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Gerdi Gerschheimer

Les “Six doctrines de spéculation” (sattark?)
Sur la catégorisation variable des systemes philosophiques
dans I'Inde classique”

ayam eva tarkasyalamkaro yad apratisthitatvam nama
(Sankara ad Brahmastitra 11.1.11,
cité par W. Halbfass, India and Europe, p. 280)

Les sixaines de darsana

“During the last centuries, the six-fold group of Vaisesika, Nyaya, Samkhya, Yoga, Mimam-
sa, and Vedanta (...) has gained increasing recognition in presentations of Indian philosophy,
and this scheme of the systems is generally accepted today.”' C’est en effet cette liste de sys-
témes philosophiques (darsana) qu’évoque le plus souvent, pour ’indianiste, le terme sad-
darsana. 11 est cependant bien connu, ¢galement, que le regroupement sous cette étiquette de
ces six systémes brahmaniques “orthodoxes” est relativement récent, sans doute postérieur au
X11¢ siécle;” un survol de la littérature doxographique sanskrite fait apparaitre qu’il n’est du
reste pas le plus fréquent parmi les configurations censées comprendre I’ensemble des sys-
témes.” La plupart des doxographies incluent en effet des descriptions des trois grands sys-
témes “non brahmaniques”, ¢’est-a-dire le matérialisme,* le bouddhisme et le jainisme. Le
Yoga en tant que tel et le Vedanta, par contre, sont souvent absents de la liste des systémes,
en particulier avant les X1°-x1v°® siécles.

Il n’en reste pas moins que les darsana sont souvent considérés comme étant au nombre de
six, quelle qu’en soit la liste. La prégnance de cette association, qui apparait des la premicre
doxographie, le fameux Saddarsanasamuccaya (“Compendium des six systémes”) du jaina
Haribhadra (viII°® s. ?), est bien illustrée par la classification des darsana que propose Madha-
va Sarasvati au début de sa Sarvadarsanakaumudi (début du XvI°® s.): ils sont divisés d’abord
en “védiques” et “non védiques”, la seconde catégorie comprenant le bouddhisme, le maté-
rialisme et le jainisme, la premicre étant subdivisée en tarka (= Nyaya et Vaisesika), tantra
(= mimamsa) et samkhya. A ce premier niveau de cardinal six s’en ajoutent deux autres, par

* Cet article reprend et développe une communication donnée le 18 mai 2001 a I’Institut fiir Stidasien-,
Tibet- und Buddhismuskunde de ’université de Vienne, communication elle-méme fondée sur des conférences
de ’Ecole pratique des hautes études (dont un résumé est disponible dans I’ Annuaire de I’EPHE, Section des
sciences religieuses, 109 [2000-2001], pp. 173-189). Qu’il me soit permis d’exprimer ma gratitude 8 M™ Karin
Preisendanz pour son invitation, et aux collégues qui ont bien voulu, par leurs critiques et leurs suggestions, me
pousser a affiner certaines affirmations; je souhaite remercier tout particuliérement, pour son aide précicuse,
M™ Pascale Haag.

! Wilhelm Halbfass, India and Europe: An Essay in Understanding, Albany 1988, p. 353. Mon rapide
survol des “sixaines de darsana” doit beaucoup au 19° chapitre de cet ouvrage, “The Sanskrit Doxographies
and the Structure of Hindu Traditionalism” (pp. 349-368), ainsi qu’aux travaux sur les doxographies jaina
contenus dans 1’ouvrage posthume de Kendall W. Folkert édité par John E. Cort (Scripture and Community:
Collected Essays on the Jains, Atlanta 1993).

2Ct Ganganatha Jha, Pirva-Mimamsa in its Sources, 2° éd., Varanasi 1964, pp. 1-2 (dont certaines don-
nées manquent cependant de précision, cf. par exemple infra n. 39).

* Voir le tableau donné dans I’ Annuaire de I’EPHE, art. cité (voir n. *), pp. 180-181.

* Je m’en tiendrai aux termes “matérialisme” et “matérialiste” pour rendre les termes sanskrits lokdyata,
carvaka, etc.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 239-258.
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la division traditionnelle du bouddhisme en quatre écoles d’une part, par la dérivation des six
darsana “brahmaniques” dans la premiére catégorie d’autre part.’

