On reason and scripture in the Pratyabhijna*

Isabelle Ratié

Introduction - the paradoxical supremacy of agama as a means of
knowledge in a system that claims to be a rational path towards
liberation

It has often been noticed that the Kashmiri Utpaladeva (fl. c. 925-
975) and his commentator Abhinavagupta (fl. c. 975-1025) have in-
troduced significant novelties in the nondualistic Saivism to which
they adhered by putting aside scriptural authority and engaging
in a systematic rational dialogue with other Indian philosophical
schools, both Buddhist and Brahmanical.' The Pratyabhijiia treatise,’

* Most sincere thanks are due to Alexis Sanderson, with whose generous
help I read many of the IPV passages quoted here; to Helmut Krasser,
who gave me the opportunity of working for five delightful months at
the Institute for the Cultural and Intellectual History of Asia in Vien-
na, and who thus provided the wonderfully learned and friendly envi-
ronment in which this article was written; and to Vincent Eltschinger,
whose very insightful remarks in the course of informal discussions on
dgama were a constant help. Helmut Krasser and Vincent Eltschinger
also read a first version of this paper with remarkable care and their
comments led to countless significant improvements.

See Frauwallner 1962: 22, Sanderson 1985: 203, Sanderson 1988: 694,
Torella 2002: xiii; see also e.g. Bronkhorst 1996: 603-604, Watson
2006: 88-89, and Ratié 2011a: 6-14.

Le., Utpaladeva’s IPK, on which Utpaladeva himself has written two
commentaries: a short Vrtti and a more detailed Vivrti (unfortunately,
only a few fragments of the latter are known to date; see Torella 1988,
2007a, b, c and d, Kawajiri forthcoming and Ratié forthcoming b and
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which aims at showing that reality is nothing but Siva conceived as
a single, omniscient and omnipotent consciousness, primarily con-
sists in a phenomenological analysis of conscious events and in po-
lemical discussions with various Indian schools of thought regard-
ing the way these events should be interpreted. As Raffaele Torella
has emphasized, in this treatise Utpaladeva only has recourse to the
Saiva scriptures (dgama)’ a posteriori, as a mere confirmation of
that which has already been demonstrated through the independent
means of experience (anubhava) and reason (yukti).’

c). Abhinavagupta has written two commentaries on Utpaladeva’s
Pratyabhijfia works: the IPV and the much more detailed IPVV. Unless
otherwise stated, the texts mentioned are that of the Kashmir Series
of Texts and Studies edition; the variants encountered in the Bhaskari
edition and in the consulted manuscripts of the IPV and IPVV are men-
tioned only when an emendation is proposed.

In fact, as noted in Eltschinger 2007: 18-19, the translation of agama as
scripture is inadequate insofar as “le mot sanskrit agama ne comporte
aucune connotation liée a I’écrit (sanskrit likh-)” and mostly designates
a category of texts that have come down (agata) to us through tradition
(see also Oberhammer 1974a: 17-18). However, the term is very often
used to denote a text that is authoritative by principle from the point
of view of a given religious tradition (even though as will be seen be-
low, Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta for instance present this meaning
of the word as only secondary), and in this sense it can be considered
more or less equivalent to the word “scripture.”

See Torella 2002: xxx, and Torella 2008: 517. It is worth noting that
according to Abhinavagupta, even in the Agama section of the treatise
(which only comes after two much longer sections where Utpaladeva
uses “the sole force of argumentation,” Torella 2002: xxx), Utpaladeva
deals with matters that are not only taught in Saiva scriptures but also
supported by reason. See e.g. the introductions to the first chapter of
this section: IPV 11 187-188: ... tam paramesvaragamasiddham yuktyapy
anugatam pratyekatas® tattvagramam darSayatity ahnikatatparyam.
[V pratyekatas |, L, S2, SOAS, Bhaskari : pratikatas KSTS, S1; p.n.p. P]
“Here is the gist of the chapter: [Utpaladeva] expounds [here]| one by
one all the ontological categories (tattva) that are established by the
scriptures (@gama) of the Highest Lord [and] confirmed by reason (yuk-
ti) as well.” IPVV Il 256: ... Sivadidharanyantanam tattvanam parames-
varagamasiddham yuktyapy anugrhyamanam pratyekatah svartipam
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Utpaladeva himself describes this innovative strategy within non-
dualistic Saivism as a “new path”5 towards liberation, and its infer-
ential nature is repeatedly asserted by Abhinavagupta.® It obviously
stems from a “decision to emerge into the open, to escape from the
dimension of a restricted circle of adepts [...] and to offer itself im-
plicitly as an alternative to the dominant Saiva Siddhanta.”” At first
sight though, this strategy seems somehow at odds with the hierar-
chy of the means of knowledge (pramana) presented by these philos-
ophers: according to Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta - who rely, here
as elsewhere, on Bhartrhari’s views"- scripture (@gama) as a means
of knowledge is “as it were the life of perception and [inference];”
experience and reason are only secondary and less powerful means
of knowledge the validity of which ultimately rests on agama. How
then can Utpaladeva consider that the inferential discourse of his
treatise is a proper and independent means of liberation? How does
he conciliate the claim of an autonomous rational inquiry with the
statement that scripture is the very life of all means of knowledge?
The present article aims at answering these questions while exam-
ining Utpaladeva’s definition of the epistemic validity of scriptures
as well as his conception of the treatise as a means of liberation.

darsayati. “[In this chapter, Utpaladeva] expounds one by one the na-
ture - which is established through the scriptures of the Highest Lord
and also supported by reason - of [each] ontological category, begin-
ning with Siva and ending with Earth.”

* navo margah, 1PK 4.16; cf. Vrtti 80: abhinavo margah.
® See Ratié 2009: 352, fn. 9, and below, fn. 111 and 112.
’ Torella 2002: xiii.

® As regards Bhartrhari’s crucial influence on Utpaladeva’s thought (and
the discrepancy in this regard between Somananda’s SD and Utpala-
deva’s IPK and commentaries), see Torella 2008; on the importance of
the grammarian-philosopher with respect to Utpaladeva’s definition of
dgama in particular, see R. Torella’s contribution to the present volume.

® pratyaksader api jivitakalpah (IPV 11 80).
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Two meanings of the word agama: realization (vimarsa) and the
group of words (Sabdarasi) that expresses it

Most Brahmanical currents ascribe to agama, understood as a text
endowed with scriptural authority, an independent status as a (valid)
means of knowledge (pramdna).” While many among these cur-
rents consider that its validity as a means of knowledge (pramanya)
rests on the fact that it was stated by a trustworthy or authoritative
person (dpta),” the Mimamsakas contend that scriptural authority
is guaranteed by the fact that scripture, far from being created by
human beings (pauruseya), reveals itself naturally,” and in this re-
spect at least Bhartrhari seems to hold a rather similar position in-
sofar as he emphasizes that revelation (Sruti) is said to be authorless
(akartrka).” Many Buddhists adopt a much more critical attitude to-
wards scriptural authority: Dharmakirti for instance subjects scrip-
ture to the examination of reason, considering that it can be said to
be valid only provided that its reliability (avisamvaditva) has been
shown through rational arguments.”

In the Pratyabhijiia corpus, the question of the epistemic valid-
ity of scripture only appears in Abhinavagupta’s commentaries on
the two verses of the treatise that define the means of knowledge in
general,” but from Abhinavagupta’s IPVV it is obvious that Utpala-

 On the exception of the Vaiéesika, which does not acknowledge ver-
bal testimony as a means of knowledge distinct from inference, see
e.g. Chemparathy 1983: 8 and 20, Lyssenko 1998: 111 and Eltschinger
2007: 69-70.

" On this notion, see e.g. Oberhammer 1974b, Chemparathy 1983, van Bij-
lert 1989: 17, Lyssenko 1998: 111 and Eltschinger 2007: 76, n. 28.

? See e.g.D’Sa 1980, Chemparathy 1983: 15-17 and Eltschinger 2007: 115
ff.

" See Aklujkar 1991: 11, n. 5 and Eltschinger 2007: 115-116, fn. 1 (quo-
ting VP 1.136 and VPV 203, according to which the Veda’s sentences are
apauruseya).

* See e.g. Seyfort Ruegg 1994: 313-314 and Eltschinger 2007.
® IPK 2.3.1-2: idam etadrg ity evam yadvasad vyavatisthate / vastu pra-
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deva’s almost entirely lost Vivrti contained a detailed discussion on
this topic.

According to Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, dgama is first
and foremost a kind of realization (vimarsa). This key word in the
Pratyabhijiia system designates the act through which conscious-
ness, instead of passively reflecting its objects as a mirror, actively
grasps itself as being the consciousness of this or that. This dynamic
feature of consciousness is conceived as essentially verbal, since the
Pratyabhijiia philosophers consider that any cognitive apprehension
is of a linguistic nature (although in the case of immediate percep-
tion for instance it expresses itself in a sort of silent proto-language):
being conscious of oneself, or being conscious of (being conscious
of) an object, amounts to expressing oneself as being so and so, even
in situations where consciousness seems devoid of any linguistic
aspect.”

Far from being contingent, this ability of consciousness to grasp
itself as being this or that constitutes its very essence and is fun-
damental to the system in its epistemological as well as metaphysi-
cal and cosmological aspects, since the Saiva nondualists hold that

manam tat so’pi svabhaso’bhinavodayah // so’ntastathavimarsatma de-
Sakaladyabhedini / ekabhidhanavisaye mitir vastuny abadhita // “The
means of knowledge is that thanks to which a thing is determined as
existing thus: ‘this, which is such;’ itis the self-manifestation (svabhadsa)
that arises [while being] new. This [manifestation,] which consists in
such an internal realization (vimarsa), is the knowledge [resulting from
the cognitive act] (miti) [provided it is] not contradicted; [this know-
ledge] regards a thing that is not differentiated by a [particular] place,
time or [form and] is denoted by a single word.”

*® On vimarsa and other related words see e.g. Frauwallner 1962: 22,

Padoux 1963: 145-151 (where their relationship with para vak, “the
supreme speech,” is examined), Alper 1987, Torella 2002: xxiv-xxv
(mentioning Bhartrhari’s influence on Utpaladeva’s understanding of
vimarsa while noting in fn. 34 that this notion “may also be considered
as a development in philosophical terms of the experience of the ‘ef-
fervescence of all Powers’ (sarvasaktivilolata)” derived by Somananda
from Saiva scriptures), Ratié 2007: 337, fn. 51 and 339-340, and Ratié
2011a: 158-167 and 495-543.
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there is nothing outside of Siva understood as an all-encompassing
consciousness, and that this unique consciousness creates the uni-
verse merely by grasping (vimrs-) itself in the form of the universe.

In his commentaries, not only does Abhinavagupta present agama
as such a kind of grasp or realization: he explains that agama is a
particularly intense kind of vimarsa of which scriptures are only a
secondary expression. Thus according to him, the word agama has
two different but related (and hierarchized) meanings: in a literal or
primary (mukhya) sense, dgama denotes a particularly intense intui-
tion, whereas in a figurative or secondary sense, it designates what
we could translate as scripture, i.e., a speech or a text considered as
authoritative by a certain religious tradition - and it is dqgama under-
stood in the first sense that gives it meaning and validity to agama
in the second sense:

As for what is called agama, it is the essential activity of the Lord
whose nature is consciousness - [an activity] which is internal, which
consists in speech, the essence of which is an extremely intense reali-
zation (dradhiyastamavimarsa), and which is as it were the life of per-
ception and [inference]. That which is realized through this [dgama] as
being such is exactly such, as in ‘this poison cannot kill me [for] [ am
Garuda himself’” However, a group of words ($abdarasi) which is in
accordance with such a realization having speech as its essence is also
a means of knowledge - for instance, the Veda, the [scriptures of the
Saiva]siddhanta, etc., or even other [texts] such as the scriptures of the
Buddhists or [those of] the Jains, etc. 1

" Such formulas are presented in the Nyaya as analogous to dgama, their

efficacy being invoked to demonstrate by analogy the authority of the
Vedas, and they are more or less equated with dgama insofar as their
validity is due to the fact that they are uttered by omniscient apta-s (see
e.g. Chemparathy 1983: 40-52). On the identification of mantra-s with
the Veda in Bhartrhari, see Aklujkar 1991: 1 and 12, n. 8 and Aklujkar
2009: 21 and 36-37. On the example given here of mantra-s meant to
neutralize snake poison and on the notion of garudamantra, see Elts-
chinger 2001: 16, 45, fn. 174 and 47-49.

[PV 11 80-81: dgamas tu namantarah $abdanartpo dradhiyastamavi-
marsatma citsvabhdavasyesvarasyantaranga eva vyapdrah pratyaksader
api jivitakalpah; tena yad yathamrstam® tat tathaiva, yatha naitad visam

18
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Similarly, in the IPVV, Abhinavagupta explains:

[Agama] consists in speech - [i.e,, it] is a realization (vimarsana) that
is the internal, essential form of that which consists in consciousness,
and it] is as it were the life of perception and [inference]; that which
is realized through this [@gama] as being such is exactly such - in this
regard [nobody] disagrees -, as in “I, who am Garuda himself, play with
snakes [and] transform poison into nectar.” And accordingly, they say
that ‘he who can [mentally] make himself such in this regard is indeed
such,” and ‘he [who] knows himself [as being] such, the gods know him
as such.” Therefore [we] call dgama in a literal sense (mukhyataya) this
very realization; but in a figurative sense (upacarena), [we] also [call
dagama] a group of words that produces this [realization], because of its
causal role (upayogitva) with respect to this [realization].19

The distinction is reminiscent of Bhartrhari’s twofold use of the
word “Veda.”” Equally worth noting is the fact that Abhinavagupta
identifies agama in the first, “literal” sense of the term with prasid-
dhi.” The latter term often designates a common, consensual or pub-

mam marayati garuda evaham iti. tatra tu tathavidhe Sabdanatmani vi-
marse’nukiilyam yo bhajate sabdarasih so’pi pramanam yatha vedasid-
dhantadir anyo’pi va bauddharhatagamadih. [®yad yathamrstam ], P, B,
SOAS, Bhaskari : yad yad amrstam KSTS, L, S1, S2, SOAS].

® IPVV 1II 84: Sabdanartipatvam vimarsanam yad antaram citsvabhava-
syantarangam ripam pratyaksader api jivitakalpam tena yad yatha®
vimrstam tat tathaiva bhavatiti ndatra vivado yatha garuda evaham
kridami pannagair visam amrtikaromiti. tatha cahur dtmdnam yddrsam
yo’tra bhavayet tadrso hy asdv ity atmanam yadrsam veda deva enam
tathad vidur iti ca. tatah sa eva vimarsa dgama ity ucyate mukhyataya,
tadupayogitaya tiipacdrena tajjanako’pi sabdarasih. [Vyad yatha conj. :
yad KSTS, BL.]

* On the two meanings of Veda (as a subtle unitary form or as the texts
that express it) in the VP, see e.g. Aklujkar 1991: 5 and 14, n. 33, and
Aklujkar 2009: 54-55 (and note the use of the word rasi with respect
to the collection of Vedic texts as opposed to the unitary subtle form of
the Veda).

% See e.g. TA 35.2ab: prasiddhim anusandhdya saiva cagama ucyate / “One
talks about dgama when having prasiddhi in mind.” Cf. TAV XII 356:
saiva ca prasiddhir dgama ucyate. “And it is this prasiddhi that [we] call
agama.”
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lic knowledge or usage (prasiddha can mean “well known,” “known
of all”), and in some of the Pratyabhijiia texts where it appears, it
could be understood as a knowledge inherited by hearsay from tra-
dition. However, it also bears there other shades of meaning that
prevent from simply equating it with a kind of traditional knowl-
edge, so that finding an equivalent in European languages proves to
be a particularly arduous task. Prasiddhi has to do with an intuitive
knowledge and is related to pratibhd, “intuition.””” Nonetheless this
intuition, while being prediscursive in the sense that it appears be-
fore any kind of reasoning, is also essentially related to language as
it is a kind of realization (vimarsa) through which consciousness ex-
presses its own awareness. It also has to do with some sort of belief
insofar as it rests neither on perception nor on inference.” However,
it is not the result of the previous examination and acceptance of
a statement that the knowing subject would first scrutinize before
acknowledging its truth or at least its plausibility; nor is it a kind
of awareness in which a doubt might remain.” In the Pratyabhijiia
texts, the word prasiddhi therefore denotes some kind of a priori
certainty,” provided that here we understand a priori to mean that
this knowledge is anterior both to perception and reasoning, since it
extends to the intuitive understanding that experts have of objects

* On the relation between prasiddhi and pratibhd, and on Bhartrhari’s in-
fluence as regards the notion of prasiddhi in Pratyabhijfia texts, see R.
Torella’s contribution to the present volume. See also, on the meaning(s)
of pratibha in Bhartrhari’s works, Aklujkar 2010: 391.

* Thus Raniero Gnoli eventually chose to translate it as “credenza” in his
translation of the TA (see Gnoli 1999: 628, n. 1).

* See,e.g., TA35.19cd-20: prasiddhiscaviganotthdpratitihSabdanatmika //
matuh svabhavo yat tasyam sankate naisa jatucit / svakrtatvavasad eva
sarvavit sa hi sankarah // “And prasiddhi, which is a knowledge that
arises without contradiction [and] has speech as its essence, is the
[very] nature of the subject; with respect to it this [subject] never has
any doubt, precisely because he himself has created [it]; for [this sub-
ject] is Sankara [himself], who is omniscient.”

* Cf. R. Gnoli’s first translation as “certezza a priori” (see Gnoli 1999: 628,
n. 1).
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that belong to their field of expertise® as well as to what we would
probably term the “instinct” of animals or children to behave in a
particular way.”

The Pratyabhijiia’s hierarchy of the means of knowledge: the supe-
riority of agama over perception and inference

From this point of view, at first sight the Pratyabhijiid’s position is
very close to that of the Brahmanical thinkers who consider in their
vast majority that agama need not and should not be subjected to a
rational examination. The Pratyabhijiia philosophers present agama
not only as an independent means of knowledge, but as a means
of knowledge superior to all the others, and Abhinavagupta him-
self insists on his agreement in this respect with Bhartrhari or the
Naiyayikas.”

Thus Abhinavagupta argues that even immediate perception re-
quires the a priori certainty (prasiddhi) in which agama primarily
consists. In these passages he seems to rely implicitly on the Bud-
dhist epistemologists’ definition of the means of knowledge insofar
as he presupposes that a pramana in general (and perception in par-
ticular) is that which enables to successfully reach an object endowed
with a certain efficacy (arthakriyad).” But whereas Dharmakirti con-

* See e.g. VP 1.35 and TSa 195-196, quoted below, fn. 48.

7 See e.g. TA 35.3cd ff, quoted below (fn. 33, 35 and 38). Here again,
Bhartrhari’s influence is obvious; see e.g. Houben 1997: 326: “For
Bhartrhari intuition (including even instinct) and traditional knowl-
edge are not contradictory, but rather the two sides of one coin, or the
two extremes of a single continuum.”

See below, fn. 63.

Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta know Dharmakirti’s famous definition
of the means of knowledge in PV Pramanasiddhipariccheda 1ab and
5c: pramanam avisamvadi jidnam... ajidtarthaprakaso va. “The means
of knowledge is a cognition that does not deceive (avisamvadin) [...] or
the manifestation of an object that was not known [so far].” The se-
cond part of the definition (in fact borrowed from the Mimamsakas,
see Krasser 2001 and Kataoka 2003) is explicitly included in Utpala-

28

29
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siders that perception occurs independently of agama, according to

deva’s own definition (see IPK 2.3.1, quoted above, fn. 15: the means of
knowledge is a manifestation that “arises [while being] new”). As for
the first part, Utpaladeva was explaining in his lost Vivrti that it is also
included in his own definition, although implicitly. See IPVV III 73-74:
nanv avisamvaditvam pramanasya yal laksanam kim iha tyaktam eva
tat? na tyaktam laukikatvad® iti darsayaty vasty iti. vastu vyavatisthata
iti hy anena tad evoktam. [® laukikatvad conj. : lokikatvad KSTS]. “[An
objector:] But why is the characteristic of the means of knowledge that
is the property of not deceiving (avisamvaditva) abandoned here|, in
Utpaladeva’s definition]? In [the sentence beginning with] ‘The thing.../
[Utpaladeva] shows that [in fact] it is not abandoned, because of its ha-
ving a mundane [value]; for this very [characteristic] has been stated
[by Utpaladeva when saying in his verse that the means of knowledge
is that thanks to which] ‘a thing is determined’ (vastu vyavatisthate).”
The Pratyabhijia philosophers thus appropriate the Buddhist defi-
nition of pramdna but claim to give it its full meaning: according to
Abhinavagupta, it would be empty if it were not inserted within Utpa-
ladeva’s more complete definition, because on its own it fails to express
the essential property of the means of knowledge. See IPV II 84-85:
yas tv avisamvadakatvam tasya laksanam aha tenapi prapakatvam pra-
vartakatvam pravrttiyogyasakyapraptikavastipadarsakatvam prama-
nalaksanam bruvatd na kimcit pramdanabhimatabodhavisrantam sva-
rupamuktam, tacced anenalaksanena nirvahyate tannirvyiudhambhavaty
anyatha, mukhabharngamitrdhakampangulimotanadimatratattvam tad
ity alam vistarena. “As for the [Buddhist opponent] who states that the
characteristic of the [means of knowledge] is the fact that it does not
deceive (avisamvadakatva), while saying that the characteristic of the
means of knowledge is the fact that it enables to obtain [the object]
(prapakatva) [and] that it prompts towards the object (pravartaka-
tva), [i.e.] the fact that it shows an entity the obtainment of which is
possible [and] which is fit for [being the object of] activity, he himself
has defined no nature whatsoever that would rest on consciousness,
[although it is consciousness] which is considered a means of knowle-
dge. And if [a follower of Dharmakirti answers] that this [definition by
Dharmakirti] enables to establish this [nature, we answer that] it is de
facto established otherwise: this [argument] amounts to nothing but
a grimace, a shaking of the head, a snap of the fingers and the like - so
enough with this digression.” The opponent targetted in this passage
is probably Dharmottara (on Dharmottara’s theory of knowledge and
particularly on his use of the vocabulary employed here by Abhinava-
gupta, see Krasser 1995: 247-248). On the Buddhist epistemologists’
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Abhinavagupta, this very definition of perception necessarily im-
plies the dgama’s intervention. Thus in the IPVV, he notices:

To explain: even that which is directly perceived (pratyaksadrsta) nec-
essarily requires an a priori certainty (prasiddhi) characterised as
dgama [and] used by the learned with respect to the [various] efficacies
(arthakriya) [of perceived objects], [in the form] “this is a cow whose
milk is wholesome and pure,” and “this is a she-ass whose milk weak-
ens the digestive faculty and is impure.””

