and Vedantadipa Dvaita, VSS, SSP. SSD Dvaitadvaita. The second, earlier edition of
the bibliography (1983) listed all works as Dvaita. An excerpt of the VSS is summarized in the
Dvaitadvaita volume (15) of the EIP (Agrawal and Potter 2013, pp. 555-583).

184 T am not the first to make this mistake. See e.g. Grierson, “Madhvas, Madhvacharis” (1916), for early
suggestions that the Madhvas had been influenced by Abrahamic religions.
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There we get the idea that God has three forms: an unmanifest one, a sort of
reflection possibly in the body of the worshipper, and a entirely embodied form,
perhaps in an attempt at describing the Trinity.

There might be some additional evidence in favour of this identification, implied
by the placement of a passage in the other Sattantrisara. As mentioned above, this
anonymous text is twinned with Nilakantha’s in its organization and conception. In
the commentary on the first verse of the anonymous text, the author goes through
the views of the twelve schools (with some additions) concerning subject and object
(jiiana and jiieya), more or less sorted into the same categories of separated, mixed,
and so on that Nilakantha uses. At the end of this discussion, at the point where
Nilakantha introduces the Misras, the anonymous author mentions the views of the
Muslims. In an echo of what Nilakantha says of the Misras, the text brings in the
Yavanopadhyaya, probably Muhammad, as saying that even in salvation there is
perception of multiplicity. The author remarks that some of the Yavanopadhyaya’s
contemporary followers are seen among us. He then refers to an epigrammatic verse
of Madhusiidana Sarasvati which dismisses them as not worth bothering over:
“What knowledgeable person would give answer to the mere semblance of criticism
that this addled pathetic ‘philosopher’ of untruth baselessly bloviates aloud? The
lion does not roar back every time the cat in the village meows.”'®

To add to the confusion, it should be noted that Madhustidana penned this verse
with a Madhva in mind, Vyz'lsatirtha.186 And, in fact, Vanamali offers a riposte to
this verse in the closing verses of his Srutisiddhantaprakasa, echoing the language
of Madhustidana’s epigram: “The magnificence of Hari is propounded in the
Upanisads. It is to be contemplated by the best of sages. A demonic man, lower than
a Buddhist, bloviates baselessly that this is not so, offering hostility to Krsna, who is
the same as the All. What knowledgeable person would undertake to answer him?
Does the lion roar back at the howl of the jackal?”.'®’

Why Not Abrahamic Religions

If the Misras were indeed followers of Abrahamic religions, that would raise more
questions than it answered. How would one explain their being called Misras? Why
have they not been ‘othered’ as Yavanas or Mlecchas, as so much of the
contemporary discourse of the period would expect? And why that name in
particular? The stated purpose of Nilakantha’s Sattantrisara is to show that the
Upanisads have a unified and correct interpretation, and to exclude certain views
from a canonical scheme. Why bother over ‘alien’ religions that did not participate

185y avanopadhyayas t muktav api dvaitadarsanam asty eva. tadanusarinas ca ke cid arvacina api
drsyante. tesam upeksaniyatvam ahuh Srimanmadhusidanasarasvati-caranah: iha kumatir atattve
tattvavadi varakah, pralapati yad akande khandanabhdasam uccaih. prativacanam amusmai tasya ko
vaktu vidvan, na hi rutam anurauti gramasimhasya simha iti. (Sattantrisara, anonymous, BORI MS f.3r).

180 1t occurs in the 2d paricheda of the Advaitasiddhi, at the end of the tattva-

masyadimahavakyakhandarthopapatti, p. 709 in Anantakrsna SastiT’s ed.