En réalité, les premicres doxographies (toutes jaina, incidemment) ne décrivent pas six sys-
temes, mais sept: matérialisme, bouddhisme et jainisme, Vaisesika, Nyaya, Samkhya et Mi-
mamsa. A 1’aube méme de I’histoire de la doxographie indienne, une alternative est exposée
par Haribhadra:® ayant énuméré, dans la 3¢ stance de son opuscule, les six systémes consti-
tuant pour lui les darsana (bouddhisme, Nyaya, Samkhya, jainisme, Vaisesika, Mimamsa), il
en expose, dans cet ordre, les principales doctrines; ceci fait, il note (st. 78-79) que certains
penseurs traitent comme un seul darsana les systémes du Nyaya et du Vaisesika, et parvien-
nent au nombre de six darsana en ajoutant la doctrine des matérialistes, qu’il expose ensuite.

Le nombre 6 peut ainsi étre obtenu de deux fagons. Soit I’on exclut le matérialisme, appelé
d’ordinaire ndastika par les doxographes jaina. Cette configuration se rencontre dans le Sad-
darsananirnaya de Merutunga (X1v°s.), mais aussi dans le Saddarsanasamuccaya de Rajase-
khara (XIV® s.), qui refuse au matérialisme la dignité de darsana. Ou alors, configuration ap-
paremment plus courante, 1’on regroupe le Nyaya et le Vaisesika sous une méme étiquette —
parfois tarka, ou Saiva.’

Le but du présent article est de proposer une explication a cette instabilité, c¢’est-a-dire une
explication au fait qu’il y a, a la fin du 1° millénaire et au début du second, sept darsana.
L’hypothese avancée ici est qu’un autre groupement de six systémes philosophiques était
courant avant les deux attestés par Haribhadra, un groupement que j’appellerai “les six tar-
ka® ou “la sixaine des tarka” (sattarki), comprenant les écoles décrites par Haribhadra d
[’exception non pas du matérialisme, mais de la Mimamsa:

5 Voir le schéma dans I’Annuaire de I’EPHE, art. cité (voir n. *), p. 182; voir aussi ibid., p. 176, et W.
Halbfass, India and Europe (voir n. 1), pp. 352-353. Un exemple extréme de 1’association darsana — 6 est don-
né par une institution dont Catherine Clémentin-Ojha a dépouillé le registre: & Udaipur, au XIX® s., une sorte de
ministére des Affaires religieuses est appelé “le département ‘des Six Systémes’ (saddarsana, prononcé loca-
lement khaddarsana), lequel est au royaume du Mewar ce que le département des Mérites est a Jaipur” (Le Tri-
dent sur le palais: une cabale anti-vishnouite dans un royaume hindou a I’époque coloniale, Paris 1999, p.
140); le terme darsana dénote ici les affaires religieuses de facon générale (y compris celles des jains), sans
référence particuliére a une liste fixe.

6 Cf. I’édition et la traduction du Saddarsanasamuccaya par Olle Qvarnstrom, “Haribhadra and the Be-
ginnings of Doxography in India”, dans N.K. Wagle et O. Qvarnstrom (éd.) Approaches to Jaina Studies: Phi-
losophy, Logic, Rituals and Symbols, Toronto 1999, pp. 169-210 (je remercie M™ Nalini Balbir de m’avoir fait
connaitre ce travail); voir aussi Annuaire de I’EPHE, art. cité (voir n. *), pp. 176-179.

" Des informations sur les configurations de systémes philosophiques, & diverses époques et dans diver-
ses régions de 1’Inde, pourraient étre obtenues de sources épigraphiques. A titre d’exemple, voir la st. 36 de
I’inscription du x°-X1° s. éditée par F. Kielhorn, “A Stone Inscription from Ranod (Narod)”, Epigraphia Indica
1 (1892), pp. 351-361, ou le Sivaite Vyomasiva est comparé a Mahesa pour les siddhanta, puis aux “fondateurs”
des sept systémes décrits par Haribhadra; voir aussi la st. 15 de I’inscription du X11° s. éditée par F. Kielhorn,
“Malhar Stone Inscription of Jajalladeva, of the (Chedi) Year 919, Epigraphia Indica 1 (1892), pp. 39-45. Une
recherche systématique mériterait d’étre entreprise.