In his TA, Abhinavagupta was already emphasizing that perception
requires an a priori certainty considered as identical with agama:

Even perception - which arises thanks to particular [causes] such as a
visual organ, a Self, a source of light, an object and so on - requires at
[its] root an a priori certainty (prasiddhi) consisting thus [in agamal].
This very [requirement] is made obvious through [a reasoning based
on] co-absence (vyatireka):” what would a child who was [just] born in
a [place] surrounded from all sides [by various objects],” who is alone
[and] hungry, do [without the a priori certainty]? What would he take?
How would he see? Why would he move?”

principle that the means of knowledge prompts to act (pravartaka)
and enables to obtain (prdapaka) the object, see e.g. NBT 19: adhigate
carthe pravartitah purusah prapitas carthah. “When the object is known
[through the means of knowledge], the individual is prompted to act
(pravartita) [towards this object] and the object is made to be obtained
(prapita).” On Utpaladeva’s strategy of systematic annexation of Budd-
hist epistemology, see Torella 1992.

* IPVV 11l 83: tatha hi pratyaksadrstam apy arthakriyasu Sistair yojyama-

nam agamalaksanam prasiddhim apeksata eva - iyam sa gaur yasyah
ksiram pathyam pavitram ca, iyam sa gardabhi yasyah payo’gnisadanam
apavitram ceti. On agnisadana/agnisada, see Meulenbeld 1999: 440.

* Le., by showing that perception could not occur in the absence of pra-

siddhi.

* Cf. TAV ad loc. (sarvato nanavidharthasarthasamvalite sthane), quoted

below, fn. 34.

* TA35.3cd-5ab: pratyaksamapinetratmadiparthadivisesajam // apeksate

tatra miule prasiddhim tam tathdatmikam / etad eva vyatirekadvdrena
vyanakty abhitahsamvrte jata ekaki ksudhitah Sisuh // kim karotu kim
adattam kena pasyatu kim vrajet /



386 Isabelle Ratié

As Jayaratha explains,34 a new-born child - who, by definition, has
not received any teaching - is not capable of perceiving the objects
that surround him because in order to perceive them as objects
(and therefore, as possible means of fulfilling his needs), he must
first grasp himself (as having particular needs, as being different
from the objects surrounding him, etc.), but this grasp or realiza-
tion (avamarsa) is not contained within the bare awareness of some-
thing’s immediate presence in which perception consists. One could
object that the knowledge thanks to which the child goes towards a
particular object such as milk is in fact the mere product of repeated
experiences that progressively endow the child with the knowledge
of a co-presence and co-absence (anvayavyatireka) through which he
infers that milk for instance is good for him because whenever he
drinks milk he feels good, whereas whenever he does not he wastes
away.” However, according to Abhinavagupta, this thesis is not
sound because the child does not desire just any object before real-
izing that one of them is more suitable than the others: his urge, far
from being the result of a series of experiences driven by arbitrary
intuitions, is determined from the beginning as an urge to drink
milk (and not earth for instance), and the child’s awareness that he

* TAV XII 358: tadaharjato hi balah sarvato nanavidharthasarthasamvalite
sthane ksudhitah sakankso’py ekaky apraptaparopadesah kim karotu
vina svavamarsatmikam prasiddhim niyatavisayahdnadanavyavaharo
balasya na syad ity arthah. “For although a new-born child who is in a
place surrounded from all sides by a multitude of objects of all kinds
[and] who is hungry has needs, [since] being alone, he has not received
somebody else’s teaching, what would he do without the a priori cer-
tainty that consists in the realization of himself (svavamarsa)? [Ab-
hinavagupta] means that [such a] child cannot have the behaviour
(vyavahara) consisting in rejecting and taking according to [each] par-
ticular object.”

* This objection is stated in TA 35.5cd-6: nanu vastusatakirne sthane’py

asya yad eva hi // paSyato jighrato vapi sprsatah samprasidati / cetas tad
evadaya drak so’nvayavyatirekabhak // “But even in [that] place full of
innumerable things, the mind of this [child] who is seeing, smelling or
touching experiences satisfaction; [and] having grasped precisely that
[which he has seen, smelt or touched with pleasure], he quickly acquires
[the knowledge of] co-presence and co-absence (anvayavyatireka).”
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is satisfied and that his satisfaction is caused by the particular entity
that is milk has nothing to do with inference (since this awareness
is of an immediate nature) or with perception (since perception is a
means of knowing external objects and not internal states).

Indian philosophers often have recourse to the notion of impreg-
nation (vasana) understood as a residual trace (samskara) left by
a former experience to explain some states of consciousness such
as memory that are determined by past conscious events, and the
child’s awareness could be considered to be thus determined by a la-
tent trace left by a knowledge acquired in a former life. In fact such an
explanation is found in Bhartrhari’s VP (where it is used as an argu-
ment in favour of the linguistic nature of all perceptions)™ but also in
various works - whether Brahmanical or Buddhist - concerned with
demonstrating transmigration.” Now, according to Abhinavagupta,

* See VP 1.113: itikartavyata loke sarva sabdavyapasraya | yam purva-
hitasamskaro balo’pi pratipadyate // “In this world, any [awareness]
that [something] has to be done in this [or that] way (itikartavyata) is
grounded in speech; even a child reaches this [awareness insofar as]
residual traces were left [in him] in previous [lives].”

¥ Regarding Brahmanical sources see e.g. NSt 3.1.21, which adduces the

following reason for considering that the self transmigrates: pretya-
harabhyasakrtat stanyabhilasat // “Because of the [child’s] desire for
breast-milk, which is produced by the repeated practice of taking food
[in a previous life and occurs in the child] after he has departed [from
his previous body].” (On the meaning of pretya here see NBh 148: sa
khalv ayam atma purvasarirdt pretya sarirdntaram dapannah... “Indeed,
this very self, having departed from [its] previous body [and] being en-
dowed with another body...”). As for the argument on the Buddhist side,
see e.g. TS 1939-1941: api ca stanapanadav abhildaso pravartate / udve-
ga upaghate ca sadyojanmabhrtam api // ruditastanapanadikaryendsau
ca gamyate / sa ca sarvo vikalpatma sa ca namanusangavan // na nama-
riupam abhyastam asmin janmani vidyate / tesam canyabhavabhave tad-
ucchedah prasajyate // “Moreover, even in new-born [children], a desire
to drink milk for instance occurs, as well as a fear of injuries; and [we]
know this from the [perceptible] effect [of this desire or fear, namely]
the fact that [the child] cries, drinks milk, etc. Now, all these [desire
and fear, etc., regarding particular objects] consist in conceptual cogni-
tions (vikalpa) and are associated with names; [but the child] cannot
have acquired through practice (abhyasta) the nature of names [i.e.
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admitting thus that the child’s present state of consciousness stems
from a knowledge that has come down (agata) to him from the past
and is neither perception nor inference amounts to acknowledging
that his knowledge is of an agamic nature: it is a kind of a priori cer-
tainty, which therefore has to be admitted to be “the fundamental

means of knowledge as regards everything without exception;

»38 and

this certainty itself is grounded in the self-awareness of the omnisci-
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ent universal consciousness.”

their power to express a particular meaning] in this [present] life. And
if there were no other existences [besides the present one,] the absolute
impossibility of these [desire, fear, etc.] would follow.”

TA 35.7-10cd: hanta cetahprasado’pi yo’sav arthavisesagah / so’pi prag-
vasanarupavimarsaparikalpitah // na pratyaksanumanadibahyamana-
prasadajah / pragvasanopajivy etat pratibhamatram eva na // na mrd-
abhyavahadreccha pumso balasya jayate / pragvasanopajivi ced vimarsah
sa ca vasana // prdcya ced agata seyam prasiddhih paurvakaliki / na ca
cetahprasattyaiva sarvo vyavahrtikramah // milam prasiddhis tan ma-
nam sarvatraiveti grhyatam / “But see: even this satisfaction in the
mind [of the child] with respect to a particular object is built through
arealization (vimarsa) consisting in a former impregnation (vasana); it
does not stem from the satisfaction of an external means of knowledge
such as perception or inference! It is definitely not a mere intuition [de-
void of any cause, but] depends on a former impregnation: the desire
to eat earth does not arise in a man’s offspring! And if [the opponent
answers] that this realization depends on a former impregnation and
if [he concedes] that this impregnation belongs to the past, this [im-
pregnation] is precisely the a priori certainty that belongs to the past
and has come down (dgata) [to him]. And [therefore] the whole suc-
cession of mundane activities (vyavahrti) does not come from the mere
satisfaction of the mind [when encountering this or that object]: one
must acknowledge that the a priori certainty is the fundamental (mtila)
means of knowledge as regards everything without exception.”

See TA 35.14: bhogapavargataddhetuprasiddhisatasobhitah / tadvimar-
Sasvabhdvo’sau bhairavah paramesvarah // “It is Bhairava, the Highest
Lord, who consists in this realization (vimarsa) [and] is adorned with
[all the] innumerable experiences, liberations, their causes and the a
priori certainties.” In TAV XII 363, Jayaratha introduces the verse thus:
atas caika eva piurndhampardmarsamayah sarvajiah paramesvarah
samastaprasiddhinibandhanabhitita ity aha. “And as a consequence,
[Abhinavagupta now] states that the ground (nibandhana) for all a pri-
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Abhinavagupta also emphasizes that inference rests on the means

of knowledge that is agama thus understood as prasiddhi. Several
justifications of this statement are found in the IPV, IPVV, TA and
TSa.

According to these texts, it is the case first because inference is

necessarily based on perception® (and from this point of view, in-
ference is weaker than perception and agama, since it is “further”
from its object than the latter two, which reveal their objects in an
immediate way and without having to depend on some other means
of knowledge),” and it is therefore limited to the perceptible world
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ori certainties is the Highest Lord, who is absolutely one, consists in a
full realization (paramarsa) [of himself as] ‘I’ [and] is omniscient.”

Thus, while shortly describing perception and inference as he explains
Utpaladeva’s definition of the means of knowledge, Abhinavagupta
states (IPV 11 78-79): tac caindriyake bodhe sukhadisamvedane yogijiiane
cavivadam eva, mukhyatayaiva prameyaripa dabhdse saksad visranteh.
anumanaja tu pratitir abhasantarat karyaripat svabhavabhiitad vabha-
santare pratipattih. “And there is no dispute whatsoever as regards
perceptual (aindriyaka) cognition, the awareness of pleasure, etc. and
yogic cognition, because, since they are primary (mukhya), they rest
directly (saksat) on a manifestation (abhasa) having the form of an ob-
ject of cognition. As for the knowledge produced by inference, it is the
understanding of a [given] manifestation through another manifesta-
tion which is either an effect [of the inferred manifestation] or a nature
[shared by the inferred manifestation].”

See IPVV 11l 103-104: pratyaksagamayor hi yat prakdasyam ca vimrsyam
ca, tad yathdkramam prakasavimarsamukhenanydpeksasinyam. praty-
akse hi prakasadvdrena vimarso’nyatra tu viparyayah. anumdne tu nan-
tariyakavastvantaraprakasavimarsapeksanumeye prakdsavimarsayoga
iti sapeksatvad diireyam pramitih prameyat. “For that which is to be
shown and realized in perception and agama does not require (apeksa)
anything else, thanks respectively to the conscious manifestation (pra-
kdsa) [in which perception consists] and to the realization (vimarsa)
[in which dgama consists] - for in perception, the realization [occurs]
through the conscious manifestation, and in any other case there is a
[perceptual] error - whereas in an inference, the object of which re-
quires the conscious manifestation and realization of something else
that is invariably concomitant (nantariyaka) [with something that
constitutes the cause of this other entity or has a common nature with
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insofar as it rests on necessary relations (of identity or causality) be-
tween entities previously experienced as invariably concomitant,”
whereas the domain of agama extends to both the perceptible and
the imperceptible.”
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it,] since, [as Utpaladeva puts it,] ‘[it] is associated with the conscious
manifestation and realization [of something else], [i.e.] since [infe-
rence] depends [on something else], the knowledge in which [it] results
(pramiti) is further from the object of knowledge (durd... prameyat).”

See e.g. IPK 1.5.8a: anumanam andabhatapiirve naivestam.../ “Infer-
ence is not admitted as regards that which has never been manifested
previously.” (For an examination of this verse and its commentaries,
see Ratié 2011b). Cf. e.g. IPVV 1II 82: pratyaksasya pramanyam anisci-
tam cet tarhi paksadharmatvasapaksasadbhdavavipaksavyavrttiprayam
svartipam pratyaksenaiva mile niscetavyam yasya lingasya, tad api na
siddham apramanagrhitatattvasyalingatvad iti lingato’rthadrg iti yad
anumanam tad api na kiricid. “If the validity of perception is not ascer-
tained, then the inferential mark (linga) as well - the nature of which
must be ascertained at [its] root through perception itself [and] which],
according to the Buddhist logicians,] amounts to [this threefold char-
acteristic:] the fact that the property exists in the subject [of which it
is to be predicated] (paksadharmatva), that it is present in similar in-
stances (sapaksasadbhdva) and that it is excluded from dissimilar in-
stances (vipaksavyavrtti) - is not established either, because a reality
that has not been grasped through a [valid] means of knowledge is not
an inferential mark. Therefore inference, ‘which is the cognition of an
object through the [threefold] inferential mark,’ is nothing either [if
perception is not a valid means of knowledge].” Abhinavagupta is al-
luding here to PVin 2.1b (... svartham trirupal lingato’rthadrk / “[Among
the two sorts of inference, inference] for oneself is the cognition of an
object through the threefold inferential mark.”).

See e.g. IPVV III 85: nydya ity anumanam. isvarasadbhave hi samnive-
Sakaryadilingajam anumdnam asty eva, tattvabhuvanadindm tv iyat-
tayam ndsty anumanam ity agama eva tatra saranam. “[Utpaladeva
says| ‘reasoning’ (nyaya), i.e., inference. For as regards the existence
of the Lord, there is indeed an inference that comes from an inferen-
tial mark such as the effect [consisting in] the [particular] arrange-
ment (samnivesa) [that is the universe]; but there is no inference as
regards the fact that the ontological categories (tattva), the [various]
worlds, etc. are as [they are| - therefore in that regard, [we can] only
take refuge in scripture (@gama).” The inference proving the exis-
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Abhinavagupta also considers that the co-presence and co-ab-

sence (anvayavyatireka) on which any inference is necessarily based
(such as the awarenesses that “wherever there is fire there is smoke”
and “wherever there is no smoke there is no fire,” through which
we can infer a fire’s presence from that of smoke) is itself grounded
in prasiddhi, just as perception.” Thus in the TA, he argues that the
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tence of the Lord (i$vara) to which Abhinavagupta refers here is not
the inference found in the first chapters of the Pratyabhijia treatise
but the classical Naiyayika inference of iSvara’s existence (on this proof
and the way it was criticized by the Buddhists see Krasser 2002); it
appears in Utpaladeva’s IS (see Taber 1986), a short treatise in which
the Saiva philosopher endeavours to prove the existence of isvara me-
rely from a Naiyayika (and Saiddhantika) point of view (see Torella
2002: xxi-xxii, Krasser 2002: 149-158, and Ratié forthcoming). On the
idea that contrary to other means of knowledge, dgama is not limited
in scope, see also Abhinavagupta’s introductions to the Agamadhikara.
In IPV II 213, he thus states: na hi pratyaksam mayapramdtuh sar-
vatra kramate. anumdanam apy evam, na hi yad yad asti tatra tatra
lingavyaptyadigrahanasambhavah. agamas tv aparicchinnaprakasatmak
amahesvaravimarsaparamarthah kim na pasyet? “For the perception of
the mayic subject does not apply to everything; and the same goes for
inference, for it is not possible to grasp the inferential mark, the per-
vasion, etc., with respect to everything that exists. On the other hand,
what could dgama - the ultimate reality of which is a realization of the
Great Lord who consists in an uninterrupted conscious manifestation -
fail to see?” Cf. IPVV 11l 255: tatrasmadadipratyaksam nasesasaksatkary
anumdanam apy evam sarvasya lingavyaptyupalabdhisambhavabhavat.
asankucitaprakasatmakaparamesvaravimarsatmakah punar agamo vis-
vam pramatum samarthah. “In that regard, the perception of [limited
subjects] such as we [are] does not give immediate access to every-
thing; and inference too is such, since it is not possible to perceive the
inferential mark and pervasion for everything. However, agama, which
consists in a realization of the Highest Lord who has as its essence a
conscious manifestation that is not contracted, is capable of knowing
everything.”

See e.g. TSa 195: prasiddhis tavad avasyopagamyanvayavyatirekadhy-
aksadinam tatpramanyasya tanmitlatvat. “To begin with, one must nec-
essarily acknowledge that co-presence and co-absence, perception,
etc., involve an a priori certainty, because this [a priori certainty] is the
root (miula) of their validity.”
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understanding of such a concomitance cannot spring from the bare
perception of particulars: in order to grasp the concomitance of fire
and smoke, one must first realize that the various singular entities
successively perceived are all instances of “fire” and “smoke,” but
in order to do so we need more than perception, which is the mere
awareness of the manifestation of a singular entity. The gap between
the perception of singulars and the conceptualization of generalities
can only be bridged by some third kind of knowledge - i.e., again,
prasiddhi.” At this point a Dharmakirtian Buddhist could certainly
reply that no such third means of knowledge is required, since a
generality (samanya) such as “fire” can be considered to be mentally
built through the exclusion of whatever has an efficacy (arthakriya)
that is different from that of “fire”™ - but again, according to Abhi-
navagupta, the very awareness of arthakriya cannot be brought
about by perception and requires an a priori certainty,” and in the
TSa too, familiar situations in which we learn something without
having recourse either to mere perception or to the understanding
of co-presence and co-absence are invoked so as to show that prasid-
dhi precedes perception and inference and makes them possible.”

® TA 35.2cd-3ab: anvayavyatirekau hi prasiddher upajivakau //
svayattatve tayor vyaktiptige kim syat tayor gatih / “For co-presence
and co-absence depend on a priori certainty (prasiddhi): if they were
independent (svayatta), within the mass of particulars, how could their
understanding occur?”

“ On the role of arthakriya in Dharmakirti’s theory of exclusion (apoha),

see e.g. Katsura 1991.
See IPVV III 82, quoted above, fn. 30.

See TSa 195-196: satyam rajatam pasyamiti hi sauvarnikadiparaprasid-
dhyaiva, prasiddhir evagamah sa kacid drstaphala bubhuksito bhunkta
iti balasya prasiddhita eva. tatra® pravrttir nanvayavyatirekabhyam
tada tayor abhavat, yauvanavasthayam tadbhavo’py akimcitkarah, pra-
siddhim tu mulikrtya so’stu kasmaicit karyayeti®. [Wtatra conj. : tatra
tatra KSTS. @ karyayeti conj. : karyaya KSTS.] “For in [the realization]
‘I see some genuine silver,” [which arises] through the mere a priori
certainty of [someone] else who is a goldsmith for instance, it is the a
priori certainty that is agama. A certain such [a priori certainty] has
visible results [ - whereas other kinds of prasiddhi only have invisible
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The IPVV similarly emphasizes that reasoning (tarka, nydya) is in-

capable of attaining truth by itself since it depends on other means
of knowledge without which it remains groundless: the belief that it
constitutes an independent path towards truth or that it has a foun-
dation (pratistha) of its own is described as a mere intellectual ar-
rogance by Abhinavagupta, according to whom reason, just as the
necessary relations that it claims to reveal, is created by the Lord’s
free will (also termed his “power of necessity,” niyatisakti),” so that
ultimately, reason’s only ground is the aesthetic delight through
which Siva creates an infinitely varied universe:
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results -, for instance] in the [realization] ‘he who is hungry eats’ of a
[new-born] child[, which arises] through a mere a priori certainty. In
that case, the [subject’s] activity does not occur thanks to co-presence
and co-absence, since [the awareness of] this [co-presence and co-
absence] does not exist at the time [of childhood, and] even the exist-
ence of this [awareness] in the state of adulthood would have to come
from nowhere [if co-presence and co-absence were not known through
an a priori certainty]. Rather, [the subject knows] that this [particu-
lar object] must lead to a particular effect while relying on an a priori
certainty.” The goldsmith’s example is obviously an echo of VP 1.35,
where Bhartrhari also insists that such an expert’s knowledge is not
of an inferential nature: paresam asamakhyeyam abhyasad eva jayate /
manirupyadivijidnam tadvidam nanumanikam //. “The experts’ knowl-
edge of gems, silver, etc., which cannot be fully explained to others,
arises from mere practice (abhydsa); it is not inferential.”