87 yedantaih pratipaditam munivarair dhyeyam harer vaibhavam, yo ‘kande pralapaty atathyam iti yad

bauddhadhamo madhave. vairam samdadhad asuro ‘khilasame vaktum ca tasyottaram, vidvan ko ‘rhati
rauti kim mrgapatir gomayusabdanugah. SSP 4.6.9. There appears to be no vs. 8, however.
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even in the assumptions of this conversation, when no one had done so before?
How, moreover, would one explain the claims about yogic perception, the apparent
reliance on Upanisadic passages, and the reference to many other items of
Brahminical thought such as kalpas, karma, and so on. It is possible of course that
this is all part of Nilakantha’s imaginative reworking of the doctrines of Christians
and Muslims into a Sanskritic idiom. Or it could be that the Misras were Brahmin
converts who had carried out this reworking themselves. The reliance on astrology
might in fact be the least surprising aspect of this identification, given the
importance of historical astrology in the Islamicate knowledge traditions.'®®

Misras and Madhvas in Advaitin Doxography

If the Misras did turn out to be Muslims or Christians, the passage from
Nilakantha’s Mahabharata commentary that was cited above, which echoes the
criticisms of the Misras but is directed at sectarian Hindu worshippers, would
suggest that they occupied a similar place in the nondualist topography of thought in
his era. And indeed, Advaitin doxographies can be said to converge in their
treatment of Madhvas and of Mlecchas, or really in their omission of treatment. As
we have seen, the author of the anonymous Sattantrisara invokes Madhustidana’s
verse about Vyasatirtha to justify cutting off discussion of the Yavanas.'’

Madhustidana seems to have taken his own advice. In the Prasthanabheda he
demotes the heterodox schools to the status of foreign religions, i.e. as undeserving
of description, because they do not conduce to understanding the Vedas or to
fulfilling the ends of man any more than barbarians do.'”® The Madhvas,
meanwhile, are not mentioned at all. Nor do they appear in such other short works
as the Vedantakalpalatika and the Siddhantabindu, where Madhustidana surveys the
available schools of thought. In the Siddhantabindu, for example, Madhustdana
includes in his enumeration of views the Pafcaratras and Pasupatas, as well as the
“sextet of nastikas” that we have seen—Carvakas, Jainas and the four schools of
Buddhism. The Srivaisnavas (tridandinah) also appear in the scale of standpoints,
but not the Madhvas. Notwithstanding his Advaitasiddhi, dedicated to rejecting the
Nydayamrta of Vyasatirtha, Madhustidana does not include the Madhvas in these
synthetic discussions. This holds true for doxographic passages in other Advaitin
texts, with the exception of Vidyaranya’s Sarvadarsanasamgraha. Elsewhere, the
views of the Yavanas, when they are mentioned at all, are brought up only to rule
out their relevance.

188 See e.g. Pingree, Thousands (1968).

189 Vanamali, as we saw, replied to Madhusiidana with his own verses. This insistence on ignoring the
other has a touch of irony to it in either case, given the energy with which both Madhustidana and
Vanamali worked at refutations of their opponents.

199 “hanu nastikanam api prasthanantarani santi; tany etesv anantarbhavat prthag ganayitum ucitani.

tatha hi... (then follows the enumeration) ... evam militva nastikanam sat prasthanani. tani kasman
nocyante? satyam; vedabahyatvat tesam mlecchadiprasthanavat paramparayapi purusarthanupayogitvad
upeksaniyatvam eva. iha ca saksad va paramparaya va pumarthopayoginam vedopakarananam eva
prasthananam bhedo darsitah. tato na nyinatvasankavakasah. Prasthanabheda, Vanivilas ed. p. 2. The
Prasthanabheda is in fact an excerpt of Madhustidana’s comm. on the S‘ivamahz’mastotra, vs. 7.
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Madhustidana appears to have greatly influenced the formulation of the
doxographic passages of Nilakantha’s works, in the construction of the doxography
and in the scope of its inclusion. And yet in the Sattantrisara Nilakantha has
departed from Madhustidana and done something novel. Nor has he borrowed his
coverage from Vidyaranya. The depiction of the Madhvas in the Sar-
vadarsanasamgraha is quite different in approach. Whoever the Misras were,
whether Madhvas, or followers of the God of Abraham, or of some unknown sage,
they had not come in for this sort of coverage before.