¥ Dénotant la spéculation, le raisonnement, la réflexion, le terme tarka a des emplois divers (cf. Annuaire
de I’EPHE, art. cité [voir n. *], p. 183), dont un emploi technique en Nyaya qui, on le verra plus loin, interfére-
ra avec 1’acception “systéme philosophique fondé sur le raisonnement pur” (N. Stchoupak, L. Nitti et L. Renou,
Dictionnaire sanskrit-frangais, Paris 1980).
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SiX tarka Haribhadra-1 Haribhadra-II
matérialisme bouddhisme matérialisme
bouddhisme jainisme bouddhisme
jainisme Vaisesika jainisme
Vaisesika Nyaya Nyaya—Vaisesika
Nyaya Samkhya Samkhya
Samkhya Mimamsa Mimamsa

La Mimamsa et les six farka

* Les six farka de I’inscription C. 38E de Po Nagar

L’inscription sanskrite C. 38E de Po Nagar de Nha Trang, au Campa (actuel Vietnam), a pour
objet I’érection par le roi Indravarman d’une statue de la déesse Bhagavati, en saka 840, soit
918 de n. ¢.” Des quatre strophes qui la composent, la troisiéme vise a montrer 1’étendue des
connaissances du roi:

mimamsasattarkajinendrasiirmmis sakasikavyakaranodakaughah |
akhyanasaivottarakalpaminah patistha etesv iti satkavinam ||."°

La strophe présente un certain nombre de difficultés, et je ne me hasarderai pas a en proposer
une nouvelle traduction aprés celles de Bergaigne et de Majumdar.'' Je m’en tiendrai a la
chaine mimamsasattarka. Bergaigne aussi bien que Majumdar I’interprétent en suppléant un

266y

adi, le premier en remarquant qu’““il manque en outre un mot tel que adi: car les Mimamsas
sont les deux premiers des six systémes philosophiques: shattarka”.'* Bien évidemment, Ber-
gaigne (et a sa suite Majumdar) a ici en téte la liste des six darsana “brahmaniques” (Mi-
mamsa et Vedanta, Samkhya et Yoga, Nyaya et Vaisesika); mimamsa-sattarka de 1’inscrip-
tion référerait donc a ces six systemes philosophiques, en tout cas a une liste comportant la
Mimamsa. Mais cette interprétation, qui, prétextant de la pietre qualité du sanskrit de nombre
d’inscriptions du Campa, va contre I’interprétation obvie (“la/les Mimamsa et les six tarka”),

est-elle vraiment nécessaire?

? Edition et traduction princeps par Abel Bergaigne, Inscriptions sanscrites de Campd et du Cambodge,
Paris 1893, pp. 78-79. Des corrections de lecture ont été apportées par Edouard Huber, “Etudes indochinoises”,
Bulletin de I'Ecole francaise d’Extréme-Orient 11 (1911), pp. 259-311, a la p. 268 (XII. L’épigraphie de la
dynastie de Dong-Duong). Nouvelle édition et traduction anglaise par R.C. Majumdar, Ancient Indian Colonies
in the Far East, Vol. I. Champa, Lahore 1927, Book III, pp. 138-139.

1" “La forme mimamsa- est un barbarisme garanti par le métre” (Bergaigne, op. cit., p. 79, n. 1; voir
aussi note suivante). — sakasika-: Chatterjee (cf. infra) corrige en sakasika-. — -udakaughah: lecture de Huber et
Majumdar (Bergaigne lit -udako yah, mais note que “I’o final [de -udako] ressemble assez a au”).

" “Lui qui, se jouant dans les belles ondes des six systémes philosophiques, & commencer par les Mi-
mamsas, et dans celles de Jinendra, fréquentant les eaux de la grammaire et de la Kagika, était comme un pois-
son dans les 1égendes et dans 1’Uttarakalpa des Civaites: car il était, entre les meilleurs des sages, le plus versé
dans tous ces écrits” (Bergaigne, op. cit., p. 79, avec cinq notes); “He who (skilfully played in the) good waves
which were the six systems of Philosophy beginning with Mimamsa and those of Jinendra (i.e. Buddha), and in
the mass of water which was (Panini’s) Grammar with Kasika, who was a fish (in the water) which was the
Akhyana and the Uttarakalpa of the Saivas; because among the learned, he was the most skilful in all these
subjects” (Majumdar, op. cit., p. 139). — A propos des inscriptions sanskrites du Campa, Bergaigne notait que
“le tortillage des constructions dans les stances, ou 1’hyperbate va parfois jusqu’a 1’amphigouri, n’est que
I’exagération des libertés propres a la versification indienne; il est inutile d’y insister” (op. cit., p. 4); s’agissant
des inscriptions C. 38 de Po Nagar, il précisait que “pour la correction, toutes ces inscriptions se valent a peu
pres, et valent les précédentes” (ibid., p. 70).

12 Bergaigne, op. cit., p. 79, n. 1 (suite de la remarque citée supra n. 10).
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Autant que je sache, le premier et seul savant a avoir proposé un autre référent pour le com-
posé sattarka est D. Chatterjee, dans un court article paru en 1943." Il y a montré que
I’expression mimamsa-sattarka- doit bien étre comprise comme signifiant “la/les Mimamsa
et les six tarka”; pour ce faire, il excipe de deux paralleles — qui plus est contemporains de
I’inscription C. 38E — qui présentent une liste de six tarka dont la (Iles) Mimamsa est (sont)
exclue(s): cette liste est trés précisément celle du Saddarsanasamuccaya, privée de la Mi-
mamsa.