Thus, immediately after giving the generic definition of inference (see
above, fn. 40), Abhinavagupta adds (IPV II 79-80): vastvantarasya ca
tena sakam karyakaranabhavaniyamah samanddhikaranyaniyamas ces-
varaniyatisaktyupajivana evavadhdryo bhavati ndnyathd. tena yavati
niyatir jiatad tavati dese kale vanumanam pramdnam. “And the necessity
(niyama) for another thing of having a relation of cause and effect with
the [perceived entity], as well as the necessity [for another thing] of
having a common substrate (samanadhikaranya) [with the perceived
entity], can be determined only insofar as it depends on the power of
necessity (niyatisakti) of the Lord, and not otherwise. Therefore infe-
rence is a [valid] means of knowledge only in a place or time where
this necessity is known.” On niyatisakti, see below, fn. 52. On the rela-
tion of samanddhikaranya in Saiva nondualism and its connection with
svabhavahetu inferences, see e.g. Torella 2002: 179-180, fn. 17.
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Reasoning (tarka) is absolutely devoid of foundation (apratistha) [by it-
self]; for it is created by the Highest Lord exactly in the same way [as
the rest of the universe]. For this very reason, in this [world, although a
given individual subject enjoys] a cycle of existences [pervaded by] rea-
soning (tarkasamsara) through the progressive growth of [his] power,
[i.e.] through extending the internally contracted power of [his] reali-
zation - which is equally useful with respect to mundane experience
and liberation -, this [existence pervaded by reasonings] is necessarily
inferior (apara) [insofar as it is] created by the Highest Lord, just as a
cycle of existences [pervaded by] poetry (kavyasamsara); for these cy-
cles of existence are varied.” But although [according to us], reasoning
is [in itself] devoid of foundation, this is in no way harmful for our sys-
tem; for in [our] doctrine [according to which] reality is [what is] man-
ifest, the necessity [through which] phenomena [are determined to ap-
pear in this or that particular way] is due to the Highest Lord’s will, and
this [will] conforms to a principle that only amounts to this much: [itis
constantly] engaged in making phenomena arise in various ways; [it is
constantly] engaged in making the knowing subjects varied through
the variety [due to] the synthesis and separation of these [phenomena
perceived and conceptualized by the different subjects; and it] cannot
be putinto question. Therefore reasoning shines [in the universe] with-
out having any firm ground; whereas he who sees a foundation in this
[reasoning] because of his intellect’s arrogance (svabuddhigarva), just
as [someone who| imagines that the [only] firm ground on the entire
globe of the Earth is in the courtyard of his house, is either deluded, or
strikingly ressembling an idiot - so enough with this: inference cannot
be trusted at all; rather, only dgama [can].”

l.e.,asfaraslunderstand: reasonings are useful insofar as they increase
the individual subject’s power of realization, but they are ultimately
groundless, since they are “created” by the absolute consciousness -
i.e., they are only various limited aspects of reality that consciousness
playfully takes on while manifesting an infinite variety of objects and
subjects. Reasonings thus contribute to the differentiation of the indi-
vidual subjects as they differ from one individual to another (and are
therefore bound to contradict each other). Nonetheless, as Abhinava-
gupta immediately adds in the following sentences, this variety in rea-
sonings is not to be criticized since just as any phenomenal variety, it is
a manifestation of consciousness’ unlimited creative power.

IPVV Il 95-96: sarvatha tarko’pratistha eva. tathaiva hi paramesva-
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Inference is grounded on a necessity that entirely depends on the
universal consciousness’ will: the only reason why there can be no
smoke without fire is that at every single moment, this all-encom-
passing consciousness creates the universe as being determined
by innumerable necessary relations which include that of fire and
smoke.” But because it freely chooses to subject the created world to
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rena sa srstah. tata eveha saktisamvardhanakramendantahsankucitavi-
marsasaktisamakarsanena tathaiva bhogapavargopayoginopayujya-
manah paramesvarena srstas tarkasamsarah kavyasamsaravad apara
eva. vicitra hy ami samsarah. apratisthitatve’pi tu tarkasya ndsmad-
darsanasya khandand kacit. dabhdsamanavastuvade hi paramesva-
recchayayam dabhdsaniyamah, sa ca vaicitryendbhdsan utthapayanti
tatsamyojanaviyojanavaicitryena ca pramadtin vicitrikurvana aparyanu-
yojya ity etavad eva nyayam avatisthate. tad ayam alabdhagadha eva
tarkah sobhate. atra tu svabuddhigarvena pratistham pasyan svagrha-
pranganamadhyakalpitanihsesabhtigolakamadhyadhruvakasthanavan
miudho va dimbavidambako vety astam. sarvathanumdne nasvasitavyam,
api tv agama eva.

See e.g. [PV II 102 (ad IPK 2.3.8), which explains that any necessary
relation between two entities (including the conventional relation
between a word and what it denotes) is an effect of consciousness’
“power of necessity”: etad uktam bhavati: yat kimcit krtrimam itarad
va bhavabhdsasyabhasantarena nantariyakatvam pratibhati tatra ni-
yatisaktimatram eva param vijrmbhate. tat tu niyatisaktiripam pirva-
paravitatakalam indhanakaryatve dhimakaranatva usnasvabhavatve
cabhasamane, anaticirakalam tu vahnyddisabdavacyatvabhasadayv iti
visesah. tatas ca niyatisaktyupajivanena dhiimabhaso’py agnyabhdsa-
vyabhicadri. “This what [Utpaladeva] means [here]: in any invariable
concomitance (nantariyakatva) - whether conventional (krtrima) or
not - thatis manifest between the phenomenon [constituted by a given]
entity and another phenomenon, it is absolutely nothing but the power
of necessity that unfolds. The [only] difference is that the form [that]
the power of necessity [takes on] extends to the past and the future
when it is the fact that [fire] is the effect of fuel, the fact that [it] is the
cause of smoke, and the fact that [its] nature is to be hot that are ma-
nifest; whereas the [form that the power of necessity takes on] does
not last indefinitely (anaticirakdla) in the case of the manifestation
of the fact that [fire] can be expressed by the term ‘fire,” etc. And as a
consequence, the phenomenon of smoke too is invariably concomitant
(avyabhicarin) with the phenomenon of fire because it depends on the
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this necessity, it can also transgress a rule that it has playfully edic-
ted; and so can anybody who has realized his or her identity with
the universal consciousness.” Thus according to the Saivas, some
yogins are capable of transgressing the invariable concomitance at
the core of the relation of cause and effect by producing a variety of
material objects (such as whole cities or armies) without any kind of
material cause, out of their mere free will ->* which means that for
instance they are capable of creating smoke without fire. Utpaladeva
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power of necessity.” As for why the conventional invariable concomi-
tance “does not last indefinitely,” see Bhaskari 11 111: anaticirakalam
bhavaty asya samayasya madhye kalpitatvendnaditvabhavad anyatha
purusakrtatvayogat. “[1t] ‘does not last indefinitely,” because it is not
beginningless (anddi) since it is constructed (kalpita) through conven-
tion (samaya); otherwise it could not have been produced by men.”

See e.g. IPV 11 153: cetana eva tu tatha tatha bhavati bhagavan bhiri-
bhargo mahadevo niyatyanuvartanollanghanaghanatarasvatantrya ity
atra pakse niyatyanuvartini laukike prasiddhe karyakaranabhadve svatan-
tryam, tadullanghanam dadriyamanasya tu yogiprayaprasiddhe lokottara
iti na kascid virodhah. “But in our system, according to which it is what
is conscious (cetana) — [whether it be called] ‘the Venerable,’ ‘He whose
rays are innummerable’ [or] ‘the Great Lord’ - that exists in this or
that form, possessing the absolute freedom (ghanatarasvatantrya) to
conform (anuvartana) to necessity (niyati) or to transgress it (ullangha-
na), there is freedom as regards the well-known ordinary (laukika) re-
lation of cause and effect that conforms to necessity, but [also,] for he
who concentrates on the transgression of this [necessity], as regards a
supramundane (lokottara) [relation of cause and effect] that is mostly
well known of yogin-s - therefore there is no contradiction.”

See IPK 2.4.10: yoginam api mrdbije vinaivecchavasena tat/ ghatadi
jayate tat tat sthirasvarthakriyakaram // “There is also a [produc-
tion] through the free will (iccha) of yogin-s, without any [material
cause such as] clay [for a pot] or a seed [for a sprout]: various [objects],
such as a pot, etc,, arise [thus] while having an efficacy (arthakriya) of
their own and while lasting (sthira).” See also IPK 1.5.7: cidatmaiva hi
devo’ntahsthitam icchdvasad bahih / yogiva nirupaddnam arthajatam
prakasayet // “For just as a yogin, the Lord, who consists in nothing
but consciousness, must manifest externally all the objects that are
internal to him, by virtue of his [free] will, without any material cause
(nirupadana).” For an examination of Abhinavagupta’s commentaries
on these verses see Ratié 2010b: 460-464 and Ratié 2011a: 403-442.
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and Abhinavagupta are fully aware that accepting the possibility of
such a creation endangers the very foundations of reasoning, since
it reduces to naught the so-called invariable concomitance between
a cause and its effect, and even between an object and its nature.”

* See the objection stated in IPV Il 153-155 (in the following argument
Abhinavagupta’s imaginary interlocutor alludes to the fact that accor-
ding to the Buddhist logicians, ultimately an inference based on a na-
ture can be reduced to an inference based on an effect: see e.g. Iwata
1991; cf. below, fn. 56, for more Saiva allusions to this theory): nanu yadi
prasiddhakaranollanghanenapi tatkaranajanyakdryavisesatulyavrttany
eva karyani jayante, bhagnas tarhy anumanakathah. tatha hi katham
anyad anyatra niyamavad bhaved ity asankya pramdanikatarammanyais
tadatmyatadutpatti niyamanidanam upagate. na hi nihsvabhavam vas-
tu bhavati, napi bhinnasvabhavam svabhdavabhedena bhedat, parydyasas
tatsvabhavadvayabhaveV ca nihsvabhavataprasangdt. evam nirhetuke
bhinnahetuke ca karye vacyam. ubhayatrapi ca hetukrtaiva vyavastha.
svahetuta eva hi sim$apd vrksasvabhavavyabhicarini jata, svahetutas ca
hutabhugdhiimajananasvabhavah, tad idanim niyatyullanghini karyaka-
ranabhdve sarvam idam vighateta. yogicchaya hi simsapapy avrksasva-
bhava bhavet, dhiime tu dvigunam codyam; agnyadisamagri yogicchod-
bhiita dhiimam na janayet, yogiccha vanagnikam dhiimam, iti na syad
anumdnam, asti ca tal loke. [V tatsvabhavadvayabhave conj. Eltschinger
: tatsvabhavadvayabhave KSTS, Bhaskari, ], L, S1, S2, SOAS; p.n.p. P] “But
if some effects arise even through a transgression (ullarighana) of the
[necessary relation with their]| well-known cause, while behaving exac-
tly as the particular effect born of this [well-known] cause, then the
so-called inferences are reduced to naught! To explain: anticipating
the objection ‘[since all things are self-confined,] how can a thing have
a necessity that restricts it (nijyama) with respect to something else?’,
some [Buddhistlogicians] who see themselves as great epistemologists
(pramanikatarammanya) have acknowledged that identity (tadatmya)
and causality (tadutpatti) are the cause of this restricting necessity.
For a thing cannot be devoid of nature (svabhava) nor have different
natures, since the difference [between different things] is due to the
difference in the nature [of these things], and since if a [thing] had two
natures successively, as a consequence [it] would be devoid of any na-
ture. And one must consider that the same goes for the effect (karya),
[which similarly can neither be] devoid of cause [nor have] different
causes. And in both cases, [i.e., whether the object is considered from
the point of view of its nature or as an effect,] it is only [the object’s]
cause that leads to establishing [the object’s] existence (vyavastha);
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Utpaladeva solves the problem constituted by this transgression
(atikrama, ullanghana) of the necessity on which inference depends
by specifying that a nature (svabhava) or an effect (karya) can be
considered valid reasons for an inference only “provided that they
have been established through another means of knowledge not to

be the creation of a yogin.

”** However, this other means of knowledge

cannot be another inference (which would lead to a regressio ad infi-

56

for it is thanks to its own cause], i.e. the seed,] that [the tree] called
‘Simsapa’ arises while invariably possessing the nature of a tree; and
it is thanks to its own cause, [i.e. the fuel,] that the nature [consisting
in] producing smoke belongs to fire. Therefore if, from now on, the re-
lation of cause and effect transgresses (ullanighin) necessity (niyati), all
of this must be reduced to naught! For by virtue of a yogin’s will, even
a Simsapa may have a nature that may not be [that of] the tree; and as
regards smoke, this raises even twice more problems: the [causal] com-
plex [required in order to produce smoke] - such as fire, etc. - that has
risen thanks to a yogin’s will may not produce smoke; or a yogin’s will
[may produce] smoke without fire. Therefore inference cannot occur [if
this transgression of necessity is accepted]; and yet [inference] exists
in this world!”

IPK 2.4.11: yoginirmanatabhdve pramanantaraniscite / karyam hetuh
svabhavo vata evotpattimiilajah // “Precisely for this reason, an effect
or a nature - which [both] arise from the root that is the production
(utpatti) [by a particular cause] - are a [valid inferential] reason (hetu)
provided that they have been established through another means of
knowledge not to be the creation of a yogin.” Utpaladeva specifies that
both an effect and a nature have production as their “root” because
according to the Buddhist logicians, both the invariable concomitance
between an object and its nature and that of an effect and its cause
have as their origin the cause that produces the object. See above, fn.
55, and IPV II 157-158: nanu svabhavahetau kim anaya cintaya? aha:
vrksatvavyabhicarinyah simsapdya utpatter yan milam kdranam tata
eva sa tanmatranubandhi svabhavo jayata iti. “[Utpaladeva] answers
the question ‘But what is the point of thus pondering over the [infe-
rential] reason [constituted by] a nature (svabhavahetu)?’ [by saying]:
‘It is due to the ‘root, [i.e.], due to the cause of the production of the
simsapa, which is invariably concomitant with with [the property of]
being a tree, that the nature (svabhava) [of the Simsapa] arises while
conforming only to this [fact of being a tree] (tanmatranubandhin).” (On
tanmatranubandhin, see below, fn. 129).
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nitum) nor the perception of the object in question, since the yogin’s
creation is supposedly similar in every respect (including that of its
duration and efficacy) to an object produced by an ordinary cause.”
It is therefore once again a variety of prasiddhi that guarantees that
an inferential reason is valid.” And it is no coincidence if the topic
of the yogin’s creation is examined at length in the passages of the
[PVV that deal with the definition of the three means of knowledge
and endeavour to show the weakness of inference when it operates
without the help of dgama:” reasons (hetu) or inferential marks (lin-
ga), whether defined by Buddhist or Brahmanical logicians, are im-
possible to determine® not only because some objects are by nature

* See IPK 2.4.10, quoted above, fn. 54, and below, fn. 58.

* See TPV 1I 155-156: yogicchapi sarvatha tadrsam eva na tu vrscika-
gomayddisambhiitavrscikadinydayena kathamcid rasaviryadind bhinnam
karyamjanayatitiyatkathitam ata evasmad eva hetoh karyamva dhiimady
agnyanumadne, sim$apdtvadisvabhavo va vrksatvadyanumana evam hetur
bhavati yadi pramanantarena lokaprasiddhya yoginirmdnatvasyabhavo
niscito bhavati ndnyathd. ata evanumdne janmantarabhydsalokapra-
siddhyadikam avasyopajivyam. “A yogin’s will too produces an effect
that is exactly similar [to the effect produced by an ordinary cause] in
every respect, and not different [from the latter effect] from any point
of view, contrary to the case of a scorpio produced [by spontaneous ge-
neration] in cow dung for instance, [which differs] from a scorpio [pro-
duced in the ordinary way] as regards its bodily fluid, sperm, etc. Pre-
cisely for the reason expounded [in the previous verse], an effect such
as smoke is the reason of the inference of fire, or a nature (svabhava)
such as being a §imsapa is the reason of the inference of being a tree,
if [they] have been established not to be [the result of] the creation of
a yogin ‘through another means of knowledge,’ [i.e.] through general
certainty (lokaprasiddhi); and [a nature or an effect] cannot [be an infe-
rential reason] if it is not the case. This is the reason why as regards
inference, one must necessarily rely on the practice [acquired in] for-
mer lifes, general certainty and so on.”

59

See e.g. the long passage in the IPVV III 86 ff., beginning with yoginir-
mitam vedam syat, itarad va laukikam ity api navadhdrayitum sakyam,
“One cannot determine either whether this [perceived thing on which
the inference is based] was created by a yogin (yoginirmita) or [if it is]
‘otherwise,’ [i.e.], if itis ordinary (laukika)...

* See e.g. IPVV III 86: nanu yuktir anumanam yadi, tathapi katham iyam
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imperceptible, but more importantly, because inference cannot de-
termine by itself whether they are indeed inferential reasons or not.

This is why, just as Bhartrhari, Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta

consider that the means of knowledge do not operate separately
but together:” inference is valid provided that it is helped by per-
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amukhya? aha tac cety anumanam. karyaditi karyasvabhavadvayariipam,
karyam karanam samyogi samavayi virodhi ceti laingikam iti va parfica-
kartipam. idam asya kdaryam asya svabhavo’sya karanam asya samyogy
asya samavayy asya virodhi niyamenety evambhtito yah karyadibhavah,
sa durlaksah sann apy avadharayitum asakyo yasya, tathabhiitam
lingam. “[An objector having asked] ‘But if inference is reasoning (yuk-
ti), how [can you say that reasoning] is not fundamental [among means
of knowledge]?’, [Utpaladeva] answers [in the sentence beginning
with] ‘And this..., [i.e.], ‘And inference.... [Inference has as its reason]
‘the effect, etc., [i.e., according to the Buddhists,] it has the two forms
[consisting respectively in the inference resting on a reason that is] an
effect [and the inference resting on a reason that is] a nature; alter-
natively, [according to the Vaisesikas,] it has five forms since [Kanada
says that] ‘[knowledge] has an inferential mark [that is] an effect [or] a
cause [of what is inferred, or that] has a [relation of] contact, inherence
or contradiction [with what is inferred].” [But] the inferential mark is
such that its nature as an effect, etc. - [expressed] in such [forms] as
‘this is necessarily the effect of that, the nature of that, the cause of
that, that which is in contact with that, that which is inherent in that’
is ‘impossible to determine’ (durlaksa) [according to Utpaladeva, i.e.],
it cannot be determined, even though it exists.” While mentioning the
Vais$esika’s conception of inferential mark, Abhinavagupta quotes VSi
9.18 (asyedam karyam karanam sambandhy ekarthasamavayi virodhi
ceti laingikam) with a few variants (see Kellner 2010: 92 and fn. 14,
on the probable “earliest form” of the siitra). The whole passage of the
IPVV is reminiscent of VPV 88-89 ad VP 1.32 (quoted below, fn. 66),
according to which the prasiddhi of an unobserved object is difficult/
impossible to determine (duravasana) through an inferential cognition,
because the awareness of the similarity between the inferential mark
and the unperceived possessor of the mark ultimately depends on dga-
ma (see Akamatsu 2010).

Thus, after explaining in IPVV III 83 (see above, fn. 30) that even direct
perception requires prasiddhi as regards the object’s efficacy, Abhina-
vagupta adds: tata eva pramanasamiihad eva pravrttir iti vaksyate sa tu
desadiketi. sa caikantarmukhasvatantraparamarsasamyojitaviyojitabha-
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ception and agama. But even though the means of knowledge are

sasvasamvedanartipaparame$varasvatantryavada eva yujyata ity etad
apy agre bhavisyati. ihastam tavat. “This is why [Utpaladeva] will state
that activity arises from the association of means of knowledge in [IPK
2.3.9 which begins with the words] ‘sa tu desadika’. And [he] will [make
clear] later [in the treatise] that this [association] is possible only in
[our] doctrine [according to which] the freedom of the Highest Lord
consists in self-consciousness with respect to the phenomena that are
synthesized and separated by a unique, introverted and free realization
(paramarsa) - but at this point [of the treatise], let us leave this matter
aside for the time being.” According to IPK 2.3.9 (to which Abhinava-
gupta alludes here), “as for the activity that starts at the moment [when
a particular entity is perceived] for the subject who aims at a particular
object, [it occurs] with respect to the singular [object] differentiated by
various distinct perceptions of place, etc., and also because of inference”
(sa tu desadikadhyaksantarabhinne svalaksane / tatkaliki pravrttih syad
arthino’py anumanatah // For the meanings of the compound desadi-
kadhyaksantarabhinne according to Abhinavagupta, see Torella 2002:
169, fn. 22). Abhinavagupta explains (IPV Il 105-106): naikaikatah
pramanadt sa pravrttir api tu pramanasamihad eva. samithatd ca para-
sya nopapannd, asmdkam tv ekasvasamvedanavisrantimayi sa yujyate.
“This activity does not [arise] from each means of knowledge taken
separately, but rather, from an association of means of knowledge (pra-
manasamitha); and the existence of this association is not possible for
[our] opponent, whereas from our point of view, it is possible insofar
as it consists in the fact that [the various means of knowledge] rest
on a single self-awareness.” The opponent mentioned here is a Bud-
dhist who considers that perception is restricted to the knowledge
of the particular, whereas concept (vikalpa) regards only generalities
(samanya). In contrast, Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta consider that
the various means of knowledge cooperate - a cooperation made pos-
sible by the fact that the various cognitions are in fact nothing but a
single consciousness taking at will the various forms of perception or
concept, whereas according to their Buddhist opponent, cognitions,
whether perceptual or conceptual, are purely momentary and irreduc-
ibly distinct from each other. In this regard, Utpaladeva is once again
borrowing from Bhartrhari’s thought: as noted in Aklujkar 1989: 151,
“whereas most other traditions of Indian philosophy [...] emphasized
the separability of the means of cognition [...], the Grammarian-philos-
ophers like Bhartrhari [...] played down the separability of the means
and looked upon them as functioning conjointly,” and (ibid., fn. 1) while
“thinkers like Dignaga avoid such overlapping of pramanas by restrict-
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said to operate jointly, dgama is repeatedly designated as the fun-
damental means of knowledge that the two others can at best

“strengthen.

> Thus, while inference cannot cancel by contradict-

ing it a knowledge gained through dgama, inference is cancelled
by perception as well as agama, and Abhinavagupta insists in
the IPV® that in this regard he is in agreement with Bhartrhari®
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ing the object of pratyaksa (to svalaksana [...]), the Grammarians accept
the overlapping as an unavoidable fact of life and view the operations of
(so-called separate) pramanas as basically complex.” See also Houben
1997: 322 and Aklujkar 2010: 388-389.