Acknowledgements Thanks to Diwakar Acharya, Jason Birch, Jack Hawley, Fabrizio Speziale, Anand
Venkatkrishnan, and Dominik Wujastyk for help in the preparation of this article.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author
(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

Abbreviations

Adyar D K. Madhava Sarma et al, Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit
Manuscripts in the Adyar Library

BORI Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute

BrSa Brahmasiitra

EIP Karl Potter, Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies

Hall Fitzedward Hall, 4 Contribution towards an Index to the Bibliography
of the Indian Philosophical Systems

H Harvard = Harvard Manuscript 1571 of Sattantrisara (Poleman 3509)

Harvard H
Kielhorn Franz Kielhorn, Report on the Search for Sanskrit Mss. in the Bombay

CP Presidency, during the Year 1880-81
J RORI Jodhpur Manuscript 32424
N Nepal Manuscript of Sattantrisara, Vira-Pustakalaya.

Nepalardjakiya-Virapustakalayastha-hastalikhita-pustakanam
Brhatsucipatram 4-153

NAK National Archives Kathmandu, Rastriyabhilekhalaya. See Vira-
Pustakalaya

NCC V. Raghavan et al., New Catalogus Catalogorum

Poleman H.I. Poleman, A Census of Indic Manuscripts in the United States and
Canada

RORI Muni Jinavijaya, 4 Catalogue of Sanskrit and Prakrit Manuscripts in

Jodhpur the Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute

SSD Srutisiddhantadipika of Vanamalimisra, eds. Khuperkar and
Nipanikar

SSP S’rutisiddha‘ntaprakdéa of Vanamalimisra, eds. Khuperkar and
Nipanikar

@ Springer


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

An Early Modern Account of the Views of the Misras 931

SB Sarasvati Bhavan - Subhadra Jha, Descriptive catalogue of
Sanskrit manuscripts ... in the Government Sanskrit College Library
SB MS Sarasvati Bhavan Manuscript

Trav. Uni.  S. Kunjan Pillai, Alphabetical Index of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in
the University Manuscripts Library, Trivandrum

Triv. Cur. T. Ganapatisastri, 4 Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts collected by
the Curator

TCD Sambasivasastri et al., 4 Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit
Manuscripts in the Curator’s Office Library, Trivandrum
VK Vedantakataka of Nilakantha Caturdhara, comprising the

Samanvayaparicheda (SB MS 27519) and the Paribhasaparicheda
(SB MS 27520)
Vrindavan  VRI = M.L. Gupta et al., Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the

RI Vrindaban Research Institute

VRI Vrindavan RI

VSS Vedantasiddhantasamgraha of Vanamalimisra ed. Deviprasadasarma
Kavi

VTN Vedantatatparyanivedana of Govinda Caturdhara, SB MS 27459

References

Agrawal, M. M., & Potter, K. H. (2013). Bhedabheda and Dvaitadvaita systems. In Encyclopedia of
Indian Philosophies (Vol. 15). Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

Bhandarkar, R. G. (1897). Report on the search for Sanskrit manuscripts in the Bombay Presidency during
the years 1887-88,1888-89, 1889-90, 1890-91. Bombay: Government Central.

Dasgupta, S. (1922-1955). A history of indian philosophy. Cambridge: University Press.

Deshpande, M. (2011). Will the winner please stand up: Conflicting narratives of a 17th century
philosophical debate from Karnataka. In C. Talbot (Ed.), Knowing India: Colonial and modern
constructions of the past. Essays in honor of Thomas R. Trautmann (pp. 366-380). New Delhi: Yoda
Press.

Duquette, J. (forthcoming). On the reception of Ramanuja’s School in Sivadvaita Vedanta. In E. Freschi
& M. Schmiicker (Ed.), One God, One Sastra. Vienna: Austrian Academy of Sciences Press.
Ganapatisastri, T. (1912-1918). 4 catalogue of Sanskrit manuscripts collected by the Curator.