» Les six tarkika de I’ Abhidhanacintamani de Hemacandra

Avant d’examiner ces deux parall¢les, ajoutons-y un troisiéme, connu depuis longtemps.
Dans son Abhidhanacintamani, Hemacandra (x11° s.)'* conclut les données consacrées aux
brahmanes par les vers suivants, énongant des synonymes pour chacun des six tarkika, c’est-
a-dire des six (adeptes) de tarka:

syadvadavady arhatah syac chiinyavadi tu saugatah ||861||

naiyayikas tv aksapado yaugah samkhyas tu kapilah |

vaisesikah syad aulitkyo barhaspatyas tu nastikah ||862||

carvako laukayatikas caite sad api tarkikah |.

Ein Bekenner des Skepticismus, ein G'aina (2 W[orter]). — Ein Bekenner der Lehre vom Nichts,
ein Buddhaist (2 W.). — Ein Anhénger der Njaja-Lehre (3 W.). — Ein Anhénger der Lehre des Ka-
pila (2 W.). — Ein Anhénger der Vaigeshika-Lehre (2 W.). — Materialist (4 W.). — Alle 6 heissen
mit einem gemeinschaftlichen Namen tarkika’s, d. i. Anhénger einer philosophischen Schule."

L’énoncé de Hemacandra suppose, sous-jacent, un groupe de six tarka, “doctrines de spécu-
lation”: jaina, bauddha, naiyayika, samkhya, vaisesika et matérialiste. Le Mimamsaka, lui,
n’est pas un tarkika.

Les six tarka en poétique

= Les six farka de la Kavyamimamsa de Rajasekhara

Le premier des deux paralleles invoqués par D. Chatterjee est bien connu. Dans le second
chapitre de sa Kavyamimamsa, Rajasekhara (fin du 1x® — début du X° 5.)'® expose la littérature
normative, les sastra, considérée comme I’une des deux branches de la littérature (vanmaya),

5 Durga Charan Chatterjee, “A Note on the Expression Sat-tarka in an Inscription of Champa”, The
Journal of the Greater India Society 10/1 (January 1943), pp. 154-156. Je remerciec M. Kamaleswar Bhattacha-
rya de m’avoir signalé cet article et de m’en avoir procuré une copie.

' Plus précisément, 1087/1088—1172/1173: cf. Claus Vogel, Indian Lexicography, Wiesbaden 1979, pp.
335-336.

!> Texte et traduction dans Otto Boehtlingk et Charles Rieu, Hemak'andra’s Abhidhdnak'intdmani, ein
systematisch angeordnetes synonymisches Lexicon, Osnabriick 1972 [réimpr. de I’éd. de 1847], pp. 159-160
(voir aussi les notes p. 370, avec les variantes aksapado pour aksapado et yogah pour yaugah). Le Sabdakalpa-
druma de Raja Radhakantadeva (Calcutta 1822-1858) cite a I’entrée tarkika les quatre derniers pada du passage
en question (vaisesikah ... tarkikah), créant ainsi une liste de six f@rkika ne comprenant que des adeptes du
VaiSesika et des “matérialistes”. Cette interprétation, erronée, en dit long sur I’oubli dans lequel est tombé le
groupe des six farka qui fait ’objet de cet article, oubli dont nous aurons d’autres preuves encore.

1 Cf. P.V. Kane, History of Sanskrit Poetics, 3° éd. rév., Delhi 1961, p. 216 (je ne sais sur quoi se fonde
D. Chatterjee pour dater Rajasekhara des environs de 1000 A.D. [voir art. cité en n. 13, p. 155]). Les datations
des traités de poétique mentionnées ci-aprés suivent le travail de P.V. Kane.
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I’autre étant les belles-lettres (kavya).!” En réalité, sa description est pour une part une tenta-
tive de syntheése entre deux systémes de classification, de catégorisation, des savoirs ou
sciences (vidya ou vidyasthana), en y ajoutant la Poésie ou la science de la composition poé-
tique (sahityavidya). Avant d’y revenir, il me faut rappeler ces deux systemes.