Thus in IPVV III 255, after explaining that contrary to perception
and inference, dgama is “capable of knowing everything” (see above,
fn. 43), Abhinavagupta adds: tata eva vivrtav avataryate padarthatat-
tvopapddanartham iti paramesvaradgama eva tattvam upapadayitum
Saktah, yuktis tu tadupabrmhanaya. “For this very reason, in the Vivrti,
[Utpaladeva] introduces [this new section, the Agamadhikara,] with [the
words] ‘in order to explain the real nature of things...: only the Highest
Lord’s dgama is capable of accounting for this nature, whereas reason
(yukti) has to strengthen (upabrmhana) this [account].” In the same
passage (ibid.: 256), Abhinavagupta quotes a verse according to which
“the means of knowledge is one; its speech, which is truthful, is uttered
by the Lord [himself]; the human means of knowledge, which are gross
(sthila), cannot invalidate its statement.” (pramdnam ekam tadvakyam
tathyam isvarabhdsitam / tasyoktih paurusaih sthilaih pramanair na
prabddhyate //). See also e.g. IPVV 111 98: prasiddhir eva eka pramanam.
“The means of knowledge is nothing but prasiddhi alone.”

IPV 11 84: tena pratyaksagamau badhakav anumanasyeti tatrabhavad-
bhartrharinydyabhasyakrtprabhrtayah. “This is why the master Bhartr-
hari and the author of the Nydyabhdsya for instance [say] that percep-
tion and adgama can invalidate (badhaka) inference.”

Seee.g. VP 1.31: dharmasya cavyavacchinnah panthdno ye vyavasthitah /
na taml lokaprasiddhatvat kascit tarkena badhate // “And these paths of
merit, which have been determined without interruption, no one can
invalidate them through reasoning (tarka), because they belong to gene-
ral certainty (lokaprasiddha).” See also VP 1.38: atindriyan asamvedyan
pasyanty arsena caksusd / ye bhavan vacanam tesam nanumanena badh-
yate // “The speech of those who see with the eye of a Seer things that
are beyond the range of senses [and] that are not [usually] experienced
cannot be invalidated by an inference.” See also VPV 97 ad VP 1.40



On reason and scripture in the Pratyabhijfia 403

or the Naiyayika Vatsyayana.”

In the IPVV, Abhinavagupta gives an even more critical apprais-

al of the role of reasoning, emphasizing once again its weakness as
compared to dgama (while once again explicitly referring to Bhar-
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trhari’s VP)* and insisting that it is incapable of leading humanity to

(although modern scholars have been wondering whether the VPV is
Bhartrhari’s, Abhinavagupta has no doubt concerning its authorship, as
noticed in Iyer 1969: 22: thusin IPVV 11 226, he quotes VPV 214-215, and
introduces it with the words tad aha tatrabhavan bhartrharih, “this is
what the master Bhartrhari has said [in...]”): tasmat pratyaksam darsam
ca jidnam saty api virodhe badhakam anumanasya. “For this reason,
perception and the knowledge of Seers invalidate inference even when
there is a contradiction [between them].” Cf. also VP 1.41: caitanyam
iva yas cayam avicchedena vartate / dgamas tam updsino hetuvadair
na badhyate // “He who relies on dgama, which, just as consciousness,
exists without interruption, is not refuted (badhyate) by reasonings
(hetuvada).”

See NBh 3 ad NSt 1.1.1; after specifying that inference “rests on percep-
tion and dgama” (pratyaksagamasrita) and after defining nyaya as an
inquiry through valid means of knowledge, Vatsyayana adds: yat punar
anumadnam pratyaksagamaviruddham nydyabhdsah sa iti. “But an infe-
rence thatis contradicted (viruddha) by perception and agama is a pseu-
do rational inquiry (nyayabhdsa).” On this passage and Vatsyayana/
Paksilasvamin’s attempt to “accommodate” his philosophical tradition
“with the established religious tradition,” see Preisendanz 2000: 229-
230.

Immediately after the passage of the IPVV quoted below (fn. 68),
Abhinavagupta quotes in part VP 1.34 (yatnenanumito’py arthah
kusalair anumatrbhih / abhiyuktatarair anyair anyathaivopapddyate //
“Even something that has been inferred with [great] efforts by some
skillful experts in inferences is demonstrated [to be] otherwise by
others who are more skilful”) and VP 1.132: sarvo’drstaphalan arthan
dgamat pratipadyate / viparitam ca sarvatra sakyate vaktum dgame //
“Everybody knows the things the results of which are imperceptible
through agama; andinall cases, the contrary can be stated inan dgama.”
(The IPVV edition and the BL manuscript bear the reading phalocitan
“that are appropriate for [a particular] result” instead of adrstaphalan,
“the results of which are imperceptible.” One could consider that the
IPVV’s reading is a corruption, or that Abhinavagupta’s memory is
betraying him here - or that he is slightly distorting the quotation so
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a final consensual conclusion, since the most powerful reasonings

as to have Bhartrhari say that agama enables us to know more than
just entities that have imperceptible results). VPV 212 explains that VP
1.132 answers the objection according to which agama-s can lead to
merit as well as demerit and adds: etasmin paryanuyoge pratividhiyate:
sarvesv dgamesu drstadrstaphaldsu pratipattisu viparitaphalapraptih
Sakyate prasanktum, tasmad agamam karicit pramanikrtya vyavasthite
tasmin ya kdcid upapattir ucyamana pratipattav upodbalakatvam lab-
hate. “This objection is answered [here in the following way]: since
all agama-s [enjoin] the practice of [actions] whether they have visible
or invisible results, there follows the possibility that one may obtain
[from them] contrary results; therefore, once a certain dgama has been
set apart [from the others] by taking it as a means of knowledge, the
logical explanation (upapatti) stated [as regards this particular agamal
becomes a means to strengthen (upodbalaka) the practice [enjoined
in the chosen dgama].” 1 am not sure why Abhinavagupta associates
this verse with VP 1.34 (which regards the weakness of inference as a
means of knowledge); I assume that here he takes agama in the second,
“figurative” sense of the term, i.e. as meaning “scripture” rather than an
intense realization, and considers that Bhartrhari is emphasizing that
each religious tradition, while relying on its own scriptures, builds va-
rious rational justifications of these scriptures that are contradictory
with each other. On the weakness of inferential knowledge according to
Bhartrhari, see e.g. Iyer 1969: 83-85, and Houben 1997: 323-324 and
350, n. 21 (specifying that Bhartrhari does not “simply reject inference”
as was suggested in Frauwallner 1959: 94, “but points out its limita-
tions, if it is used in isolation, without reference to traditional know-
ledge (@gama).”). See also VP 1.30: na cagamad® rte dharmas tarkena
vyavatisthate / rsinam api yaj jianam tad apy agamaptrvakam // [® na
cagamad Biardeau 1964 : nagamad VP]. “And without dgama, reasoning
(tarka) cannot determine merit; even the Seers’ knowledge presupposes
dagama.” Cf. VPV 86 ad loc.: sarve hi vadino diram api gatva svabhavam
na vyativartante. adrstarthanam ca karmanam phalaniyame svabhava-
samvid agamapratibaddha. ko hy anavasthitasadharmyavaidharmyesu
nityam alabdhanis$cayesu purusatarkesu visvasah? “For no philosopher,
however far he may venture, goes beyond the nature [of things]; and as
regards determining the results of [ritual] acts the objects of which are
imperceptible, the knowledge of this nature depends on agama - for
what faith [could we have] in human reasonings, which never achieve
certainty since the properties of containing merit and demerit remain
undetermined in them?” Cf. also VP 1.32 (avasthddesakalanam bhedad
bhinndsu $aktisu / bhdavanam anumdnena prasiddhir atidurlabha //
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always appear weaker when seen from the perspective of a different
doctrinal system:

To begin with, reasoning cannot apply to everything; and even in the
cases where it applies, it is weak (durbala), according to the view that
[Utpaladeva] has already expounded, because of the difficulty to know
the nature of the effect, etc. [And] even a reasoning that is strong in
its own house becomes weaker from the point of view of another rea-
soning developed by somebody who holds a different thesis. And yet,
one can find no final conclusion whatsoever to the reasonings that flow
from the beginning of samsdra up to date and are being developed by
the six speculative doctrines” and their countless differences.*

~ =)

From this point of view, the Pratyabhijiid’s subordination of rea-
son to revelation seems to reflect the Brahmanical contention that
reason must be supported by scripture, and it can be compared not
only to the positions of Bhartrhari or Vatsyayana, but also to those
of Advaitavedantins such as Sankara, Sureévara or Padmapada, who
also state that reasoning is groundless by itself and that it can only
function properly with the help of dgama.”
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“Since things can have different powers due to the differences regarding
their conditions, places and times, their knowledge (prasiddhi) is extre-
mely difficult to obtain through inference.”) and VP 1.42 (hastasparsad
ivandhena visame pathi dhavata / anumanapradhanena vinipato na dur-
labhah // “Just as the fall of a blind man who runs on a path [that has
an] uneven [ground] by groping around, [that] of [someone] who relies
primarily on inference is not unlikely.”).

On the tarkasatka / sattarki, see e.g. Gerschheimer 2007.

IPVV 111 95: na tavat sarvatra nydyo nirvahati; yatrapi nirvahati, tatrapi
purvoktadrstya karyadiripasya durjianatvad durbalah, svagrhe bala-
van api vadyantarotthapitanydyantaradrsi durbalataribhavati. tathapi
cadyadpi yavad dsamsdram pravahatam tarkasatkatadbhedasahasrot-
thapyamanandm nyaydanam na paryavasanam kificid api labhyate.

See e.g. Halbfass 1983: 40-41 (quoting in particular BSu 2.1.11 on
which Sankara comments and which mentions tarkapratisthana, “the
groundlessness of reasoning”), 45-57 (on Sankara’s criticism of infe-
rence) and 65-67 (on Sure$vara’s and Padmapada’s statements that
reason is groundless without revelation).
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The paradoxical consequences of Utpaladeva’s definition of agama:
a scripture only has authority for its followers, and yet all scriptu-
res can be considered valid

However, the Pratyabhijfia philosophers do not content themselves
with downplaying the role of reason and emphasizing the impor-
tance of agama. To begin with, their definition of agama - which
distinguishes between agama as a strong, nonperceptual and non-
inferential realization (vimarsa) and scriptures as a “mass of words”
(Sabdarasi) expressing more or less adequately this realization - has
somewhat paradoxical consequences that are worth mentioning re-
garding the authority of scripture.

Thus, as Abhinavagupta’s commentaries make clear, according
to Utpaladeva, on the one hand, a scripture only has authority for
someone who believes in it, whereas for someone who does not, it is
no pramana at all; and on the other hand, any text considered as hav-
ing scriptural authority in any given religious current is perfectly
valid. Thus, in the IPV, immediately after stating that a text that is
“in accordance” with the strong realization primarily denoted by the
word dgama is also a kind of dgama, and after mentioning as such
“the Vedas, the [scriptures of the Saiva-]siddhanta, etc., or even ano-
ther [text] such as the scriptures of the Buddhists or [those of] the
Jains, etc,”” Abhinavagupta adds:

For in the speech arising from this [strong realization], such as “I, who
am performing the jyotistoma [sacrifice], will go to heaven,” “I, who
am initiated [in the Saivasiddhanta doctrine], will not be born again,”
“I, who am compassionate, will attain buddhahood,” “I, who am bear-
ing intense pains, will attain the state of a [Jain] saint” - in [such a
speech] no error (viparyaya) can arise, because only he who has faith
in it (tadasvasta) may successfully put into practice [that which is pre-
scribed] in this [scripture], whereas for [anybody] else, because [this
speech] does not consist in an intense understanding (drdhapratipatti),
this speech is not at all a means of knowledge (apramanam eva), [i.e.] it
does not have as its essence such a [strong] realization (vimarsa).”

” See above, fn. 18.

" TPV 11 81-82: tena hi yac chabdanam utpaditam jyotistomakary aham
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Abhinavagupta’s position is quite puzzling at first sight. On the one
hand, he states that all scriptures (including those of the Buddhists
or Jains) are valid means of knowledge insofar as they express the
strongrealization thatis dgama in the literal sense of the term; on the
other hand, he considers that a scripture is a valid means of knowl-
edge (insofar as it adequately expresses the realization that gives it
its validity) only for someone who has faith in it: for a Buddhist, the
Vedas are no means of knowledge at all, just as the Buddhist sitra-s
are no means of knowledge at all for someone who belongs to the
Brahmanical tradition. And yet, both Buddhist and Vedic scriptures
are means of knowledge insofar as they are considered by some to
convey this strong realization.

Such a statement entails obvious problems which Abhinavagupta
himself mentions in the form of objections: how can a scripture be
a means of knowledge for some only?” For a means of knowledge is
supposed to be universal or “impartial” (apaksapadtin),” just as it is

svargam ganteti diksito’ham apunaravrttibhagiti, karuniko’ham buddha-
padam ganteti, gadhaklesasahisnur aham arhatpadam prapatteti, tatra
na viparyaya udeti, tadasvastasyaiva tatranusthanayogyatvat, anyasya
tu drdhapratipattiripatvabhavad apramdnam eva tathavimarsanat-
makam® sabdanam. [V tathavimarsanatmakam conj. : tathavimarsanat-
makam KSTS, Bhaskari, ], L, P, B, S1, S2, SOAS]

IPV Il 82: nanv evam tad eva $astram kamcit prati pramanam kamcit
prati neti syat, na caitad yuktam apaksapatitvat pramanasyeti. “|An ob-
jector:] But if it is the case, [then] the same treatise should be a means
of knowledge for some [people] and not for others; and this is not pos-
sible, because of the [rule] according to which the means of knowledge
is impartial (apaksapatin).”

72

” This principle occurs, albeit in a different context, in the works of

Kashmiri Naiyayikas such as Jayanta Bhatta or Bhasarvajiia (Abhina-
vagupta knows and occasionally quotes or paraphrases these works;
for an explicit reference to the NBhis, see e.g. IPVV I 134-135, and
Ratié 2011a: 88-91; for a probable paraphrase of the NM, see e.g. IPV
1 167-168, and Ratié 2010b: 460, fn. 66). Thus in NM [ 264-266, Jayan-
ta argues that a Mimamsaka cannot rightly criticize yogic perception
(yogipratyaksa), because his refutation rests on a knowledge of yogic
perception that is either a valid means of knowledge (but then, “since
the means of knowledge is impartial,” pramanasyapaksapatitvat, the
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supposed to be devoid of internal contradictions - but how can all
scriptures be means of knowledge, since they contain teachings that
are “mutually contradictory”?” By acknowledging that scripture is
not universally valid, the Pratyabhijiia treatise seems to undermine
its authority; by acknowledging that however different, scriptures
are all valid, it seems to doom them to contradiction.

74

Here is Abhinvagupta’s answer in the IPV:

Although you are ignorant of the way knowledge really occurs, [1] will
not neglect you [by overlooking your question]. [Now,] what is the
meaning of this sentence: “the means of knowledge is impartial”? Does
the cognition of blue that is a perception [and] belongs to one [partic-
ular subject] make the blue manifest to all? Or does the cognition of
smoke [that belongs to one subject make] fire [manifest to all through
inference]? And is the dgama consisting in the prediction of a siddha -
[such as] “in the morning you will obtain a treasure thanks to this rite”
- a means of knowlege for all], or just for the individual to whom the
siddha predicts this]? If [you answer] that [in all these cases, there is] a
particular [means of knowledge] for anybody[, but only] in some partic-
ular [circumstance, then] in the same way, in the case at hand as well,
the speech consisting in an intense realization - which is called a-gama

Mimamsaka must share this pramadna and acknowledge that his oppo-
nent’s understanding of yogic perception is right) or not (but then his
very demonstration lacks any ground since it rests on something that
is not a means of knowledge). Similarly, in a discussion on the notion of
generality (samadnya) that occurs in NBhiis 232, an argument showing
that a thesis to be refuted leads to an unwanted consequence is rejec-
ted on the grounds that either the thesis in question is a knowledge ob-
tained through a pramadna (but then, “because the means of knowledge
is impartial,” pramanasyapaksapatitvat, the validity of this very thesis
must be acknowledged) or not (but then one cannot draw any conse-
quence from an invalid knowledge). Jayanta and Bhasarvajfia may have
borrowed this principle from a common source that is unknown to me.

See e.g. the objection stated in IPVV III 84: parasparaviruddhopade-
Sino hy dgamah, na ca ya ekasyagamah, so’nyasydndgama iti yuktam
pramanasyapaksapatitvad iti. “For scriptures (dgama) teach mutually
contradicting doctrines; and it is not possible that what is dgama for
one [person] may not be agama for another, on account of [the rule]
according to which the means of knowledge is impartial!”
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because it “makes the object known” (-gama = artham gamayati) “com-
pletely” (a- = samantat) - is for sure a means of knowledge for all. In that
regard, just as light, a sense organ and so on, insofar as they contribute
to the production of an erroneous cognition, contribute to invalidity
(apramanata), [so that from this point of view they] are not a means of
knowledge, and [yet] for all of that, perception, which has the nature of
a correct cognition, is absolutely not partial; in the same way, although
for a stidra for instance, a speech concerning the jyotistoma [sacrifice],
etc., contributes to a pseudo agama (Ggamabhdsa) whose nature is not
an intense realization, [and although] for this very reason, it is not a
means of knowledge, [nevertheless] insofar as [with respect to other
individuals who are not siidra-s] the same [speech] has the status of a
means of knowledge since it is useful [as] a means of knowledge char-
acterized as a speech consisting in an authentic dgama that has as its
essence an intense realization, it cannot be rejected on account of the
defect of being impartial. For every dgama without exception, whether
it consists in injunctions or prohibitions, produces a realization that
is necessarily restricted (niyantrita) to specific (niyata) persons who
are qualified [for it] (adhikarin) [as well as to a specific] place and time,
[specific] auxiliary causes, etc. ”
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[PV 1182-83: atattvajiio’si pratitivrttasya, tathapi nopeksyase. apaksapati
pramanam iti ko’sya vacanasyarthah? yad® ekasya nilajiianam praty-
aksartupam tat kim sarvasya nilam bhdsayati dhimajianam vagnim?
tvam pratar nidhim anena vidhina labdhdsa iti ca yah siddhddesariipa
agamah sa kim sarvan prati pramanam? atha kasyapi kaddcit kimcit,
tathehapi drdhavimarsaripam® sabdanam a samantad artham ga-
mayatity dgamasamjiiakam pramanam sarvasya tdvad bhavati. tatra
yatha mithyajaane sahayatam bhajamanam alokendriyadikam aprama-
natasacivam apramanam, na caitavata samyagjianasvarupasya praty-
aksasya kdcit paksapadtita, tatha sa eva jyotistomadisabdah Studrader
adrdhavimarsatmany ata evapramdna agamabhdase sacivyam vidadhad
api drdhavimarsatmakasatydgamartpasabdanalaksanapramdanopayogi-
tayam pramanyam bhajan na paksapatadosapratiksepayogyah®. sarva
eva hy agamo niyatdadhikaridesakalasahakaryadiniyantritam eva vimar-
sam vidhatte, vidhirtipo nisedhatma va. [Yyad B : kim yad ], L, P, S1, S2,
SOAS, KSTS, Bhaskari. ®drdhavimarsaripam ], L, B, P, S1, S2, SOAS :
drdhavimarsanarupam KSTS, Bhaskari. ©® paksapatadosapratiksepa-
yogyah conj. : paksapatapaksapatadosapratiksepayogyah L, P, S1, S2,
SOAS, KSTS, Bhaskari : pratipaksapdtadosapratiksepayogyah ]. I am
conjecturing the latter because I do not understand the reading found
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The means of knowledge that is dgama is as universal as percep-
tion and inference since generally speaking everybody may use it,
but just as perception and inference, it is not de facto applied by all
subjects in all situations. In the IPVV, Abhinavagupta also argues
that all means of knowledge, including perception and inference,
only lead to knowledge in some specific circumstances and for some
specific individuals: the fact that a certain individual perceives a
given object or grasps through inference the presence of a current-
ly imperceptible object does not entail that all subjects should ipso
facto be endowed with his knowledge, and the same holds good for
dagama, which produces a realization only in some particular circum-
stances and for those who happen to be qualified (adhikarin) for it.”

in the editions and most of the consulted manuscripts (I cannot see
how impartiality, apaksapata, could be mentioned as a defect along
with partiality), although according to the KSTS edition and the BL
manuscript, the parallel passage of the IPVV says that dgama “cannot
be accused of being partial for instance” (na paksapatadivacyatarhah,
see below, fn. 76), which might be taken to indicate that apaksapata is
implied as another kind of defect.]
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See IPVV III 84-85: tatha hy apaksapatitvam kidrk pramanasya?
kim nu khalu bhoh pratyaksanumane caitriye maitrasya nilavahnya-
dikam avabhdsayato yenapaksapdtini syatam. caitram prati va yah
siddhadesah praptas te nidhilabho bhaviteti, sa kim maitrasyagamah?
atha tathajatiye pratyaksanumadne maitrasyapi kadacid bhavata ity
apaksapatita, sa tarhy dgamasyapy aviSistd. avasyam hi saugata-
carvakader api kvacana pratyayitapurusavacasi pratitiniridhir bha-
ved eva. tathd hi drdhavimarsariipam sabdanam dgama a samantad
artham gamayatiti tatra yathaivapramanabhttadvicandrasamvedana
upayogam upagacchad alokendriyadikam apramanam, na ceyata sam-
yakpratyaksasya paksapatita prasajyate kacit, tathad jyotistomadivakye
sudradindm anadhikarinam adrdhavimarsartipa dagamabhdsa upayogam
vrajann apramanabhiito’pi sraddhadaravati dvije drdhavimarsatma-
kasamyagdgamariipasabdanopayoge pramanyam asdadayan na paksa-
patadivacyatdarhah. sarva eva hy dgamo niyatadhikaridesakaladasa-
sahakdriprabhrtin amrsya vidhinisedhddivimarsamayah. “To explain: in
what does the impartiality (apaksapatitva) of the means of knowledge
consist? Now, could it be that the perception and inference belonging
to Caitra make the blue, or fire, etc., manifest for Maitra [as well], so
that [one could say] that [these means of knowledge are] impartial? Or
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Abhinavagupta further explains that this qualification is once again
the result of the Lord’s free will, which creates each individual as
capable of a particular realization that in turn can be produced only
through hearing a particular authoritative source.” He also presents
this feature of the system as the reason why scriptures cannot be
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[in the same way], is the prediction of a siddha given to Caitra, [such
as] ‘you are going to find a treasure,” an dgama for Maitra [as well]? If
[you answer] that impartiality [means] that perception and inference,
because they are of the same kind [for Caitra and for Maitra], can also
arise in Maitra in some circumstances, then the same [impartiality] be-
longs to adgama too; for necessarily, even a Buddhist or a Carvaka for
instance, in some circumstances, must [experience] the intensity of a
realization (pratitiniriidhi) with respect to the speech of a trustworthy
man. To elaborate - agama is a speech consisting in a strong realiza-
tion; [it is called a-gama because] it ‘makes the object known’ (-gama
= artham gamayati) ‘completely’ (a- = samantat). In this regard, just as
light, the sense organs, etc., when contributing in the production of the
[illusory] cognition of two moons that is not a means of knowledge, are
not means of knowledge [themselves], and yet no partiality ensues for a
correct perception; in the same way, in the sentence [enjoining] the jyo-
tistoma [sacrifice] for instance, although [scripture] is not a means of
knowledge insofar as for sidra-s for instance, who are not qualified (ad-
hikarin) [for it], it contributes to producing a pseudo agama (@gamabha-
sa) that does not consist in a strong realization, [nevertheless], insofar
as it reaches the status of a means of knowldege in a twice-born who is
full of faith and respect, since [it] is useful [in him] as a speech consis-
ting in a correct agama the nature of which is a strong realization, it
cannot be accused of being partial for instance. For every dgama wi-
thout exception consists in a realization - be it an injunction, a prohi-
bition, etc. -, with respect to a specific qualified person (adhikdrin), a
[specific] place, time, condition, [specific] auxiliary causes, etc.”