Trivandrum: Travancore Govt.

Gansten, M. (2012). Some early authorities cited by Tajika authors. Indo-Iranian Journal, 55(4), 307—
319.

Gode, P. K. (1946). Marutamandana of Vanamalin and its date—between A.D. 1575 and 1600. Indian
Historical Quarterly, 22(3), 163—168.

Gode, P. K. (1947). Vanamali Misra, a pupil of Bhattoji Diksita (1600-1660). Adyar Library Bulletin, 10
(4), 231-235.

Gode, P. K. (1950). The so-called ms. of the Advaitasiddhikhandana mentioned by Aufrecht and its
identification with the Nyayamrtasaugandhya of Vanamalin—between A.D. 1575 and 1650.
Mabharaval Silver Jubilee Commemoration Volume. Dungarpur, pp. 288-293.

Grierson, G. A. (1916). Madhvas, Madhvacharis. In J. Hastings (Ed.), Encyclopaedia of religion and
ethics (Vol. 8., pp. 232-235). Edinburgh.

Gupta, M. L, & Gupta, R. D. (1976-2010). 4 catalogue of Sanskrit manuscripts in the Vrindaban Research
Institute. Vrindaban: Vrindaban Research Institute.

Halbfass, W. (1988). The sanskrit Doxographies and the structure of Hindu Traditionalism. In India and
Europe (pp. 349-368). Albany: SUNY Press.

@ Springer



932 C. Minkowski

Hall, F. (1859). 4 contribution towards an index to the bibliography of the Indian philosophical systems.
Calcutta: Baptist Mission.

Jha, S., Upadhyaya, T. P., & The Staff of the Sarasvati Bhavan Library. (1953). Descriptive catalogue of
Sanskrit manuscripts acquired for and deposited in the Government Sanskrit College Library (Vols.
1-13). Benares: Sarasvati Bhavana.

Jinavijaya, M. (1963). 4 catalogue of Sanskrit and Prakrit manuscripts in the Rajasthan Oriental Research
Institute. Jodhpur: Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute.

Kielhorn, F. (1881). Report on the Search for Sanskrit Mss. in the Bombay Presidency, during the Year
1880-81. Bombay: Government Central Book Depdt.

Kirfel, W. (1920). Die Kosmographie Der Inder: Nach Den Quellen Dargestellt. Bonn Und Leipzig: K.
Schroeder.

Krishnamacharya, V. (1952). Descriptive catalogue of Sanskrit manuscripts in the Adyar Library (Vol. 9).
Madras: Adyar Library.

Mejor, M. (2007). Sarvamatasamgraha: An anonymous compendium of all systems. In K. Preisendanz
(Ed.), Expanding and merging horizons: Contributions to South Asian and cross-cultural studies in
commemoration of Wilhelm Halbfass (pp. 259-273). Vienna: Austrian Academy of Sciences.

Mesquita, R. (2000). Madhva, Visnutattvanirnaya: Annotierte Ubersetzung Mit Studie. Wien: Institut Fiir
Indologie Der Universitit Wien.

Minkowski, C. (2002). Nilakantha Caturdhara’s Mantrakasikhanda. Journal of the American Oriental
Society, 122(2), 329-344.

Minkowski, C. (2004). The Vedastuti and Vedic Studies: Nilakantha on Bhagavata Purana X.87. In A.
Griffiths, & J. E. M. Houben (Ed.), The Vedas: Texts, languages & ritual. Proceedings of the third
international vedic studies workshop (pp. 125-142). Groningen: Egbert Forsten.

Minkowski, C. (2010). I'll wash out your mouth with my boot: A guide to philological argument in early
modern Banaras. In S. Pollock (Ed.), Epic and argument in Sanskrit s: Essays in honor of Robert P.
Goldman (pp. 117-141). Delhi: Manohar.

Minkowski, C. (2016). Appayya’s Vedanta and Nilakantha’s Vedantakataka. Journal of Indian
Philosophy, 44(1), 95-114.