Le premier est celui des quatorze ou dix-huit “sieges des savoirs” (vidydsthana), tout entier
tourné vers 1’explicitation du dharma brahmanique; il est attesté au moins, pour sa version a
quatorze ¢léments, depuis la Yajiavalkyasmrti:

purananyayamimamsadharmasastrangamisritah |

vedah sthanani vidyanam dharmasya ca caturdasa ||."*

Les (quatre) Veda accompagnés par 1’ Antiquité, le nyaya, I’Exégése, le Traité de la Loi et (les
six) membres (auxiliaires du Veda) sont les quatorze si¢ges des savoirs et du dharma.

Un examen d’autres sources énumérant ces quatorze sieges des savoirs (en y ajoutant éven-
tuellement quatre autres siéges) fait apparaitre une grande stabilité pour toutes les appella-
tions, sauf pour la seconde: le terme nyaya est parfois remplacé par farka (qui est du reste
peut-étre la lecon originale de la Yajriavalkyasmrti; cf. infra), souvent par nyayavistara (...
mimdmsa nydyavistarah ...)."° Vijiiane$vara (début du x1° s.) le glose d’ailleurs par nydyas
tarkavidya, “le nyaya est la science du raisonnement”. Si la trés grande majorité des textes
consultés (commentaires, autres énumérations des vidyasthana, littérature secondaire) s’ac-
corde a considérer le nyaya ou tarka ou nyayavistara comme un des quatorze si¢ges des
savoirs, il faut cependant signaler I’interprétation de Visvartpa (entre 750 et 1000 de n. ¢.),
qui arrive différemment au nombre 14: “le terme nyayamimamsa, quant a lui, référe a un seul
siége des savoirs; et le terme purana englobe I’Epopée et I’ Antiquité [soit deux siéges des
savoirs|” (nydyamimamseti caikam vidyasthanam. puranam iti cetihasapuranayor graha-
nam). Cette interprétation est sans doute fondée sur le fait que la Mimamsa est congue
comme un “faisceau d’arguments” (yuktikaldpa),”® une “analyse en mille axiomes des énon-
ciations védiques” (nigamavakyanam nyayaih sahasrena vivektri mimamsa, Kavyamimamsa
p. 3, traduction pp. 33-34). Elle peut s’appliquer également aux versets ou la liste des qua-
torze sieges des savoirs comporte le pada pair mimamsa nydayavistarah: “la Mimamsa, (cette)
profusion de nydya”.*' Bref, le siége des savoirs représenté par les termes nyaya, tarka, nya-
yavistara, fait probléme.

Décrivant d’abord les sdastra de la liste classique des quatorze vidydsthana, Rajasekhara
n’emploie aucun des trois termes en question: il appelle anviksiki (“Philosophie™) ce sicge

7 Texte dans 1’édition de C.D. Dalal et R.A. Sastry, Kavyamimamsa of Rajasekhara, 3° éd. rev. et
augm., Baroda 1934 (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series 1); traduction par Nadine Stchoupak et Louis Renou, La Ka-
vyamimamsa de Rajasekhara, traduite du sanskrit, Paris 1946.

18 Yajiiavalkyasmrti 1.3 (voir aussi infra n. 33). Editions consultées: T. Ganapati Sastri (éd.), The Ydjna-
valkyasmriti with the Commentary Balakrida of Visvartipdchdrya, Trivandrum 1922 (Trivandrum Sanskrit
Series 74); Narayana Shastri Khiste et Jagannatha Shastri Hoshinga (éd.), The Yajiavalkya Smyrti with Virami-
trodaya the Commentary of Mitra Misra and Mitakshara Commentary of Vijnanesvara, Benares 1930 (Chow-
khamba Sanskrit Series); Yajiavalkyasmrti avec le commentaire d’Apararka, Poona 1903 (Anandasrama Sans-
krit Series 46). Pour les dates des commentateurs, voir P.V. Kane, History of Dharmasastra, Vol. 1, 2° éd. rév.
et augm., Poona 1990 (réimpr.) et 1975.

1 Cf., ubi alia, Bh. Jhalakikar, Nyayakosa, rév. et rééd. par V. Abhyankar, Poona 1978, s.v. vidya, p.
753.

20 Cest ainsi que Kumarila caractérise la Mimamsa; cf. W. Halbfass, Tradition and Reflection: Explor-
ations in Indian Thought, Delhi 1992, pp. 30 et 34.

21 Cf. ibid., p. 30. — Au reste, ce pada peut se lire aussi: mimamsanyayavistarah, “la profusion des nyaya
de la Mimamsa”.
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des savoirs — s’autorisant, sans doute, d’une équivalence anviksiki = tarkavidya établie, par

, 22 . , . . N . . , .
exemple, dans I’Amarakosa”™ — et renvoie pour son €lucidation a sa description ultérieure des
“sciences”, ¢’est-a-dire des quatre vidya, inspirée de I’ Arthasastra de Kautilya:

anviksiki trayi vartta dandanitis ceti vidyah.
Philosophie, Triple Savoir, Economie et Politique, voila les sciences.”