See IPVV III 85: tatas ca kascit purusah kamcid eva devasiddhadyan-
yatamakaraniyocitavimarsam svatmasamyojanena vimrsan bhagavata
srstah, anyas tv anyam vimarsam. “And therefore, by associating [a par-
ticular realization] with the self [of a particular man,] the Lord creates
a particular man [as] realizing a certain realization only, [one] that is fit
to be produced by one among many [possible sources] such as a [par-
ticular] god or siddha; whereas [he creates] another [particular indi-
vidual as capable of] another realization [fit to be produced through
someone else’s speech].”
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said to contradict themselves: all scriptures are in fact expressions
of the same self-realization of the (Saiva) universal consciousness,
and they only seem to contradict themselves because this unique
consciousness determines them as being means of knowledge only
in particular, different circumstances, with respect to particular,
different objects and for particular, different individuals.”

" See e.g. TA 35.25 (thus introduced in TAV XII 369: nanv evam ekakar-
trkatve’sya vicitro’yam upadesah kim na parasparasya virudhyed ity
asankyaha... “Having anticipated the objection: ‘But since thus [accord-
ing to you, dgama-s] have a single author[, namely Sambhu], how could
this diverse (vicitra) teaching avoid self-contradiction?’, [Abhinav-
agupta] answers...”): tasmin visayavaiviktyad vicitraphaladayini / citro-
payopadeso’pi na virodhdavaho bhavet // “In this [dgama] which brings
diverse fruits because [it] has distinct objects, even the teaching of di-
verse paths cannot produce any contradiction.” Cf. TAV XII 370 ad loc.:
tasminn ekenaiva Sambhund pranite’py dgame vicitranam dharmadindm
updyanam upadeSo desakaladhikaryadivisayabhedam asritya vicitra-
phaladatrtvan na virodhavaho bhaved apramanyakdranatam na yayad
ity arthah. “In this dgama, the teaching of the paths of merit, etc. -
which are diverse although [this dgama] is given by Sambhu, who is
absolutely one - cannot produce any contradiction; that is, it cannot
become a cause of invalidity, since it provides fruits that are diverse
with respect to the differences concerning e.g. the [particular] place,
time and qualified person [of this or that particular teaching].” See also
TA 35.35ab: tad eka evagamo’yam citras citre’dhikarini / “Therefore this
dgama is in fact one [and yet] diverse (citra) since the qualified person
(adhikarin) [as regards its teaching] is diverse.” Cf. TSa 193: tatra sam-
vinmdtramaye visvasmin samvidi ca vimarsatmikdyam, vimarsasya ca
Sabdanatmakatayam siddhdyam, sakalajagannisthavastunas tadgatasya
ca karmaphalasambandhavaicitryasya yad vimarsanam tad eva sastram
iti paramesvarasvabhdavabhinna eva samastah $astrasamdarbho vastuta
ekaphalaprapaka ekdadhikdaryuddesenaiva, tatra tu paramesvaraniyati-
Saktimahimnaiva bhage bhage ridhir lokanam iti. “As regards [the valid-
ity of dgama,] since the universe consists in nothing but consciousness,
since consciousness in turn consists in realization, and since the fact
that [it] consists in speech has [already] been established, the realiza-
tion of the reality that pervades the whole universe and of the variety
[that arises] within this [reality due to] the relation between acts and
[their] fruits is precisely [what we call] a treatise (Sastra). As a conse-
quence, in fact no treatise at all is in any way distinct from the nature of
the Highest Lord [and all of them] lead to a single result, since [in fact]
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The Pratyabhijfia’s inclusivistic strategy and the distinction

between “the” agama and agama-s

Western readers have often been struck by the fact that a number
of Indian philosophers avoid purely and simply discarding other
religious currents and their beliefs, and Paul Hacker has shown
that this attitude is not a mere display of tolerance but rather an
“inclusivism”” - i.e., a tendency to present other religious doctrines
as included within one’s own instead of openly fighting them - thatis
in fact a “peculiar mixture of doctrinal tolerance and intolerance,””
since while tolerating the other religious currents, it aims at subor-
dinating them by presenting them as inferior or partial expressions
of its own doctrines.” However, just as one can rightly question
Paul Hacker’s contention that this inclusivism is a purely Indian
phenomenon,” it should be pointed out that inclusivism is far from
being a pan-Indian phenomenon, and while some religious currents
simply reject the others’ scriptures,” some scholars have attempted

they address a single qualified person. However, by virtue of the very
greatness of the power of necessity (niyatisakti) of the Highest Lord,
people [only] rest on this or that part of this [single treatise].”

” “Inklusivismus” - for a summary, short bibliography and critical

analysis of P. Hacker’s works on inclusivism, see Halbfass 1988: 403-
418; see also Houben 1997: 47, n. 11.

Hacker 1957: 386: “diese eigentiimliche Mischung von doktrindrer
Toleranz und Intoleranz”
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* Cf. Halbfass 1988: 411, where inclusivism is defined as “a subordinating

identification of the other, the foreign with parts or preliminary stages
of one’s own sphere. It is not considered to be a process of additive
annexation; nor is it a form of syncretism or eclecticism. The other, the
foreign is not seen as something that could be added to, or combined
with, one’s own system; instead, it is something a priori contained in it.”

See e.g. Halbfass 1988: 415-418.

Cf. e.g. Kumarila’s rejection of non-Brahmanical traditions (even though
he endeavours to absorb for instance the Jains’ and Buddhists’ notion
of ahimsa within the Vedic revelation by stating that the Jains and
Buddhists have in fact derived their ahimsa from the Veda: see Halbfass
1983: 8 and 94-95), Dharmakirti’s sometimes violent criticism of the
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to distinguish from these inclusivistic or exclusivistic attitudes a
“perspectivism” that fully acknowledges the validity of different per-
spectives instead of discarding them as inadequate views ultimately
superseded by one’s own.” In this respect, does Utpaladeva’s defini-
tion of agama betray an inclusivistic or a perspectivistic attitude?

At least some elements in the Pratyabhijfia’s position can be seen
as perspectivistic. Thus Abhinavagupta insists that any scripture
(including the Vaisnavas,” Buddhists’ or Jains’, and not only the Ve-
dic or the Saiva scriptures) is to be considered a fully valid means
of knowledge in which “there can be no error”:* his commentaries
emphasize that any scripture is valid for anybody who has faith in
it, and he adds for instance that the Buddha or Kapila (the founder
of the Samkhya) are endowed with divine grace and impart it to
others.” However, this perspectivistic aspect of the Pratyabhijiia’s

Vedas or Sankara’s “conservative and restrictive” approach to “the
problem of religious plurality (Halbfass 1983: 92). These strategical
choices are obviously determined by their historical, social and
religious context (on the context of Kumarila's hostility towards
heterodox trends and of Dharmakirti’s reaction to it, see Eltschinger
2007, chapitre 1; cf. Halbfass 1988: 405, which mentions P. Hacker’s
opinion that the inclusivistic method “was employed especially by such
religious groups as felt themselves inferior to their environment”).

See e.g. Houben 1995: 16-18 and Houben 1997, where Bhartrhari’s
perspectivism is described thus (317-318): “In a very fundamental
way, the validity of different perspectives is accepted. Throughout
the Vakyapadiya, different viewpoints are discussed in their mutual
opposition and complementariness [...]. This would mean that it is
beforehand assumed that things appear differently from different
points of view, or in different conceptual frameworks. This may be
contrasted with the assumption that it is possible to make complete
and universally true statements about a thing.”
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* In this respect the Pratyabhijfia system appears more “perspectivistic”

than Bhartrhari’s, since the grammarian-philosopher never explicitly
acknowledges the validity of Buddhist or Jain scriptures for instance
(see below, fn. 105).

See e.g. IPVV III 98: paramesvarecchavasdc ca sugatakapiladayo’pi tat-
prasiddhyanupravistah krta anugrdahyds tan evanydms cdnugrahitum.
“And even the Buddha or Kapila for instance, [since they are] pervaded

86
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definition of dgama is obviously grounded in a particularly strong
inclusivistic attitude:” the statement according to which all scrip-
tures are means of knowledge, far from expressing a relativistic
view,” is to be understood in connection with the assertions that
the various scriptures are included within an Ur-agama as higher
and lower (irdhvadhara) levels of expression of it, that this hierarchy
culminates in the Saiva nondualistic all-encompassing scriptures,”
that these hierarchized scriptures express hierarchized (i.e., more
and more thorough) realizations,” and that their fruits are hier-
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by this a priori certainty [that is dgama] thanks to the will of the
Highest Lord, are made fit for receiving grace (anugrahya) so that they
and others may receive it.”

Cf. Hanneder 1998: 6, mentioning “the inclusivist hierarchy of
Abhinavagupta’s school.”

Cf. Lawrence 2003, §44, noticing that “although Abhinavagupta grants
validity to disparate scriptural traditions, he is not a relativist.”

See e.g. TA 35.30-32: eka evagamas tasmat tatra laukikasastratah / pra-
bhrty a vaisnavad bauddhdc chaivat sarvam hi nisthitam // tasya yat tat
param prapyam dhama tat trikasabditam / sarvavibhedanucchedat tad
eva kulam ucyate // yathordhvadharatabhaksu dehangesu vibhedisu /
ekam pranitam evam syat trikam sarvesu sastratah // “In fact agama is
one; therefore everything is included in it, from the mundane treatises
to the Vaisnava, Buddhist [and] Saiva [treatises]. The highest [level]
attainable among them is the domain called Trika; this same [domain] is
called Kula because it is entirely devoid of divisions and interruptions.
Just as there is a single life in the limbs of a body [although] they are
different [insofar as] they are higher or lower (drdhvadara), in the same
way, the Trika must be in all [treatises, as is confirmed] by scripture.”
Abhinavagupta thus quotes the Kalikulatantra, which states e.g. (TA
35.34): puspe gandhas tile tailam dehe jivo jale’'mrtam / yatha tathaiva
sastranam kulam antah pratisthitam // “Just as perfume in a flower, just
as sesame oil in sesame, just as life in a body, just as nectar in water -
just in the same way, Kula resides within [all] treatises.”

See e.g. TSa 193-194 (immediately after Abhinavagupta’s statement
that all treatises are expressions of the universal consciousness’
realization but are differentiated according to the persons that they
address, see above, fn. 78): kecin mayocitabhedaparamarsatmani veda-
gamadisastre ridhah, anye tathavidha eva moksabhimanena samkhya-
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archized insofar as higher scriptures lead to fruits that lower ones
cannot provide.” The scriptures’ variety (vicitratd) is in fact a
hierarchy (ardhvadharatasthiti) that must necessarily be acknowl-
edged because it constitutes the only guarantee that scriptures do

91

vaisnavasastrdadau, pare tu viviktasivasvabhavamarsanasdre Saivasid-
dhantadau, anye sarvamayaparamesvaratamarsanasdre matangadisas-
tre, kecit tu viralaviralah samastavacchedabandhyasvatantrydananda-
paramarthasamvinmayaparamesvarasvartupamarsanatmani  Sritrika-
Sastrakrame, kecit tu purvapurvatydgakramena langhanena vety evam
ekaphalasiddhir ekasmad evagamat. “Some rest on treatises such as the
scripture of the Veda, which consists in the realization of differences
that are appropriate in [the domain of] mayd; others, for instance, on
the treatises of the Samkhyas and Vaisnavas, which are of the same sort
because of their [similar erroneous] conviction regarding liberation;
others [rest] for instance on the Saivasiddhanta, the essence of which
is a realization of Siva’s nature as distinct (vivikta) [from the universe
and other subjects]; others, on the treatise of the Matanga for instance,
the essence of which is a realization that the nature of the Highest Lord
pervades everything; whereas others, particularly rare, [rest] on the
method (krama) of the treatise of the venerable Trika, the essence of
which is a realization of the Highest Lord’s nature as consisting in a
consciousness whose ultimate reality is a freedom and bliss devoid
of any interruption; and some [attain this highest stage] either by
progressively abandoning each inferior [step] or by jumping [directly
to it] - thus [in fact people] obtain a single fruit from one single dgama.”

See e.g. TA 35.29 (which, according to TAV X11 372, answers the following
objection: nanv evam api Sivad eva yady akhilam idam $dstram uditam,
tac chaivavat® paricaratradibhyo’pi kasman na Sivatmakatvam evodiyad
iti. [V tac chaivavat conj. : tac chaiva- KSTS] “But even if this is the
case, if all this treatise has come down from Siva only, then what is the
reason why the very identity with Siva [which constitutes the ultimate
liberation] cannot arise from the Paficaratra [treatises] and so on as
well as from the Saiva [scriptures]?”): yathd ca tatra piirvasminn asrame
nottarasramat / phalam eti tatha pancaratradau na Sivatmatam //
“And just as in the [Veda, although it is one,] no result comes from a
superior stage of life (@srama) in a stage of life that is inferior, in the
same way, there is no identity with Siva in the Paficaratra and so on.”
Cf. IPVV III 101, which explains that although a superior dgama can
yield the fruits of inferior agama-s, “nevertheless a lower [dgama] is
not capable of providing the fruits of higher [dgama-s]” (na tv adhara
urdhvaphaladanasamarthah).



On reason and scripture in the Pratyabhijfia 417

not contradict themselves and therefore have a validity.” Hierarchy
ensures non-contradiction because lower scriptures can be seen as
more partial or incomplete aspects of the ultimate agama, so that
any statement of these lower scriptures that may seem contradic-
tory with the Saiva nondualistic doctrine can be explained away
as resulting from the incompleteness of the lower scriptures. And
yet the validity of lower scriptures cannot be questioned insofar as
they are aspects of the ultimate dagama. The Pratyabhijiia’s strategy
therefore consists in avoiding direct confrontation with all other re-
ligious trends while claiming to encompass and surpass them:” the
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See e.g. TA 35.38-39ab: anekagamapakse’pi vacya visayabhedita /
avasyam trdhvadharatasthitya pramanyasiddhaye // anyathd naiva
kasyapi pramanyam siddhyati dhruvam / “Even [if one prefers to
acknowledge] the thesis [according to which] agama-s are multiple, in
order to establish their validity as means of knowledge (pramanya),
one must necessarily admit that they are different with respect to
their objects according to their hierarchy (drdhvadharatasthiti); [for]
otherwise, surely, no validity at all can be established for any of them.”
Cf. TAV XII 377: anaikye’py agamanam pramanyasiddhyartham irdhva-
dharatasthityd visayabheditvam avasyavdcyam, no cet kasyapy dga-
masya parasparapratighatat pramanyam na siddhyed eveti niscayah.
tena kamcit kvacin niyunkta ity adidrsa kasyacid evadhikdrino niya-
topayopadesakam Sastram pramanam iti bhavah. “Even if dagama-s
are [considered to be] multiple [and not one as we claim], in order to
establish their validity as means of knowledge, one must necessarily
admit that they are different with respect to their objects according
to their hierarchy, [for] if one does not [accept this], no validity can be
established for any agama, because they contradict each other - this is
certain. One should supply: therefore, according to the view [stated] at
first, [which consists in saying] that [scripture] addresses a particular
[person] in a particular [circumstance only], a treatise is a means of
knowledge only for a particular qualified person (adhikarin) [and]
while teaching [only] a particular path.”

See e.g. the introductory verse to chapter 3.1 of the IPK in IPV II 195:
yam prapya sarvagamasindhusanghah pirnatvam abhyeti krtarthatam
ca/ tam naumy aham sambhavatattvacintaratnaughasaram paramad-
gamabdhim // “1 praise this ocean of the supreme dgama who has as
its essence the multitude of wish-fulfilling gems that is the reality of
Sambhu [and in which] the convergent rivers that are all the dgama-s,
when attaining it, become complete (piirna) and reach their goal
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Buddha and Kapila are to be considered as endowed with grace and
capable of endowing the others with it because in fact they are mere
expressions of Siva’s self-realization,” and in general, the non-Saiva
scriptures must be respected because they are ultimately Saiva.”
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(krtartha).” Cf. Halbfass 1988: 414, mentioning “among the familiar
inclusivistic images [...] the metaphor of the many rivers which are
united in the one ocean.”

See IPVV 11l 97: na hi buddho nama niyatah kascit, api tu bhavanaba-
lapratilabdhaksanikadidrdhavimarsah. tasya ksanikadibhavanopadest
guruh piurvabuddhas tasydpy anya iti kramenaniyatavaktrkatvat para-
mesvaravimarsamayataiva vastutah. evam caturvimsatitattvabhavana-
bhavitah kapilo mantavyah. “For what [we call] ‘the Buddha’' is no
one in particular; rather, it is the intense realization of that which is
momentary for instance, [a realization] obtained through the strength
of [mental] cultivation (bhavand). The master who taught him this
[mental] cultivation of what is momentary, etc., is a previous Buddha,
and [the master] of the latter is yet another [Buddha]: in this succession,
because there is no particular speaking subject, in reality [the Buddha]
consists in nothing but the realization of the Highest Lord. [And] Kapila,
who has got through [mental] cultivation the [Samkhya’s] twenty-four
ontological categories (tattva), must be considered in the same way
[as a mere realization of the Highest Lord rather than as a particular
individual].” Ironically, this inclusivistic strategy with respect to
Buddhism and Samkhya sounds like an echo of Kumarila’s famous
argument for the authorlessness of the Vedas. Cf. SV Vakya. 365cd-366:
sanghatatvasya vaktavyam idrsam pratisadhanam // vedasyadhyayanam
sarvam gurvadhyanyanaptrvakam / vedddhyayanavdcyatvad adhu-
nadhyayanam yatha // “One must answer the [objection according
to which a sentence] is a [human] collection [of words] with the
following counterargument: any recitation of the Veda is preceded by
the recitation of a master, because just as today’s [Vedic] recitation,
this [previous recitation] is called a ‘recitation of the Veda’.” On this
argument see Eltschinger 2007, 148-150.

See e.g. TA 35.36: samkhyam yogam parAcaratram vedams caiva na nin-
dayet / yatah Sivodbhavah sarva iti svacchandasdsane // “[It has been
said] in the teachings of the Svacchanda[tantra] that one should not
despise Samkhya, Yoga, Pafcaratra and even the Vedas, since they
all come from Siva.” Cf. also the description (unfortunately too long
to be quoted here) of the hierarchy of systems according to the scale
of ontological levels (tattva) given by Ksemaraja in his PH while he
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Thus Abhinavagupta states that all dgama-s are valid means of

knowledge, and yet not only does he contend that the dissemina-
tion of the Ur-dgama into a multiplicity of scriptures is the reason

why people “go astray” and are “deluded;

»96

he also specifies that the

Veda for instance is wrong and that, as Jirgen Hanneder has put it,

“all that goes against it will lead one beyond delusion”:
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And since [the lower scriptures], although [they] have seen a part of
the reality [expressed] in the higher teachings, have rejected it, it is
[only] the state of maya that is found in the lower treatises, because
[they only] protect the created universe. And in the venerable treatise
of the Ananda[tantra] for instance, the Highest Lord has proclaimed
that the [Vedic] Seers’ speech is full of evils (klesa), has uncertain and
meagre results [and] is limited. The wise should never take [it] as a
means of knowledge (pramanayet): he must take refuge in the dgama
that is exclusively Saiva. That which causes sins according to the [Ve-
dic] Seers’ [speech] leads to a quick realization (siddhi) in the teachings
of the Left,” since all this [speech] of the Seers is circumscribed to the
domain of maya.”

explains PH 8: tadbhiimikdah sarvadarsanasthitayah. “The positions of
all systems are theatrical roles (bhiimika) that this [unique Self] takes

”

on.

See e.g. TA 35.37: ekasmad agamac caite khandakhanda vyapoddhrtah /
loke syur agamas tais ca jano bhramyati mohitah // “And from a unique
agama, these agama-s must be scattered into various fragments in the
world; and it is because of them that people go astray, deluded (mo-
hita).”

Hanneder 1998: 24.

On the meaning of vamasasana here (that Abhinavagupta might want
to extend to the whole Saiva revelation but that might originally have
designated more narrowly the Vamasrotas to which the Anandatantra
belongs), see Sanderson 1995: 86, fn. 251, and Hanneder 1998: 24-25.