Minkowski, C. (2016). Maryadam ullanghya: the boundaries of interpretation in early modern India. In A.
Grafton & G. Most (Ed.), Canonical texts and scholarly practices: A global comparative approach
(pp- 90-109). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Minkowski, C. (2017). Nilakantha Caturdhara’s Advaita Vedanta. In J. Ganeri (Ed.), The Oxford
handbook of Indian philosophy (pp. 643-656). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Narahari, H. G. (1948). The Marutamandana of Vanamalimisra. Indian Historical Quarterly, 24, 323—
324.

Narain, K. (1962). An outline of Madhva philosophy. Allahabad: Udayana Publications.

O’Hanlon, R. (2010). Letters home: Banaras pandits and the Maratha regions in early modern India.
Modern Asian Studies, 44(2), 201-240.

Pillai, S. K. (1957-2000). Alphabetical index of the Sanskrit manuscripts in the University Manuscripts
Library, Trivandrum. Trivandrum: Alliance Print Works.

Pingree, D. E. (1968). The Thousands of Abii Ma ‘shar. London: Warburg Institute.

Pingree, D. E. (1997) Tajika: Persian astrology in Sanskrit. In From astral omens to astrology: From
Babylon to Bikaner (pp. 79-90). Roma: Istituto Italiano per L’ Africa e L’Oriente.

Poleman, H. 1. (1938). A census of Indic manuscripts in the United States and Canada. New Haven:
American Oriental Society.

Potter, K. H. (1983). Encyclopedia of Indian philosophies (2nd Rev ed., Vol. 1)., Bibliography Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass.

Raghavan, V., Raja, K. K., Dash, S., Aufrecht, T. (1949-2015). New catalogus catalogorum: An
alphabetical register of Sanskrit and allied works and authors. Madras: Madras University.

Raja, K. K. (1958). The contribution of Kerala to Sanskrit literature. Madras: Madras University.

Sarma, D. (2003). An introduction to Madhva Vedanta. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Sharma, B. N. K. (1986). Philosophy of Sri Madhvacarya (Rev ed.). Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

Tagore, G. V. (1970). Vanamali Misra’s Smtisiddhdntapmkds’a. ABORI, 51, 231-239

Vira-Pustakalaya. (1960). Nepalardjakiya-Virapustakalayasthahastalikhitapustakanam Brhatsiicipatram.
Kathamadaum: Virapustakalaya.

@ Springer



An Early Modern Account of the Views of the Misras 933

Sanskrit sources

Advaitasiddhi of Madhusidanasarasvati: With the Commentaries Gaudabrahmanandr with Vit-
thalesopadhyayi,  Siddhivyakhya of Balabhadra and Nyayamrta-advaitasuddhi-tarangini-
laghuchandrikd, ed. N.S. Anantakrishna Sastri. Bombay: Nirnaya-sagar Press, 1915.

The Brahmasiitra-Shankarbhdshyam : With the Commentaries Ratnaprabhd, Bhdmati and Nydyanirnaya
of Shrigovinddnanda, Vichaspati and Anandagiri, ed. Mahadevasarma Bakre. 2nd ed. Bombay:
Nirnaya-Sagar Press, 1909.

Brahmasitrasiddhantamuktavalih of Vanamalimisra, ed. Balacarya Madhavacarya Khuperakara. Pune:
Anandasrama, 1942.

Carakasamhita, ed. Yadavasarma Trivikrama. Bombay: Nirnayasagara Press, 1941.

Madhvamukhalankarah of Vanamalimisra, ed. Narasimhacarya Varakhedakar. Benares City: Princess of
Wales Sarasvati Bhavana Texts, 1936.

Mahabharatam with the Commentary of Nilakantha, ed. Ramachandrashastri Kimjavadekara. Poona:
Citrashala Press, 1929-36.