La description méme de cette “Philosophie” introduit le terme tarka, que je propose de
considérer comme une “abréviation” de tarkavidya, “science (fondée sur) le raisonnement”:

dvidha canviksiki parvottarapaksabhyam. arhadbhadantadarsane lokayatam ca purvah paksah,
samkhyam nyayavaisesikau cottarah. ta ime saf tarkah [var.: sat tarkah om. B].

La Philosophie est de deux sortes, suivant (qu’on envisage) les Théses liminaires ou les Théses
finales. Les doctrines jaina, bouddhiste et le matérialisme (lokayata) sont les théses liminaires; le
Samkhya, le Nyaya—Vaisesika, (les théses) finales. Tels sont les six (Modes de) raisonnement.**

Nous retrouvons donc exactement la liste des six tarka sous-jacente a celle des six tarkika de
Hemacandra. Si la lecon du manuscrit B nous laissait le moindre doute, il serait levé par les
indications que Rajasekhara nous donne, au chapitre huit, sur la pramanavidya (“science des
Normes [de connaissance]”) comme source des sujets de poésie:

dvividhah pramaniko maimamsikas tarkikas ca.

(La source) tirée des Normes (de connaissance) est de deux sortes, celle de 1’Investigation
(sacrée) et celle de la Spéculation (texte p. 36,19; traduction p. 117).

Au moment de donner des exemples tirés des “(doctrines de) Spéculation™ (tarka), Raja-
sekhara les énumeére a nouveau:

tarkesu samkhyiyah (...). nyayavaisesikiyah (...). bauddhiyah (...). laukayatikah (...). arhatah (...).

Parmi les (doctrines de) Spéculation, celle du Samkhya (...). Celle du Nyaya—Vaisesika (...). Celle
du bouddhisme (...). Celle du matérialisme (...). Celle du jainisme (...) (texte pp. 37-38; traduction
pp. 118-120).

Encore une fois, la Mimamsa est distinguée des tarka; toutefois, elle se retrouve subsumée
avec eux sous le chef commun de pramanavidya, de “science des moyens de raisonnement”,
une indication dont nous verrons la portée plus loin.

= Développements ultérieurs: poétique jaina

Le chapitre huit de la Kavyamimamsa a été utilisé¢ par Hemacandra dans son Kavyanusasana-
Viveka, sous le sitra 1.8 ou la vyutpatti (“culture) nécessaire au pocte est définie comme
étant I’habileté dans les choses du monde, dans les $dstra et dans les kavya.” Plusieurs des

2 Amarakosa, 1.5(Sabdadivarga).5ab: anviksiki dandanitis tarkavidyarthasastrayoh, dans Krishnaji Go-
vind Oka (éd.), The Namalinganusdsana (Amarakosha) of Amarasimha, with the Commentary (...) of Kshira-
svamin, Poona 1913, p. 28.

B Kavyamimamsa p. 4,6-7 (texte), p. 35 (traduction); c¢’est 1, verbatim, le texte de 1’ Arthasastra 1.2.1
(texte et traduction dans R.P. Kangle, The Kautiliya Arthasastra, 3 vol., Bombay 1960-1965, Vol. I, p. 4 et Vol.
IL, p. 6).

2 Kavyamimamsa, p. 4,16-18 (texte), pp. 36-37 (traduction). — On notera le couplage non seulement du
Nyaya et du Vaisesika (qu’on retrouvera plus loin), mais encore des darsana jaina et bouddhiste. On relévera
aussi que, bien que Rajasekhara ne donne pas explicitement I’équation farka = darsana, il met clairement les
deux termes sur le méme plan, contrairement a d’autres auteurs, plus tardifs, qui parleront de “tarka des darsa-
na” (cf. infra n. 47 et 72).