TA 37.9-12ab: drdhvasasanavastvamse drstvapi ca samujjhite / adhah-
sastresu maydtvam laksyate sargaraksandt // srimadanandasastradau
proktam ca paramesina/ rsivakyam bahuklesam adhruvalpaphalam
mitam [/ naiva pramdnayed vidvan Saivam evagamam sSrayet / yad arse
patahetukam tad asmin vamasdsane // asusiddhyai yatah sarvam darsam
mayodarasthitam /
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All scriptures can be considered valid means of knowledge - and
yet all scriptures but the Saivas’ are ultimately erroneous because
they are only partial aspects of Siva’s self-awareness: the Veda for in-
stance only concerns the universal consciousness’ realization of the
domain of maya, where objects and subjects appear as fundamental-
ly distinct from each other instead of being grasped as a mere mani-
festation of consciousness. This scripture is valid insofar as objects
and subjects are indeed manifest: the domain of maya is real insofar
as it really occurs as a phenomenon; but it is erroneous insofar as it
does not include the awareness that objects and subjects have no on-
tological nature of their own and are mere appearances taken on by
Siva. This distinction as regards the validity of a scripture finds its
epistemological background in Utpaladeva’s theory of error (bhra-
ma, bhranti), which is said to consist in an incomplete manifestation
(apiirnakhyati):" error reveals, but incompletely, and the fact that a
knowledge is erroneous becomes manifest when a given realization
(e.g. “this is silver”) is cancelled by a subsequent, fuller realization
(e.g. “this is not silver but nacre”). According to the Pratyabhijfia, as
long as no such subsequent realization cancels a given cognition, this
cognition is to be considered as valid: the validity of a realization
is ensured by its continuity (anuvrtti)."” This means that, just as a
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See e.g. Rastogi 1986, Ratié 2011a: 644-650 and Nemec 2011.

" See e.g. IPV Il 77-78, where Abhinavagupta sums up Utpaladeva’s posi-
tion regarding the definition of the means of knowledge while empha-
sizing that any cognition which remains uncontradicted (abadhita) is
to be considered as valid: ata eva vibhagavisesalaksanapariksadibhir iha
nayasito lokah. yad yad abadhitasthairyam ata evapratihatanuvrttikam
vimarsaphalam vidhatte, tat tad bodhartipam bodhyanistham pramatr-
svartpavisrantam pramanam iti. “For this very reason, in this [treatise,
we] have not exhausted people with [useless digressions] such as the
examination of the characteristics [of the various means of knowledge]
according to their particular distinctions: whatever has a lasting state
(sthairya) that is not cancelled (abddhita), [and that] for this very rea-
son, has as its result a realization (vimarsa) the continuity (anuvrtti)
of which is not impeded, is a means of knowledge (pramadna) consist-
ing in a cognition (bodha), regarding an object of cognition (bodhya)
[and] resting on the nature of the knowing subject (pramadtr).” On the
relation between this position and that of Kumarila’s “intrinsic valid-
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dreamer has no reason to consider that his perceptions are errone-
ous until a cancelling realization arises as he wakes up,'” in the same
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ity” (svatah pramanyam), see Ratié 2011a: 650-656. On the notion of
anuvrtti, see Torella 2002: 171, n. 28.

See e.g. IPV II 240: yat tu tatra bahyendriyavisayatvam pramatran-
tarasadharanyam cakasti, tad yady api yavad bhati tavat tathaiva,
tathapy uttarakalam prabuddhasya na tatheti paramarsena tad ripam
nirmilatvendavabhatiti bhrantam. yani hi pramatrantarani svapne sven-
driyani ca bhanty etdani prabodhakalabhavibhir eva tair abhinnaniti nis-
cayah, prabodhakale ca na tatheti niscayanuvrttir apahrtaiva. tenobha-
yam apibhrantam ucyate; bhrantatvam eva casthairyam. “Butalthoughin
a[dream, perceived things] appear as being the objects of external sense
organs [and] as being common to other subjects [as well, and although]
as long as [they] are [thus] manifest, [one considers that they] indeed
exist exactly in this way, nonetheless, for someone who has awakened
later, thanks to the realization (pardmarsa) ‘[they] are not so!’, this form
[of things] appears as being eradicated (nirmiila), [and it is] therefore er-
roneous (bhranta). For in a dream, [one has] the certainty that the other
subjects and the sense organs of the [subject] himself that are mani-
fest are identical with those that will exist when awakening; but when
awakening, it is not the case. Therefore the continuity (anuvrtti) of cer-
tainty is necessarily destroyed. For this reason, the two [properties at-
tributed to dream objects, that of being perceived through the external
sense organs and that of being shared with other subjects,] are said to
be erroneous; and lacking permanence (asthairya) is nothing but being
erroneous.” See also ibid.: 241: yavac canuvrttisthairyam niscayasya ca-
kasti tavaj jagarah. tanmadhya eva ca niscayanuvrttinirmilandt svapna
ity avabhasasaratvad vastinam svapne’pi dirghe yatra svapnantaram
sa tadapeksaya jagrad eva; jagradabhimatam api va dirghadirgham ka-
lantare niscayanuvrttinirodhdj jagradantarapeksaya svapna eveti man-
tavyam. “And as long as the permanence (sthairya), [i.e.] the continuity
(anuvrtti) of certainty, is manifest, [the state experienced by a given
subject is called] the waking state; and because of the eradication
(nirmiilana) of the continuity of certainty right in the middle of this
[state, it is called] a dream. Thus because things have manifestation
as their essence, even a long dream in which another[, shorter dream
occurs] is nothing but the waking state with respect to this [shorter
dream]; or again, a [state] that lasts longer [than these two dreams
and is therefore] considered as the waking state [with respect to them]
must be acknowledged as a dream with respect to [yet] another waking
state, because later the continuity of certainty [regarding this state]
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way, as long as someone has faith in a given scripture and as long as
his or her faith is not cancelled by a contradicting realization, this
scripture must be considered a means of knowledge - but as soon as
a contradicting realization arises and is strong enough to cancel it,
the former looses any kind of validity because its incompleteness is
ipso facto realized:

But in a [case] where, due to the encounter with another dgama, the

conviction “previously, I was not acting properly” arises in a knowing

subject, the [scripture in which so far he had faith] is no agama at all.””®

A scripture is a valid means of knowledge only for someone who has
faith in it, and only as long as he or she has faith in it: as soon as this
faith vanishes, cancelled by a higher realization (vimarsa), the fol-
lower of a scripture realizes that in fact this scripture was no means
of knowledge at all, just as someone who first believes that he sees
silver and then realizes that it is nacre understands in hindsight that
he never saw silver."”

~ =)

One should therefore understand the Pratyabhijfid’s assertions
that agama is the strongest means of knowledge and that all agama-s
are means of knowledge while keeping in mind that Utpaladeva and
Abhinavagupta constantly play with several meanings of the word
dgama: not only do they distinguish between agama as realization
(vimarsa) and dgama as a mass of words (Sabdarasi) claiming to
express this realization; they also distinguish between the unique
dgama that is Siva’s self-realization and the multiple dgama-s or re-
alizations that are more or less partial aspects of it. This double dis-

is broken.” On the ontological implications of this definition, see Ratié
2011a: 650-656.

" IPVV Il 97: yatra tv anyagamasamvalanayd pramdtuh parvam evaham

ayuktakary abhavam iti pratyayo jayate, tatra nagamatvam eva.

" IPV 11 113: tatraiva kale nedam rajatam abhid® iti hy uttarah paramarso

na tuditapratyastamitayam satahradaydam ivedanim evedam neti vimar-
Sah.[Yabhud B, SOAS, Bhaskari : hy abhid KSTS, ], L, S1, S2; p.n.p. P].
“For the realization that occurs after [the thought ‘this is silver’], far
from taking the form ‘now only, this is not [silver]’ as in the case of a
lightning disappearing as soon as it has arisen, takes this form: ‘at the

rn

very moment [when I thought that this was silver], it was not silver’.
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tinction (that could be described as both “vertical” and “horizontal,”
following the depiction by Ashok Aklujkar of Bhartrhari’s use of the

105

word “Veda”) ™ enables the Pratyabhijiia philosophers to absorb the
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See Aklujkar 1991: 3-5, distinguishing “two related but different
senses” in which Bhartrhari uses the term Veda and adding that “this
is true in a horizontal as well as a vertical way of looking at things”
(cf. Aklujkar 2009: 55 and 63-68). While the “vertical double refe-
rence” concerns both the “subtle, original form of the texts we know
as Veda” and “the texts themselves” (on this first distinction see above,
fn. 20), the “horizontal or synchronic [...] double reference” concerns
an understanding either “wide” or “narrow” of the word Veda as de-
noting scriptural texts. According to A. Aklujkar, the narrow meaning
only includes sruti, mantra-s and Brahmanas (to which Upanisads may
or may not be added), whereas the wider meaning is virtually all-en-
compassing, since “all vidya-bhedas or lores are Veda, because they
consist of words and meanings and because all words and meanings
are ultimately reducible to pranava.” A. Aklujkar therefore considers
that Bhartrhari subsumes all scriptures (including non-Brahmanical
scriptures) within the category “Veda” in its widest sense (see Aklujkar
1991: 2: Bhartrhari “does not exclude even the nastika dgamas from
the Vedic pail”). However, this interpretation apparently rests on pas-
sages of the VP(V) that hardly seem decisive. Thus VP 1.10 does state
that the vidyabheda-s proceed from the pranava and rest on its main
limbs (anga) and secondary limbs (updrga), but it gives no clue as to
what these “various knowledges” are, and VPV 39 ad loc. explains them
in a way that does not seem to support A. Aklujkar’s interpretation:
vedakhyasya prasiddhasya brahmano’ngebhyo jyautisadibhyah sakuna-
siddha loke. “[ These] various knowledges are well known in the world:
for instance, the knowledge of omens, which comes from astrology and
so on - [i.e.] from a [main] limb of the Brahman well known under the
name of Veda -, and for instance, the knowledge of the matrix where
dreams mature, which comes from a secondary limb [of the Veda].” The
other passage invoked is VP 1.124: na jatv akartrkam kascid agamam
pratipadyate / bijam sarvagamapaye trayy evato vyavasthita // “Indeed,
nobody considers a traditional treatise (@gama) to be authorless; the-
refore the seed [that remains] once all agama-s have been destroyed
is established to be the Triple [Veda] itself.” Here Bhartrhari might
mean that all treatises (including those of the Buddhists and Jains) ori-
ginally stem from the Veda; however, neither the verse nor VPV 203
specify what these agama-s consist of and whether they include non-
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authority of other scriptures within that of the Saiva nondualistic
scriptures, but also to explain why the authority of the Saiva non-
dualistic scriptures is far from being unanimously acknowledged:
even though they constitute the ultimate means of knowledge, they
are not so for most people, because a scripture is a pramana only for
someone who “has faith in it” (tadasvasta), i.e., who either assumes
its authority or understands it as expressing something of which he
or she can experience an intense realization (and only as long as this
realization lasts), but most people are not capable of this realization
- however strong, the means of knowledge that is agama is by no
means universal, or rather, universally used. And this is where, in
spite of Abhinavagupta’s overt subordination of reason to scripture,
the soteriological role of rational inquiry comes into play.

Brahmanical traditions. A. Aklujkar concedes (Aklujkar 1991: 2) that
Bhartrhari “does not refer explicitly to the nastika agama-s” but argues
that this idea would fit well with the grammarian-philosopher’s sys-
tem (cf. Houben 1995: 306: “Aklujkar does not prove that Bhartrhari
understood dgama as including non-Brahmanical texts but gives se-
veral indications why this seems rather natural.”). One of the indica-
tions put forward by A. Aklujkar is the fact that Brahmanical authors
such as Kumarila and Jayanta consider that some of the non-Brahma-
nical scriptures originally stemmed from lost parts of the Veda (Aklu-
jkar 1991: 2). However, it should be noted that contrary to Bhartrhari,
Kumarila or Jayanta explicitly state this idea, and what seems striking
about Bhartrhari is rather the fact that even though it often seems
implied in the VP, it remains implicit (see e.g. Halbfass 1983: 97: “The
universalistic potential of Bhartrhari’s statements is obvious. Never-
theless, his system remains a closed, thoroughly Veda-oriented system.
There is no empirical openness for extra-Vedic viewpoints”). By way of
contrast, the Pratyabhijfia philosophers repeatedly and explicitly state
that the Buddhist and Jain scriptures are dgama-s; and in fact their po-
sition in this regard appears much bolder than Kumarila’s or Jayanta’s.
Thus according to Kumarila, the Buddhists have ungratefully appro-
priated and distorted their Brahmanical heritage (see e.g. Halbfass
1983: 94-95), and Jayanta is careful to deny the authority of a number
of scriptures that are not widely acknowledged and overtly go against
the Brahmanical order (see Wezler 1976 or Hanneder 1998: 9-10), whe-
reas Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta insist that all scriptures are valid
provided that one has faith in them.
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The soteriological role of rational inquiry in the Pratyabhijia and
its relationship to agama

As we have seen, Abhinavagupta often emphasizes the weakness of
reasoning, its dependency on the two other means of knowledge and
the superiority of agama over it. However, it would be a mistake to
consider his position as an irrationalism:" the Pratyabhijiia texts
present themselves as a path (marga) capable of leading to ultimate
liberation, and one that relies only on experience and a critical ex-
amination of other philosophical theses. Abhinavagupta considers
these two aspects as essential to the Pratyabhijiia method; thus, as
regards the first, he states:

Whatis taughtin this [treatise] is [how to] obtain the real subject mere-
ly through an examination (anvesana) of the knowledges [resulting of
cognitive acts,] such as “blue,” “pleasure” and so on, which are manifest
in the most vivid way."”’

But he also insists that Utpaladeva’s new path is a dialectical one:

" Cf. Lawrence, §29: “Abhinavagupta’s subordination of reason along

with perception to scripture should not be understood as a species of
‘fundamentalism’ or ‘irrationalism’ which precludes the value of philo-
sophical discourse.” In this regard, Abhinavagupta’s interpretation of
the MVT’s statement (17.18) according to which “reasoning” (tarka) is
higher (uttara) than the five other members of Tantric yoga is revealing:
Abhinavagupta considers that tarka is not only the highest member of
yoga, but also the only one. See TA 4.86: evam yogangam iyati tarke eva
na cdparam / antarantahpardmarsapatavatisayaya sah // “Thus the
members of yoga amount to this reasoning alone, and they are nothing
else; this [reasoning] induces the extreme vividness of a realization
(paramarsa) that is ever more internal.” Jayaratha equates this reali-
zation obtained through tarka with pure knowledge (Suddhavidya; see
TAV 111 93: suddhavidyatmanah paramarsasya...). On Abhinavagupta’s
interpretation of the MVT passage and its frequent departure from
the actual meaning of this text, see Vasudeva 2004: 419-421, and A.
Padoux’s remarks in Goodall & Rastelli (eds.) forthcoming, s.v. tarka.

1PV 118: sphutatarabhdasamananilasukhdadipramanvesanadvarenaiva pa-

ramadrthikapramatrlabha ihopadisyate.
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In the [path in which this treatise consists,™ it is] the refutation
(pratiksepa) of the opponents’ theses [first] considered as possible ob-
jections [that] makes clear in the best [possible] way the nature of ulti-
mate reality that [Utpaladeva] is going to explain. 1

Utpaladeva’s treatise shows ultimate reality by expounding and crit-
ically examining other, apparently valid theses, just as, according to
Abhinavagupta, Siva dialectically unfolds the universe’s manifesta-
tion.” Abhinavagupta also emphasizes that the Pratyabhijfia trea-
tise - as all treatises ($dstra) that are not scriptures (@gama) -"" is in
fact a long “inference for others” as defined in the Nyaya.™

" Cf. Bhaskari 1 82: iha - asmifi Sastramarge.

" IPV I 51: iha yat paramartharipam tad asankyamanapratipaksaprati-

ksepena nirtipayisyamanam susthutamam spastikrtam bhavati.

"% See e.g. the IPV’s introductory verse to chapter 1.2 of the IPK (IPV I 51):
purvapaksatayd yena viSvam abhdsya bhedatah / abhedottarapaksantar
niyate tam stumah Sivam // “We praise Siva, who, after manifesting the
universe as the prima facie view (piirvapaksa) through differentiation,
leads [it] to the ultimate thesis (uttarapaksa) that is non-difference
(abheda).”

See IPV 11 127: tad dhi parasya pratipattyai, sa ca pararthanumanat, ta-
tra ca pratijiiader upayoga iti. tat pariptrnaparapratipattikari paramar-
thatah sakalam eva Sastram pardarthanumanam agamavyatiriktam nya-
yanirmanavedhasaksapddena nirtipitam. “For the [treatise] is meant for
the others’ understanding, and this [understanding arises] from an in-
ference for others; and the [five members of the inference, i.e.] the the-
sis to be proven, etc., contribute to it. Aksapada, the founder of Nyaya,
has explained that except for scriptures, any treatise (Sastra) without
exception is in fact an inference for others that leads the others to a
complete understanding.”
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" See e.g. IPV 1 25: evam pratijiatavyasamastavastusamgrahanenedam

vakyam uddesaripam pratijiiapindatmakam ca, madhyagranthas tu hetv-
adinirtpaka iti prakatito mayeti cantyasloko nigamanagrantha ity evam
paiicavayavatmakam idam sastram paravyutpattiphalam. “Thus, since
this sentence [in the first verse] contains all the things to be proven [in
the treatise], it takes the form of the statement of the themes [developed
in the treatise] and consists in the summary of the thesis to be proven
(pratijaa) [that constitutes the first member of a five-membered infe-
rence]; whereas between [this introductory sentence and the last sen-
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From the very beginning of the treatise though, Utpaladeva spe-

cifies that the Self (understood as the unique, all-encompassing
consciousness that manifests the universe and that the Saiva dga-
ma-s call Siva) cannot be either proved or refuted, precisely because
it is “always already established” (adisiddha):"” because individuals
are in fact nothing but this universal Self choosing to apprehend it-
self in the various forms of individuals, the treatise’s goal is not to
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tence,] the treatise expounds the [inference’s] reason (hetu) as well as
the [example (udaharana) and the application to the case at hand (upa-
naya)]; and the last verse - which begins with ‘thus [ have explained...
is the [inference’s] conclusion (nigamana). Thus, this five-membered
treatise (paficavayava) has as its benefit the instruction of others.” On
the five-membered inference as described in the Nyaya, see NSi 1.1.32
(pratijiahetidaharanopanayanigamandny avayavah. “The members
are the thesis to be proven, the reason, the example, the application
to the case at hand [and] the conclusion”) and its interpretation e.g. in
NM [ 18: pararthanumanavakyaikadesabhiitah pratijiadayo’vayavah.
“The members that are the thesis to be proven and so on are gathe-
red in a sentence [that constitutes] the inference for others.” On the
Pratyabhijiia treatise as a long “inference for others,” see also IPV II
126: pararthanumandatmakam hi sastram, tatra ca pramanddisodasa-
padarthatattvamayatvam eva paramdrthah. “For the treatise consists
in an inference for others, and its ultimate nature is nothing but its con-
sisting in [the examination of] the real nature of the sixteen categories
(padartha) that are the means of knowledge (pramana), etc., [mentio-
ned in the first Nydya aphorism].” Cf. IPVV III 182: tatprakatandyedam
purnapardarthanumanaripam pramanadinigrahasthanaparyantapadar-
thasodasakanibandhanena samyakparavyutpattisampddanasamartham
sastram. “This treatise, which consists in a complete inference for
others [and] the goal of which is to make this [identity between one-
self and the Lord] manifest, has the power to provide the others with a
complete instruction by relying on the sixteen categories [mentioned at
the beginning of the Nyayasiitra,] from the means of knowledge to the
point of defeat (nigrahasthana).”

IPK 1.1.2: kartari jAdatari svatmany adisiddhe mahesvare / ajadatma nise-
dham va siddhim va vidadhita kah // “What sentient self could produce
either the refutation or the demonstration [of the existence of] the
agent, the knowing subject, the Self that is always already established,
the Great Lord?” See Ratié 2007: 361-362, fn. 98 and Ratié 2011a: 23-
31.
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prove the existence of the Self, since whoever is conscious is aware
of this existence in the most immediate way, i.e., through self-aware-
ness (svasamvedana). Nonetheless, because individuals are somehow
distracted from their own experience by virtue of consciousness’
power of freely concealing from itself what it knows,™ they must be
led to recognize themselves as this very Self, and such a recognition
(pratyabhijia) can be brought about by making obvious (aviskarana)
the powers (Sakti) of this omnipotent consciousness within the indi-
vidual subject.” Although the treatise cannot prove the existence of
the Self, it can trigger recognition because it is not an inference res-
ting on a “reason that is an effect” (kdryahetu)' but on a “reason that
is a nature” (svabhdvahetu):" it aims at showing that the individual
is the Lord by making obvious that the very nature (svabhava) of the
individual self implies its identity with the Lord, just as the very na-
ture of a sSimsapa implies its being a tree. According to the Buddhist
logicians from whom Utpaladeva borrows this terminology, such an
inference does not establish the existence of the thing itself (vastu)
but only a particular usage (vyavahara). The inference “this is a tree
because this is a Simsapa” only justifies the use of the word “tree”
with respect to the object called simsapa by relying on some proper-
ties that the tree and the simsapd share (such as having branches).”
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See e.g. Ratié 2010a on what TA 4.10-11 for instance describes as
consciousness’ ability to “play at dissimulating oneself” (svatma-
pracchadanakrida) while its own nature remains manifest.

" See IPK, 1.1.3: kimtu mohavasad asmin drste’py anupalaksite / Saktyavi-

skaraneneyam pratyabhijiopadarsyate // “However, since the [Self],
although perceived (drsta), is not noticed (anupalaksita) because of a
delusion (moha), this recognition is shown through making [its] powers
obvious (Saktyaviskarana).”

" Le., the IPK do not attempt to prove the existence of the Self as one

would prove the existence of fire through that of smoke (contrary to
the Naiyayikas for instance, who ground their inference of isvara on a
karyahetu inference - see above, fn. 43).

" See Torella 2002: 173, fn. 33.