The Nydyavdrttikatatparyatikd of Vidchaspati Misra, ed. Gangadhara Sastri Tailanga. Benares: E.J.
Lazarus, 1898.

Pandita Durveka Misra'’s Dharmottarapradipa, a sub-commentary on Dharmottara’s Nyayabindutika, ed.
Dalsukh Bhai Malvania. Patna: Kashiprasad Jayaswal Research Institute, 1955.

Prasthanabhedah of Madhusuidana Sarasvati. érirar'lgam: Vanivilasa Press 1912.

The Santiparvan, Part IIl : Moksadharma, B, ed. S.K. Belvalkar Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research
Institute, 1954.

The Sarvadarsanakaumudi of Madhavasarasvati, ed. K. Sambasivasastri. Trivandrum, 1938.

The Sarvamatasangraha, ed. T. Ganapatisastr1. Trivandrum: Printed by the Govt., 1918.

Sarvamatasamgraha of M. Narayanabhatta (1560-1656), ed. M. Madhavan Unni. Trivandrum, 1977.

S‘ivapura'na. Bombay: Srivenkate$vara Steam Press, 1884.

Srutisiddhantadipika Srutisiddhantaprakasas ca: Srivanamalimisraviracita-granthadvayam, eds. Bala-
carya Khuperkar and Raghavendra Nipanikar. Kolhapur: Sivﬁji Vidyapitha, 1968.

Vicaspatimisras Tattvakaumudi: Ein Beitrag Zur Textkritik Bei Kontaminierter Uberlieferung, ed.
Srinivasa Ayya Srinivasan. Hamburg: De Gruyter, 1967.

The Early Upanisads: Annotated Text and Translation, ed. Patrick Olivelle. New York: Oxford UP, 1998.

Vedantasiddhantasangrahah with a commentary by Sri Banamali Misra, ed. Deviprasadasarma Kavi.
Benares: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Book-Depot, 1912.

Pataiijalayogadarsanam: Vacaspatimisraviracita-Tattvavaisaradi-Vijiianabhiksukrta-Yogavarttikav-
ibhusita-Vyasabhasyasametam, ed. Srinﬁrayana Misra. Delhi: Bharatiya Vidya Prakasana, 1971.

@ Springer



	An Early Modern Account of the Views of the Mi&#347;ras
	Ab�stract
	In�tro�duc�tion
	The Text and&blank;the&blank;Author: The Ṣaṭtantrīsāra of&blank;Nīlakaṇṭha Catur�d�hara
	The Dox�o�graphic Con�text of&blank;the&blank;Ṣaṭtantrīsāra
	The Struc�ture of&blank;the&blank;Text
	Pas�sages of&blank;the&blank;Ṣaṭtantrīsāra About the&blank;Miśras
	Verse 1: On What Really Exists and&blank;How
	Verse 2: On What There is in&blank;Lib�er�a�tion
	Verse 3: On What Explains Ordi�nary Exis�tence
	Verse 4: The View of&blank;the&blank;Miśras
	Verse 5: The Basis in&blank;śruti for&blank;the&blank;Miśras’ Views
	Verse 6: Alter�na�tive Views Among the&blank;Miśras
	Verse 7: The Refu�ta�tion of&blank;the&blank;Miśras’ Views
	Verse 8: Fur�ther Crit�i�cism of&blank;Their Views
	Verses 9 and&blank;10: Non�d�u�al�ism as&blank;the&blank;Teach�ing of&blank;the&blank;Upaniṣads

	Con�clu�sion
	Who were the&blank;Miśras?
	Rea�sons to&blank;Think that&blank;the&blank;Miśras Might Not Be Mādhvas
	Why Not Call Them Mādhvas?
	Why Call Them Miśras?
	Why Not Think it is Vanamālī
	Abra�hamic Reli�gions?
	Why Not Abra�hamic Reli�gions
	Miśras and&blank;Mādhvas in&blank;Ad�vaitin Dox�og�ra�phy

	Ac�knowl�edge�ments
	Ref�er�ences