> Kavyanusasana (with Alamkaraciidamani and Viveka) of Acarya Hemacandra (...), 2° éd. rév., Rasik-
lal C. Parikh et V.M. Kulkarni (éd.), Bombay 1964, p. 7.
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sastra énumérés coincident avec ou correspondent a des sources de sujets de poésie objet du
chapitre 8 de la Kavyamimamsada, en particulier les six premieres: Sruti, smrti, itihasa, purana,
pramanavidyd — ici remplacé par tarka(grantha) —, samayavidya — remplacé par agama-
(grantha) —; dans le Viveka, Hemacandra reprend presque tous les exemples que la Kavyami-
mamsa donne pour ces six premiéres sources;>’ mais ayant remplacé la pramanavidya par les
tarka(grantha), il ne mentionne nulle part la Mimamsa, et considere que le tarka est de six
sortes: jaina, bauddha, matérialiste, samkhya, nyaya—vaisesika; pour chacun de ces tarka, les
doctrines et stances données en exemple sont trés exactement celles de la Kavyamimamsa.”’
De¢s lors, il est probable que la liste des six tarkika donnée par Hemacandra dans son Abhi-
dhanacintamani (ct. supra p. 242) tire son origine de la Kavyamimamsa.

C’est sans doute par I’intermédiaire de Hemacandra que la liste des six farka de Rajasekhara
aura trouvé son chemin dans le (Kavyakalpalatavriti-)Parimala d’ Amaracandra (Xur° s.). Car
la section qu’il y consacre a I’habileté (kausala) dans toutes les kala reprend dans sa tres
grande majorité le texte méme du Viveka de Hemacandra sur les sastra dans lesquels le poéte
doit faire preuve d’habileté (nai]mna);28 en particulier, le passage concernant les six tarka®
est identique a celui du Viveka cité supra n. 27, a ’exception du terme naipuna modifi¢ en
kausala! Et tout comme Hemacandra, Amaracandra ne mentionne pas la Mimamsa. Nous
retrouverons Amaracandra plus loin ...

Une synthese étrange entre les données de la Kavyamimamsa et celles du Viveka semble
avoir été effectuée par Vagbhata II (X1v° s. ?). Dans son Kavyanusasana, la vyutpatti est dé-
finie d’une facon assez proche de celle de Hemacandra, mais c’est le terme pramana(sastra)
qui réapparait dans la liste des sastra en lieu et place des tarka(grantha); dans 1’auto-com-
mentaire Alankaratilaka, toutefois, il n’est plus question que de six sortes de farka; cepen-
dant, la liste donnée, agglutinant le Nyaya et le Vaisesika en un systetme dénommé saiva et
introduisant la Mimamsa sous 1’appellation bhdtta, correspond en fait a la liste des darsana
du type Haribhadra-II:
tarkah satprakarah:

Jinam samkhyam Sivam bhattam bauddham laukayatam tatha |
sad eta drstayah proktah sesah pasandavrttayah ||.30

%% On trouvera dans les notes de Stchoupak et Renou & leur traduction de la Kavyamimamsa (p. 115 sq.)
’indication des trés nombreux passages du 8° chapitre repris par Hemacandra (avec références a 1’édition de la
Kavyamala); il faut cependant supprimer la mention “phrase reprise Hem. p. 6” dans la n. 20 et ajouter la men-
tion “strophe reprise Hem. p. 7’ a lan. 77.

7 tarkah satprakarah. tatrarhato yatha (...). tannaipunam yatha (...). bauddhiyo yatha (...). tannai-
punam yatha (...). laukayatiko yatha (...). tannaipunam yathd (...). samkhyiyo yatha (...). tannaipunam yatha
(...). nyayavaisesikiyo yatha (...). tannaipunam yatha (...) (Kavyanusasana-Viveka pp. 9-10; on notera que les
systémes sont énoncés dans 1’ordre adopté par la Kavyamimamsda au chapitre 2). Mentionnons également que
des trois samaya illustrés par la Kavyamimamsa (Saivasiddhantiya, pancaratra et bauddhasiddhantiya), Hema-
candra ne retient comme dgama que le 1% et le 3°.

% La portion conservée du Parimala est publiée en appendice de R.S. Betai (éd.), Amaracandrayati’s
Kavyakalpalatavrttih (with Two Commentaries — Parimala and Makaranda), Ahmedabad 1997 (L.D. Series
117). Le passage concerné y figure aux pp. 39-42 (pagination défectueuse), & comparer avec les pp. 7-13 du
Viveka. L’édition ne signale malheureusement pas cet emprunt massif (qui se poursuit d’ailleurs jusqu’a la p. 45
par la copie du Viveka des pp. 14-18), et une comparaison détaillée des deux passages permettrait sans doute de
montrer que c’est bien Hemacandra qui est copié, et non Rajasekhara. Mentionnons seulement que, comme
chez Hemacandra, le Paficaratra est ignoré (cf. n. précédente).

¥ Ibid., pp. 39-40.