" See e.g. NBT 106-107: yatra pracurasimsape dese’viditasimsapavyava-

haro jado yada kenacid uccam simsapam upadarsyocyate’yam vrksa iti
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Thus, anticipating the objection according to which the treatise has
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no point if no means of knowledge can establish the Self,”” Utpalade-
va explains that the rational enquiry in which the treatise consists
only establishes a certain usage:
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It is only that manifesting (prakasa) the powers [of the Self through
the treatise] makes possible the usage [of the terms] “Lord,” etc., which
were not used before with respect to this [Self] because of delusion."”

tad dsau jadydc chimsapdyd uccatvam api vrksavyavahdrasya nimittam
avasyati tada yam evanuccam pasyati Sim$apam tam evavrksam avasya-
ti. sa midhah simsapamatranimitte vrksavyavahdre pravartyate. nocca-
tvadi nimittantaram iha vrksavyavahdrasya. api tu Simsapatvamatram
nimittam; simsapagatasakhadimattvam nimittam ity arthah. “When, in
an area where simsapa-s abound, someone says to an idiot who does not
know the usage (vyavahdra) [of the word] simsapad, while showing him a
big simsapd, ‘this is a tree,’ this [person], out of stupidity, will judge that
the cause of this usage of the [word] ‘tree’ is the Simsapa’s height, so
that upon seeing a small simsapa, he will judge that it is not a tree. This
confused [mind] must be led to understand that the usage [of the word]
‘tree’ has no cause but the simsapa [itself]. [For] in this case, there is no
other cause - such as height for instance - of the usage [of the word]
‘tree;’ rather, this cause is nothing but the fact of being a simsapa - i.e.,
this cause is the fact that [the properties] such as having branches, etc.,
[which are the causes for calling something ‘a tree’], are found in the
sim$apa.” Cf. e.g. IPVV 1 87: nanu ca siddhe vastuni yat pramdnam, tat
kila vyavaharasadhanam iti prasiddham. “But it is well known that su-
rely, the means of knowledge with respect to an entity [the existence of
which is already] established only establishes a usage.”

This is the way Abhinavagupta presents IPK 2.3.17. See IPV Il 126: nanv
evam yadi bhagavati pramanam anupayogy anupapatti ca kimartham
tadvisayam sastram? tad dhi pramanam eva. “[An objector:] But if thus a
means of knowledge plays no role and is not even possible with respect
to the Lord, whatis a point of a treatise having this [Lord] as its object?
For the treatise is nothing but a means of knowledge!” Cf. IPVV III 165:
yadi na sarvatmand bhagavati pramanasyopapattyupayogau, kim tarhi
Sastreneti sankasantyai sutram. “The [next] verse aims at answering
this question: ‘If there is absolutely no possibility nor usefulness of the
means of knowledge with respect to the Lord, then what is the point of
the treatise?”

IPK 2.3.17: apravartitapiirvo’tra kevalam midhatavasat / Saktipraka-
Senesadivyavahdrah pravartyate //
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The aim of the treatise is a recognition, which is not a new knowl-
edge, but the realization that one already possesses a knowledge™ -
a goal that the svabhavahetu inference can achieve precisely because
it establishes no new knowledge but a mere usage; and according to
Abhinavagupta, this type of inference merely leads the subject who
hears it to pay attention to his or her own experience. Thus when
explaining to someone that the object which he or she sees is a pot,
we only incite him or her to pay attention to the fact that this per-
ceived entity can rightly be called a pot since it possesses proper-
ties (being a container, having this particular form, etc.) included in
the definition of a pot that he or she already knows. Accordingly, the
treatise’s inference just prompts the subject to focus on his or her
own experience by pointing out what he or she already knows in the
most immediate way without paying attention to this knowledge."”
Utpaladeva’s elaborate phenomenological analyses of memory, im-
agination, perception, intentionality, etc., all point out the bound-
less creative freedom (svatantrya) of the individual’s consciousness
- a freedom which is the essence of the Lord described by the Saiva
scriptures - so as to enable the deluded individual, who no longer
pays attention to his or her own experience and therefore sees him-
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See e.g. IPV 1 20, where Abhinavagupta explains that the goal of the
treatise is not a cognition but a re-cognition (praty-abhijida, where
praty- stands for pratipam, “again”) for the following reason: pratipam
iti svatmavabhaso hi nabhutapiirvo®’vicchinnaprakasatvat tasya. [ na-
bhiitapiirvo ], L, S1, S2, SOAS: nananubhiitapiirvo Bhaskari, KSTS : p.n.p.
P]. “[Itis a] re-[cognition] because the Self’s manifestation is not [some-
thing] that did not exist before, because its manifestation is never in-
terrupted.”

12

~

IPVV I 87: loke jadavisaye yad vyavaharamatrasya sadhanam tad apiha-
jade kriyamanam pradarsanena samam avikalam pradarsanamadtrava-
Sesam pradarsanena ca pasya pasyety avadhanadapandriipena tulyam.
“When the establishment of a mere usage, which is performed in the
world with respect to an insentient object, is [performed] with res-
pect to the sentient [Self], it is ‘entirely similar to [the act of] pointing
out (pradarsana)’ - [i.e.], it amounts to nothing but [an act of] pointing
out, and it is equivalent to the act of showing that consists in making
[someone] pay attention (avadhdnaddpana) [to something by saying]

P”

‘See! See!’.
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or herself as limited and passive, to recognize him- or herself in this

all-powerful Lord.
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See e.g. IPVV III 181: so’nenecchadisaktiprabhavaprakhyapakena piir-
napararthanumanartpena vyavahdarasadhanena pratyabhijiakhyena
sastrendavabodhyate. yatha hi bhautah kascin mohad apahdritammanya
evam bodhyate: kah khalu bhavan yasyedrnmukham idrgvastram iti cet,
pasya svatmany etad iti punah punar abhidadhatd na capiirvam asyotpa-
ditam kimcit, tathaiva pasuloko bhasamdna eva svatmani naham i$vara
ityadi mohad abhimanyamano vibodhyate. yatra khalu jiianadisaktayah
sa isvara iti vyavahriyate tanmdtranimittakatvat tadvyavaharasya yatha
puranadiprasiddhah; tvayy api ca tah santiti. athava yatra yad dyattam sa
tatresvaro rajeva nije rdjye; tatha ca tvayivisvam. yallagnam yad bhati tat
tena piirnam nidhanakumbha iva ratnaih; tvayi ca lagnam vi§vam bhatiti.
yasya yad antarvarti bhati sa tavati vyapako ratnesv iva manibhavah
simsapadisv iva vrksatvam; tvayi ca samvidripe dharddisadasivantam
sastraprakriyadyavagatam visvam antarvarti bhdti. yasmin sati yad ude-
tiliyate ca tat tatpirvaparabhagavyapi bhiimav ivankurah; tathd ca tvayi
prakdsartpe visvam iti. evam iSvaratvavydpitvanityatvadharma vyava-
haraniyah, anye’py dgamoktah sahasrasah Saktisabdavdacyd dharmabh.
“The [deluded subject] is awakened by this treatise called Pratyabhijiia,
which makes obvious his might (prabhava)], i.e. his] powers (Sakti) of
will, [knowledge and action,] which consists in a complete inference
for others[, and] which establishes a [mere] usage. For one wakes up
alienated people (pasuloka) who, because of a delusion (moha), believe
such [things] as ‘I am not the Lord’ whereas their Self is perfectly ma-
nifest, just as one awakens someone who is possessed (bhauta), [i.e.,
someone] who, because of a delusion, believes that he has been taken
away [from his own body - i.e., by telling him:] ‘Now, who are you?’
and if [he answers:] ‘[someone] who has such a face, such a garment,
by telling [him] again and again ‘See! This is in yourself!" - and [such
a speech] produces no new [knowledge] in this [individual, but a mere
recognition. Accordingly, alienated people can be awakened by telling
them this:] ‘Now, the [word] ‘Lord’ is used to denote (vyavahriyate)
that in which the powers (Sakti) of knowledge, [memory and exclu-
sion are found], because the usage (vyavahara) of this [word] has as its
sole cause the [possession of powers], as [in the case of the Lord] who
is well known (prasiddha) through the Puranas and so on; and these
[powers] are [found] in you too.” Or [one might say: ‘That on which [a
thing] depends is the lord of that [thing], as a king is [the lord] of his
kingdom [because his kingdom depends on him]; and in the same way,
the universe depends on you. That in which a [thing] that is manifest
rests is full of this [manifest thing], just as a pot containing a treasure
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The Pratyabhijiia philosophers thus present reason’s power as

merely cathartic: reason can only eliminate wrong opinions that
distract the individual from his or her own most inner and unde-
niable experience,”™ and it can do so by purifying experience from
the wrong philosophical theses (developed by non-Saiva opponents)
that cover or “soil” it while claiming to interpret it,” as Utpaladeva
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[is full] of jewels; and it is while resting in you that the universe is mani-
fest. That inside of which [a thing] is manifest pervades this [thing],
just as the [property] of being a gem [pervades] the jewels, [or] just as
the [property] of being a tree pervades the simsapa and [other varieties
of trees]; and the universe, apprehended for instance according to the
cosmic order [described by the Saiva] treatises [as unfolding] from the
[ontological category of] the earth up to [that of] Sadasiva, is manifest
inside of you whose nature is consciousness. That which keeps existing
while [a thing] arises and dissolves in it pervades the prior and pos-
terior aspects of this [thing], just as a sprout [arises and dissolves] in
the earth; and in the same way, the universe [arises and dissolves] in
you whose nature is a manifesting consciousness (prakasa). Thus the
properties that are sovereignty (iSvaratva), omnipresence (vydpitva)
and permanence (nityatva) can be used (vyavaharaniya) [with respect
to you,] as well as innumerable other properties that are called powers
and described in the scriptures (agama-s).”

See e.g. IPV Il 129, where Abhinavagupta explains kevalam (“It is only
that...,” see fn. 120 above) in IPK 2.3.17: kevalam iti na tu kimcid aptirvam
kriyate, napi tattvato’prakdsamanam prakasyate, prakdsamana eva yan
na prakdsata ity abhimananam tad apasaryate. “ ‘It is only that’ [means]:
it is certainly not that [the treatise] would produce some new [knowle-
dge]; it is not either that [it] would make manifest [something] that is
not manifest by nature; it is [only that the treatise] removes the opinion
according to which [something] is not manifest whereas [in fact this
thing] is manifest.”

From this point of view, the position adopted by Utpaladeva and Abhina-
vagupta is not without affinities with that of their Buddhist opponents.
See e.g. Krasser 2004: 134 and 145-146, which sums up how Dignaga,
Dharmakirti or Dharmottara conceive the aim of their epistemology
in the following way: “1/ The addressees of epistemological works are
primarily non-Buddhists. 2/ The aim of these works is not to introduce
the opponents to the teaching of Buddha, but to turn the adherents of
heretical views away from these views by revealing the faults in the
pramana theories of the heretics and by revealing the good qualities of
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6

Having thus reduced to silence those who, denying their [own] self-
awareness (svasamvitti), hold this or that thesis, I have made obvious
through clear reasonings (yukti) the true nature of the subject [so far]
soiled (kalusikrta) by them."”’

In this respect, it is worth noting that the two entities to be recog-
nized as having the same nature through the svabhavahetu inference
are on the one hand one’s own subjectivity (which is always already
experienced through a self-awareness that qualifies as agama in the
primary sense of the term, i.e., as an intense and undeniable realiza-
tion, vimarsa), and on the other hand, the Lord who is well known
(prasiddha) through such texts as Puranas and dgama-s:" the trea-
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one’s own pramanas. 3/ Although the Buddhist dharma is not subject to
a critical analysis by means of conventional valid cognitions (pramana),
it has to be examined as long as confused opponents lead the world
astray.” See also Eltschinger 2008: 525: “Il est remarquable que I'un
et I'autre textes [bouddhiques] tiennent les méprises adverses pour la
seule raison d’étre de I'entreprise logico-épistémologique. En d’autres
termes, ce en quoi nous sommes disposés a reconnaitre de la philoso-
phie [...] n'a pas tant vocation sotériologique que vocation réfutative,
défensive et apologétique, conformément au programme tradition-
nellement assigné a la hetuvidya. N'étaient les erreurs des hérétiques
en matiere de logique et de théorie de la connaissance, nos auteurs se
seraient dispensés de composer des traités de ce type.”

The verse is quoted in full in IPV I 130 (ad IPK 1.4.3), and in all probabili-
ty it was the first of a series of verses concluding the lost Vivrti. See IPVV
I1I 404, which seems to briefly gloss a part of it: vivrtikarah samksipya
sarvam ahettham ity adislokaih. anenasmaduktenesvarataprakarena ya
svasamvittih® sthita tam. [V svasamvittih conj. : susamvittih KSTS]. “The
author of the Vivrti says everything in a nutshell with the verses begin-
ning with ‘Thus... (ittham). ‘[ Their] self-awareness (ya svasamvittih...
tam)’ [means the self-awareness] that occurs in the way that we have
described, [i.e., the awareness of oneself] as identical with the Lord.”

ittham svasamvittim apahnuvanair yat tad vadadbhih kalusikrtam yat /
pramatrtattvam sphutayuktibhis tan miikan vidhaya prakatikrtam tat //.

See e.g. IPVV III 181 (quoted above, fn. 123), which defines the term
“Lord” while using the example of the Lord “well known (prasiddha)
through the Puranas and so on” and explains that the treatise’s infe-
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tise’s inference is thus aimed at bringing about the awareness of the

rence must show that the powers (Sakti) “described in the scriptures”
(agamokta) can be attributed to the individual subject. See also IPV I 43-
44: tad ayam pramata jiianakriyasaktiyogad isvara iti vyavahartavyah
purandagamadiprasiddhesvaravat. “Therefore one must use (vyavaharta-
vya) [the word] ‘Lord’ with respect to this subject, because [he] posses-
ses the powers of knowledge and action, just as in the case of the Lord
wellknown (prasiddha) through the Puranas, the aggama-s and so on.” Cf.
[PVV 1 32: yat yaj jiianakriyasvatantram tad isvarah puranagamasiddha
iva. “Whatever is free as regards knowledge and action is a Lord, just as
[the Lord] known (siddha) through Puranas and dgama-s.” See also [PV |
20: pratyabhijiia ca bhatabhasamanarupanusamdhanatmika, sa evayam
caitra iti pratisamdhanenabhimukhibhtite vastuni jAidnam; loke’py etat-
putra evamguna evamripaka ity evam va, antato’pi samanydatmand va
jAatasya punar abhimukhibhavavasare pratisamdhi®pranitam eva jia-
nam pratyabhijiieti vyavahriyate; nrpatim® pratyabhijiapito’yam ity
adau. ihapi prasiddhe® puranasiddhantagamanumanadividitaptrna-
Saktisvabhava isvare sati svatmany abhimukhibhiite tatpratisamdhdnena
jAanam udeti, nunam sa eva iSvaro’ham iti. [V pratisamdhi- Bhaskart, | :
pratisamdhita- KSTS, L, S1, S2, SOAS; p.n.p. P. @ nrpatim conj. Sander-
son, S1: nrpatim prati KSTS, ], L, S2, SOAS : nrpam prati Bhaskart; p.n.p.
P. ®prasiddhe conj. : prasiddha- ], L, S1, S2, SOAS, KSTS, Bhaskari; p.n.p.
P.] “And recognition, which consists in the synthesis of a form that has
been manifested and of a form that is being manifest, is the knowledge
[that arises] with respect to a thing that is present, through a synthesis
[thus expressed]: ‘But this is Caitra!’. In the world too, when [one says
for instance] ‘this [man] has been made to recognize the king,” the word
‘recognition’ is used to denote a knowledge that exclusively rests on
the synthesis [occurring] when one is again in the presence of [some-
body] who is [already] known either in this way: ‘this is the son of that
[particular man], he has these [particular qualities], he has this [par-
ticular| appearance’ - or [only] in part, in a general way [and not as a
particular individual]. In the [case of the Recognition of the Lord] as
well, since the Lord is [already] well known (prasiddha), [as] the nature
of his full power is [already] known through the Puranas, the agama-s
of the [Saiva]siddhanta, inference, etc., [and] since the Selfis [ever] pre-
sent [to the subject], a knowledge arises through the synthesis of these
two [knowledges] in this form: ‘indeed [ am this Lord!".” My understan-
ding of this famous but difficult passage has changed over the years
(the translation in Ratié 2006: 97, should be corrected accordingly),
although I still have many doubts. Bhaskarakantha for instance justi-
fies at length the reading nrpam prati pratyabhijidpito’yam, “this [man]
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identity of dgama in the secondary sense of the term (i.e., the Saiva
scriptures) with dgama in the first sense of term (i.e., the subject’s
constant self-realization). However, Abhinavagupta adds that even if
there is no prasiddhi of the Lord through any kind of religious text,
the mere understanding of the term “lord” in a strictly worldly con-
text is enough to make the inference possible.” The path of the
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has been made to be recognized in front of the king” (see Ratié 2011a:
239, fn. 139, on this passage of the Bhaskaril 37); however, the reading
nrpatim pratyabhijiiapito’yam (“this [man] has been made to recogni-
ze the king”) seems much more likely, among other reasons because
the Pratyabhijfid’s goal is to make people recognize the Lord (as being
themselves). The compound prasiddhapuranasiddhantdgamanumanadi-
viditaptirnasaktisvabhdve is particularly problematic, both because
of prasiddha- (which seems redundant with -vidita; A. Sanderson had
conjectured prasiddhi-: see Ratié 2006: 97, but the mention of prasiddhi
as distinct from Puranas and dgama-s is somewhat puzzling) and be-
cause of the surprising mention of inference as one of the sources of our
a priori certainty regarding the Lord’s full power. One might suspect
a corruption here, all the more since in IPVV 1 32 (quoted above), only
Puranas and dgama-s are mentioned, and in IPV I 43-44 (also quoted
above), the -adi in purandgamadi- is omitted in L, S1 and S2. However,
[ hesitate to emend since Abhinavagupta might have in mind the well-
known kdryahetu inference of the Lord put forward by the Naiyayikas
(see above, fn. 43).

See IPV I 44: tadaprasiddhav api sarvavisayajianakriyasaktimattva-
svabhdavam evaisvaryam tanmatranubandhitvad eva siddham; tad api ca
kalpitesvare rajadau tatha vyaptigrahandt, yo ydvati jiata karta ca sa
tavatisvaro rajevanisvarasya jiatrtvakartrtve svabhavaviruddhe yatah,
atma ca visvatra jaata karta ceti siddha pratyabhijiia. “Even if there is
no a priori certainty of this [Lord through the Puranas and dgama-s,]
sovereignty is established to have as its only nature the possession of
the powers of knowledge and action with respect to all objects from
the mere fact that [sovereignty’s nature] depends on nothing more
than these [powers] (tanmatranubandhin); moreover, it is the same in
the case of a created lord such as a king, because one grasps this invari-
able concomitance: whoever is the knower and agent of [something],
however extended [that thing is,] is its lord, since being a knower and
an agent are contradictory with the nature of someone who is not a
lord, and the Self is the knower and agent with respect to everything -
therefore recognition is established.” Abhinavagupta is relying here on
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Pratyabhijfid is open to those who are perfectly alien to the Saiva
tradition and who do not know or at least do not acknowledge™ the
Saiva scriptures; and whereas the various scriptures are said to be fit
for particular qualified persons (adhikarin), “anybody who was born”
is qualified to hear or read Utpaladeva’s treatise,” since it is primar-
ily meant to convince those who do not belong to a Saiva nondualistic
current by giving them the realization (vimarsa) that they cannot get
through the mere reading or hearing of the Saiva scriptures as they
do not “have faith in it” (tadasvasta). Thus, while explaining in what
way the treatise is a “new” (nava, abhinava) path, Utpaladeva and
Abhinavagupta insist that this path was in fact already contained in
“all the esoteric treatises,” but that it was so far aprasiddha, “not well

known” - or “not known through an a priori certainty” - because

it was “hidden” in them.” However, they do not rest content with

Dharmakirti’s terminology: on Dharmakirti’s use of the compound tan-
matranubandhin, “depending on nothing more than that” in connection
with the notion of nature (svabhava), see e.g. PVSV 19 (1l. 20-21).
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See e.g. IPVV 1 32: puranadisiddhe’pisvare’nangikriyamane grhagra-
mamandalesvaraprasiddhau tadvisayapratihatajianakarana evaisvar-
yasya laksanam, te ca pramdtrtattve sarvavisaye’pratihata eveti. “Even
if [someone] does not acknowledge [the existence of] the Lord although
it is known through the Puranas and so on, since [this person has at
least] the a priori certainty of the Lord [as master] of the house, the
village or the State, [he knows that] unlimited knowledge and action
with respect to these objects constitute the definition of sovereignty;
and within the reality that is the subject, these are absolutely unlimited
with respect to every object.”

See Ratié 2009: 351, fn. 8.

131
" See IPV I 271: abhinavah - sarvarahasyasdstrantargatah samnigtdha-
tvad aprasiddhah. “[ This] new (abhinava) [path, i.e. this path] that was
contained in all the esoteric treatises (rahasyasdstra) but that was not
well known (aprasiddha), because [so far] it was hidden (samnigiidha)
[in them]...” Utpaladeva himself seems to have developed this idea in his
lost Vivrti. See e.g. the fragmentary quote in IPVV 11l 401: aspastatvad
iti..., “because it was not obvious...,” and the commentary that follows,
e.g.: yad api rahasydgamesu nirtpitam tatha vispastatvena noktam gar-
bhikrtya tu niripitam... “This too, which had been explained in the eso-
teric scriptures (rahasyagama) - [i.e.] which had not been expounded
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providing a scriptural exegesis that would presuppose the authority
of the commented texts. On the contrary, they only have recourse to
the authority of scriptures a posteriori, as a mere confirmation of
their rational inquiry. It is by purifying the minds of its readers from
the opponents’ theses superimposed onto their own experience that
the inference constituted by the Pratyabhijfia treatise is supposedly
able to transform the content of the Saiva scriptures into the most
concrete, vivid, personal and yet universal experience: the goal of
Utpaladeva’s rational inquiry is to lead those who engage in its ex-
amination to identify themselves with the Lord of the Saiva agama-s,
and therefore to realize the full meaning of these scriptures. In other
words, although Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta present agama as a
means of knowledge superior to reason, they also assign to reason
the task of transforming scriptures, understood as a mere “mass of
words” (Sabdarasi), into a means of knowledge expressing a strong
realization (drdhavimarsa), since someone who has gained Recogni-
tion through Utpaladeva’s inference recognizes by the same token
the Saiva dgama-s’ validity, i.e., the fact that they express the full-
ness of a subjectivity that he or she now fully experiences through
mere self-awareness: the inferential path of the Pratyabhijiia has the
power of making scripture an agama in the full sense of the term.

Of course, reason’s power is ultimately limited by the fact that
Recognition is in no way guaranteed by its use: the most elaborate
demonstrations do not necessarily produce the realization of one’s
identity with Siva,” because in a system that defines consciousness
as an absolute freedom (svatantrya), reason’s necessity can only be
compelling if consciousness agrees to be compelled, and an individ-

thus in an explicit way, but the explanation of which was contained in
embryonic form [in these esoteric scriptures]...”

¥ See e.g. IPVV Il 167: nanu vyavaharasadhanasatair apy atmano mahe-

Svaratdyam andsvasavanto jantavah satatam upalabhyante. satyam
ity aha. “[An objector:] But [we] see that even through innumerable
demonstrations [of the validity] of the usage (vyavahdra) [of the term
‘Lord’ with respect to oneself,] some people remain devoid of any
faith (asvasa) in their own identity with the Great Lord! [Utpaladeva]

rn

answers: ‘this is true....
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ual can only achieve liberation if the universal consciousness that
plays at being deluded in the form of this individual chooses to re-
cover its full self-awereness in him or her, so that ultimately Recog-
nition only depends on the grace (anugraha) of the Lord.”* However,
this grace - which is just as necessary for the agama-s to function as
valid means of knowledge - is not to be understood as the arbitrary
decision of a distant God, but once again, as an aspect of conscious-
ness’ game (krida) of self-concealment and self-manifestation: it is
the same consciousness that playfully chooses both to delude itself
and to recover its full self-awareness, so that Siva’s grace is not ulti-
mately different from its recipient’s will.”

®* See e.g. IPVV Il 183: isvaravasad eva tu kasyacit prayatnasatair api
pratyabhijiidnam notpadyate. “But it is only due to the Lord that Reco-
gnition does not arise in someone despite his innumerable efforts.”
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See e.g. TSa 118, where Abhinavagupta, after criticizing the dualis-
tic view of the Saivasiddhanta regarding grace, adds: svatantrapara-
mesadvayavade tiipapadyata etat. yatha hi paramesvarah svaripdc
chadanakridayd pasuh pudgalo’nuh sampannah, na ca tasya desaka-
lasvariipabhedavirodhah, tadvat svaripasthaganavinivrttya svartpa-
pratyapattim jhatiti va kramena va samdsrayais chaktipdtapdtram
anur ucyate, svatantryamatrasaras casau paramasivah Sakteh patayita.
“On the other hand, in [our]| doctrine of the nonduality with the free
(svatantra) Highest Lord, [grace] is possible. For just as the Highest
Lord becomes the alienated individual (pasu), [i.e. what various reli-
gious schools call] the person (pudgala) or the individual (anu), and
[vet] he is not afflicted by any contradiction due to the differences be-
tween the [various] places, times and natures [in which he manifests
himself], exactly in the same way, when he chooses to return - either
instantly or gradually - to his [real] nature by putting an end to the
concealment of his nature, he is said to be an individual who is a fit
vessel for the descent of power (Saktipata) [that characterizes grace];
and [yet] he is the Highest Lord, whose essence is nothing but free-
dom (svatantrya) [and] who is the agent of this descent of power.” Ab-
hinavagupta insists that thus considering the individual as both the
agent and the object of grace solves the problem of grace’s apparent
arbitrariness (TSa 119): na ca vacyam kasmat kasmimscid eva pumsi
Saktipdta iti, sa eva paramesvaras tatha bhatiti satattve ko’sau puman
nama yaduddesena visayakrta codaneyam. “And one should not ask why
the descent of power [occurs] in a particular individual only [and not in
all of them, for] it is the Highest Lord himself who is manifest thus [as
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Conclusion - Reason as a means of transforming scripture into
dagama: on apologetics, scriptural authority and philosophy

As we have seen, Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta keep emphasizing
the supremacy of agama as a means of knowledge and downplaying

this or that particular individual]; therefore, since [the individual] has
as his [sole] reality [the Highest Lord], who is this so-called individual
with respect to whom this objection is made an issue?” See also Wal-
lis 2008: 275: “Only here in Abhinavagupta’s theology does Saktipata
appear as a religious experience which the recipient draws to himself,
as opposed to something that happens to him.” Abhinavagupta also
emphasizes that this nondualistic notion of grace does not lead to qui-
etism: because grace is nothing but the knowing subject’s freedom,
intellectual activity should not be despised, nor should liberation be
left to the arbitrary will of a God distinct from the knowing subject.
See PTV 126-127: avikald bhagavadicchd na vicarapadavim adhiseta
iti ced alam granthadharanavdacanavyakhyanavicaranadimithydyasena,
paritydjya evayam gurubhdrah, tiisnimbhavasaranair eva stheyam, bha-
gavadicchaivottaraniyam uttdrayet, tadicchaivanugrahdtmaivam vicara-
nayam paryavasayayati, na khalu padaprasarikayaiva sukham Sayanair
bhufijanais ca svayam avimrsadbhih svapeksativratarddiparamesva-
ranugrahotpannddhikadhikasiiksmatamavimarsakusaladhisanapari-
Silanaparanmukhair va sthatavyam iti. “If [one objects]: ‘The will of the
Lord, which is absolute (avikala), cannot be subjected to critical ex-
amination (vicdra), [so] enough of vain efforts such as concentrating
on books, discussing, explaining or critically examining [them]! This
heavy burden must necessarily be abandoned: [people] should remain
silent, only the Lord’s will may save [whoever] is to be saved!’, [we an-
swer that] it is precisely the [Lord’s] will, i.e. grace, which thus makes
[us] endeavour critical examination: [people] should certainly not re-
main at ease while just stretching their legs and enjoying [existence]
without realizing [what] they themselves [are] or while avoiding to cul-
tivate a refined intelligence [so as to obtain] the subtlest realization
(vimarsa) - [a realization] which gets ever more subtle as one receives
the grace of the Highest Lord, which [in turn] is more [or less] intense
according to oneself (svapeksa).” On grace in nondualistic Saivism see
e.g. Biumer 2007, Wallis 2008 and Fiirlinger 2009: 79 ff.
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in contrast the epistemic validity of reason. In this regard they side
with the Brahmanical currents according to which scriptures stand
beyond the critical power of reason as theirauthorityis a priori estab-
lished either through its authoritative (@pta) human source or from
the fact that they cannot have been made by man (apauruseyata).
According to the Pratyabhijiia philosophers, scriptures are expres-
sions of Siva’s self-realization, whereas reason, which is incapable
of attaining truth independently (i.e. without resting on perception
and dgama), is weak (durbala) and therefore unable to put scriptures
to the test by evaluating their reliability (avisamvaditva), contrary to
what Dharmakirti for instance claims.

However, Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, adapting Bhartrhari’s
complex understanding of the Veda, distinguish various meanings of
the word dgama (i.e., dgama as an intense realization versus dgama
as a text claiming to express it, but also dgama as the full self-aware-
ness of the absolute consciousness versus agama-s as the more
or less complete expressions of it found in the various scriptures,
whether Saiva or not). Thanks to these distinctions, they do not only
justify a hierarchized inclusivism that absorbs the authority of all
rival scriptures within the Saiva fold: they also subtly subvert the
hierarchical relationship that they themselves proclaim to exist be-
tween agama and yukti. For if scripture is only the secondary ex-
pression of an intense, pre-perceptive and pre-inferential intuition,
and if a scripture is only a means of knowledge (i.e., an authentic
dagama) for someone who has faith in it (tadasvasta) insofar as he
or she realizes - or at least assumes - that this scripture expresses
such an intense intuition, its authority cannot be presupposed when
addressing those who do not have faith in it. Reason, on the other
hand, can lead to the realization that the Saiva scriptures express
because this realization is contained within any conscious being'’s
self-awareness and because reason has the ability to eliminate the
theses that alienate the individuals from this self-awareness. In this
regard, the power of rational inquiry does not only end up being (at
least implicitly) equated with that of @ggama-s,” in contrast with the

“* Thus according to Lawrence 2003, §29, “as engendering a ‘purifica-
tion of conceptualization’ (vikalpasamskara) which leads the student to
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Advaitavedantins’ attitude towards reason for instance;"” it is also
presented as capable of making obvious what is present but “hidden”
(samnigiidha) in the Saiva scriptures and of thus transforming into
an authentic agama the mere “mass of words” in which they consist
for those who do not have faith in them. Utpaladeva can therefore
present his rational path as progressing independently of scriptural
authority, but also as capable of making the Saiva scriptures authori-
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realize identity with Siva, rigorously philosophical discourse becomes
in essence identical with agama.”

The Pratyabhijiia’s position sometimes appears very close to that of the
Vedantins (it is the case for example regarding the idea that reasoning
is by itself groundless: see above, fn. 69; or regarding the statement in
IPK 1.1.2, quoted above, fn. 113, that pramana-s are unable to function
with respect to the absolute: cf. e.g. Halbfass 1983: 45). However, ac-
cording to Sankara, Sureévara or Padmapada, reasoning is only a kind
of propaedeutics that helps prepare to the understanding of the Great
Sayings (mahavakya), but “it does not anticipate that insight which can
only result from the ‘hearing’ of the Upanisadic statements” (Halbfass
1983: 58). Thus according to Sures$vara, the method of anvayavyatireka
enables to separate the Self from what is not the Self, and this method is
part of the qualification (adhikdra) for understanding scriptures, but it
cannot by itself bring about the liberating knowledge which only comes
from the Veda (ibid.: 65: “In a sense, reasoning in terms of anvayavyat-
ireka produces only an openness which has to be filled, or perhaps even
a confusion which has to be eliminated, by the Vedic revelation. To him
who has freed himself from false superimpositions by reasoning in this
way, [...] who asks in bewilderment (viksapanna) ‘who am 1?7’ (ko’smi),
who may even think that he himself has been discarded (tyakto’ham) in
this process - to him the Veda speaks in a meaningful and soteriologi-
cally effective manner when it says: tat tvam asi.” See also ibid.: 66-67,
and 69: “revelation, the Veda, is the indispensable source of liberating
knowledge; it is the condition of its possibility.”) If Utpaladeva also con-
siders that reason merely has the power to eliminate wrong notions su-
perimposed onto the Self, nonetheless, by way of contrast he presents
this power as capable of making someone fit for understanding the
Saivagamas precisely because it is capable of bringing about the very
realization (vimarsa) of which the Saiva scriptures are an expression,
and he asserts that even someone who does not acknowledge these
scriptures can be led to this realization through the treatise’s rational
inquiry.
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tative: if dgama is said to be the strongest means of knowledge, only
reason can make it available to those who do not have faith in it be-
forehand.

It is thus an apologetic concern (the very concern that makes Ut-
paladeva and Abhinavagupta assert the supremacy of agama as a
means of knowledge and that of Saiva dgama-s within the various
scriptures) that leads the author of the IPK to invent a path which
departs from mere scriptural exegesis and progresses with the sole
help of reason and experience: while Dharmakirti subjects scrip-
tures to the critical examination of reason, Utpaladeva claims that
such an endeavour is impossible but acknowledges that the author-
ity of scriptures must be set aside when addressing those who do
not recognize it, and subjects experience to the critical examination
of reason so as to reveal the Saiva scriptures’ authority instead of
presupposing it.

Admittedly, the Saiva dgama-s remain present in the Pratyabhijiia
system not only as its horizon (since rational inquiry ultimately
leads to a truth already contained in them) but also as its point of
departure and its very foundation, since perception itself is said to
be grounded in dgama and since any individual’s self-awareness,
however limited and inadequate, is considered an aspect of dgama
conceived as the universal consciousness’ realization of itself. How-
ever, the distinction between the primary sense of the term agama
(as vimarsa) and its secondary sense (as scripture) enables Utpala-
deva to absorb as it were the religious understanding of dgama into
the much more neutral notion of vimarsa: to say that perception re-
quires agama does not amount to saying that immediate experience
would require scriptural authority in order to be valid, but only that
any conscious manifestation (prakdsa) contains at its core a reali-
zation (vimarsa) in which consciousness actively becomes aware of
itself by grasping itself as being such and such.” Thus dgama can

“* While distinguishing the various means of knowledge, Abhinavagupta

equates direct perception with manifestation (prakasa) and dgama
with realization (vimarsa) (see above, fn. 41), and this distinction should
be understood in connection with chapter 1.5 of the IPK (devoted to
the examination of perception) where vimarsa, defined as the power
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be said to be “as it were the very life of perception and inference”
insofar as dgama and vimarsa are equated, and the word agama ends
up being partly stripped of its religious meaning and clothed into a
sect-neutral epistemological discourse: it can be understood as be-
ing nothing more than the dynamic awareness at the heart of any
experience (and yet Utpaladeva can claim that the Saiva scriptures
express this dynamic awareness).

Modern scholars have often wondered whether and in what sense
Indian thought qualifies as philosophy. Many indologists now con-
sider this question superfluous (or at least too awkwardly formu-
lated to be worth pondering over) among other reasons because it
is most often formulated as an exclusive alternative (Indian thought
has to be either religious or philosophical) resting on the assump-
tion that Western philosophy is in essence distinct from and inde-
pendent of religious matters. Obviously though, the history of West-
ern philosophy is fundamentally intertwined with that of Western
religions, and the relationship between reason and scriptural au-
thority in particular has constituted one of the major points of ten-
sion - and therefore one of the major motors of creativity - within
Western philosophy. Similarly, Buddhist epistemology for instance
has often been seen as a purely theoretical effort disconnected from
any religious concern,” and recent studies have shown that in fact it
comes within the scope of a properly Buddhist strategy and strongly
relates to the religious tradition on the background of which it builds
a philosophical discourse while making a reflective effort to define
its relationship with scriptures.™ The study of the Pratyabhijiia sys-

of consciousness to apprehend itself, is described as the very essence
of perceptual manifestation (prakasa). On vimarsa as the essence of
prakdsa, see e.g. Alper 1987, Ratié 2007: 337 (fn. 51) and 339-340, and
Ratié 2011a: 162-167 and 495-543.

139

See e.g. Stcherbatsky 1930: 2: “In the intention of its promoters the
system [of Buddhist logic] had apparently no special connection with
Buddhism as a religion, i.e., as the teaching of a path towards Salva-
tion.”

See e.g. Krasser 2004, Eltschinger 2007, Franco 2007, Eltschinger 2010
and 2011.

140
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tem seems to suffer from the opposite short-range perspective: so far,
with the notable exception of Raffaele Torella’s works, it has mostly
been presented as a purely religious exegetical attempt to interpret
scriptural texts.” Utpaladeva’s path is surely the product of Saiva
apologetics, but far from being a theology exclusively preoccupied
of understanding its own scriptures, it endeavours to defend them
by setting aside their authority, precisely because it cannot afford to
presuppose an authority that it must reveal. This strategy requires
the elaboration of an original and complex definition of dgama that
both justifies the authority and supremacy of the Saiva scriptures
and grants reason the power to seek and find truth autonomously: it
is by defending the Saiva scriptures that Utpaladeva ends up leaving
the plane of theology to become a philosopher.

" See e.g. Alper 1987: 178, n. 1, where the author insists that Utpalade-
va’s thought is not “philosophy” but “theology” (on the view that the
Pratyabhijfia treatise is purely theological, see Ratié 2011a: 13, fn. 26).
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Abbreviations and references

General abbreviations

ATBS Arbeitskreis fiir tibetische und buddhistische Studien Universitat

Wien
conj. conjecture
p-n.p. passage not preserved in

KSTS Kashmir Series of Texts and Studies

VOAW  Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften
WSTB Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde
WZKS(0) Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Stid- (und Ost)asiens

Manuscripts

B - I$varapratyabhijiavimarsini, Baroda, Central Library, no. 1828 [birch-
bark, §arada script]

BL - I_S'varapratyabhijﬁdviv_rtivimars’ini, London, British Library, Oriental Ma-
nuscripts no. 6760 A [birch-bark, §arada script]

] - ISvarapratyabhijiiavimarsini, Jammu, Sri Ranbir Institute, Raghunath man-
dir, no.19 [birch-bark, Sarada script]

L - I$varapratyabhijiiavimarsini, Lucknow, Akhila Bharatiya Samskrta Parisad,
no. 3366 [“Pratyabhijidstitravimarsini laghvi,” [Saptarsi|samvat [49]42,
Vikramasamvat 1823 (=1766 AD), paper, §arada script]

P - I$varapratyabhijiiavimarsini, Poona, Bhandarkar Oriental Institute (BORI),
no. 466 of 1875-76 [“ISvarapratyabhijAasitravimarsini,” birch-bark, Sarada
script]

S1 - ISvarapratyabhijiiavimarsini, Srinagar, Oriental Research Library, no. 816
=DS0 00001 5659 [paper, sarada script]

S2 - ISvarapratyabhijAavimarsini, Srinagar, Oriental Research Library, no.
1035 = DSO 00001 8219 [Vikramadityasam. 1830 (=1773 AD); paper,
sarada script]

SOAS] I$varapratyabhijiiavimarsini, London, School of Oriental and African
Studies (SOAS) Library, no. 207 in R.C Dogra’s 1978 catalogue / MS no.
44255 [“Pratyabhijiasitra with Abhinavagupta’s Sutrarthavimarsini,” pa-
per, sarada script]
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Editions

Bhaskari - ISvarapratyabhijiavimarsini of Abhinavagupta, Doctrine of Divine
Recognition, vol. I & II: Sanskrit text with the commentary Bhaskari edited
by K. A. S. Iyer and K. C. Pandey [Allahabad, 1938, 1950], vol. III: English
translation by K. C. Pandey [Allahabad, 1954], Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi,
1986

BSuU - Brahmastitra, Sarikarabhd_sya, with the commentaries Bhamati, Kalpataru
and Parimala, edited by K. L. Joshi, 2 vol., Parimal Publications, Parimal
Sanskrit Series 1, Delhi, third edition, 1996

IPK - I$varapratyabhijiiakarika: see Torella 2002

IPV - I$varapratyabhijiiavimarsini, edited with notes by M.R. Sastri/M.K.
Sastri, KSTS 22 & 33, Nirnaya Sagar Press, 2 vol., Srinagar, 1918-1921

IPVV - I$varapratyabhijiiavivrtivimarsini by Abhinavagupta, edited by M. K.
Shastri, KSTS 60, 62 & 65, Nirnaya Sagar Press, 3 vol.,, Bombay, 1938-1943

IS = Isvarasiddhi, in - Siddhitrayi and Pratyabhijiia-karika-vrtti of Rajaka Utpala
Deva, edited with notes by Pandit M. K. Shastri, KSTS 34, Srinagar, 1921

MVT - Malinivijayottara Tantram, edited by M. K. Shastri, KSTS 37, Bombay,
1922

NBh = Nyayabhdsya - see NSt

NBhiis - Srimaddcaryabhdsarvajiiapranitasya nydyasdarasya svopajiam vya-
khyanam nyayabhiisanam, edited by Svami Yogindrananda, Saddarsana-
prakasagranthamala, Varanasi, 1968

NBT = Nyayabindutika - Dharmottarapradipa (being a sub-commentary on Dhar-
mottara’s Nyayabindutika, a commentary on Dharmakirti’s Nydyabindu), ed-
ited by D. Malvania, Kashi Prasad Jayaswal Research Institute, Patna, 1955

NM - Nyayamarijari of Jayanta Bhatta, with Tippani - Nyayasaurabha by the edi-
tor, edited by K. S. Varadacharya, 2 vol,, Oriental Research Institute Series
116 & 139, Mysore, 1969-1983

NSG = Nyayasitra - Gautamiyanyayadarsana with Bhasya of Vatsyayana,
Nyadyacaturgranthika, vol. 1, edited by A. Thakur, Indian Council of Philo-
sophical Research, New Delhi, 1997

PTV = Paratrisikavivarana - Pardatrimshika with commentary, the latter by Ab-
hinavagupta, edited with notes by Pandit M. R. Shastri, KSTS 18, Bombay,
1918

PV - Pramanavarttika-karika (Sanskrit and Tibetan), edited by Y. Miyasaka,
Acta Indologica 2,1971-1972, pp. 1-206



On reason and scripture in the Pratyabhijfia 447

PVin - Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya, Chapters 1 and 2, Critically edited by
E. Steinkellner, China Tibetology Publishing House/Austrian Academy of
Sciences Press, Beijing-Vienna, 2007

PVSV = Pramanavarttikasvavrtti - The Pramanavarttikam of Dharmakirti. The
First Chapter with the Autocommentary, text and critical notes by R. Gnolj,
Serie Orientale Roma 23, Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente,
Roma, 1960

SD - Sivadrsti of Srisomanandandatha with the Vrtti by Utpaladeva, edited by M.
K. Shastri, KSTS 54, Srinagar, 1934

SV - Slokavarttika of Sri Kumarila Bhatta with the Commentary Nydyaratnakara
0f§r1’ Parthasarathimisra, edited by G. S. Ray, Ratna Publications, Varanasi,
1993

TA - Tantraloka of Abhinavagupta with commentary by Rajanaka Jayaratha, ed-
ited with notes by M. K. Shastr1, KSTS 23, 28, 29, 30, 35, 36, 41,47,52,57,58
& 59, 12 vol., Allahabad Srinagar Bombay, 1918-1938

TAV = Tantralokaviveka - see TA

TS - Tattvasangraha of Acarya Shantaraksita with the Commentary “Pafjika”
of Shri Kamalshila, edited by D. Shastri, 2 vols., Bauddha Bharati Series 1,
Varanasi, 1968

TSa - The Tantrasdra of Abhinavagupta, edited with notes by M. R. Shastri,
KSTS 17, Bombay, 1918

VP 1 = Vakyapadiya, Kanda 1 - Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari with the Vrtti and the
Paddhati of Vrsabhadeva, Kanda 1, edited by K. A. S. Iyer, Deccan College
Monograph Series 32, Poona, 1966

VPV = Vakyapadiyavrtti - see VP 1
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