3% Pt. Shivadatta et K.P. Parab (éd.), The Kdvydnusdsana of Vigbhatta with his Own Gloss, Bombay
1894 (Kavyamala 43), p. 5,16-17. Chacun des six systémes est illustré par une stance: jainam yatha (...). sam-
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Ce faisant, Vagbhata tient bien compte des sept pramanavidya de Rajasekhara, mais en niant
la distinction que ce dernier établit entre la Mimamsa et les tarka.

La “sixaine des tarka” dans la Nyayamaiijari de Jayanta Bhatta

Le second passage auquel D. Chatterjee fait référence figure dans le prologue de la Nyaya-
maiijari du philosophe naiyayika Jayanta Bhatta (vers 900 de n. &.),"' a nouveau dans le
contexte d’une discussion des quatorze vidydsthana. Dans la mesure ou, on va le voir, son
interprétation n’est pas tout a fait obvie, il faut nous y arréter plus longuement. Ayant décrit
les différents siéges des savoirs, Jayanta poursuit:*

(...) tanimani caturdasa® vidyasthananity acaksate. yathoktam:
puranatarkamimamsadharmasastrangamisritah |
vedah sthanani vidyanam dharmasya ca caturdasa ||*° iti.
anyatrapy uktam:
angani vedas catvaro mimamsa nyayavistarah |
puranam dharmasastram ca vidya hy etas caturdasa ||** iti.

pb'trvatra[3 tarkasabdenopdttam uttaratra ca nyayavistarasabdenaitad eva Sastram ucyate. nyayas
tarko ‘numanam; so 'sminn eva® vyutpadyate. yatah sdmkhydrhatdndm8 tavat ksapanakanam ki-
drsam anumanopadesakausalam, kiyad eva tattarkena® vedapramanyam raksyata iti nasav iha®
ganandrhah." bauddhas tu yady apy anumanamargavagahana®naipunabhimanoddhuram' kan-
dharam"® udvahanti, tathapi vedaviruddhatvat tattarkasya katham vedddividydsthdnasya)‘ madhye
pathah? anumanakausalam api kidrsam Sakyanam iti pade pade darsayisyamah. carvakas tu
varakah pratikseptavya eveti* kah' ksudratarkasya tadiyasyeha gananavasarah? vaisesikah pu-

khyiyo yatha (...). Saivo yathd (...). bhattanam yathda (...). bauddhiyo yatha (...). laukayatiyo yatha (...) (ibid.,
p- 5); seul des exemples donnés par Vagbhata, celui relatif au tarka = drsti = darsana saiva reprend celui par
lequel la Kavyamimamsa et le Viveka de Hemacandra illustrent le systéme Nyaya—Vaisesika.

31 Cf. Walter Slaje, “Untersuchungen zur Chronologie einiger Nyaya-Philosophen”, Studien zur Indolo-
gie und Iranistik 11-12 (1986), pp. 245-278, a la p. 274.

32 Texte dans Tuil. (éd. Gangadhara Sastri Tailanga, Benares 1895 [Vizianagram Sanskrit Series 10], pp.
3-4), Sukla (éd. Surya Narayana Sukla, 2° éd., Varanasi 1971 [Kashi Sanskrit Series 106], p. 4), Varad. (éd.
K.S. Varadacharya, Vol. I, Mysore 1969 [Oriental Research Institute Series 116], pp. 8-9), Sastri (éd. Gaurinath
Sastri, Vol. I, Varanasi 1982, p. 9); All. désigne les lecons d’un ms. d’Allahabad données en appendice de 1’éd.
Varad., ka celles du ms. de I’Oriental Research Institute de Mysore relevées dans la méme édition. — Je renver-
rai aussi aux traductions anglaises de Janaki Vallabha Bhattacharyya, Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyaya-marnijari, Vol. 1,
Delhi 1978, et de V.N. Jha, Nyayamarfijari of Jayantabhatta (Ahnika-I), Delhi 1995; ce dernier avait déja donné
une traduction annotée de I’introduction de la Nyayamanijari dans le Bulletin of the Deccan College Research
Institute 36 (1976-1977), pp. 36-43, qui ne présente pas de divergences fondamentales sur les points qui nous
intéressent ici. Le commentaire Nyayamarnijarigranthibhanga de Cakradhara est malheureusement lacunaire
pour ce passage.

3 Yajravalkyasmrti 1.3 (cf. supra n. 18). Toutes les éditions de la Yajiavalkyasmrti que j’ai pu consulter
lisent -nyaya- au lieu de -tarka- dans le pada initial, et ¢’est apparemment cette legon qui est commentée par
Vi$vartipa (entre 750 et 1000 de n. &.), Vijiiane$vara (début du X1° s.) et Apararka (X11° s.). Il est cependant
certain que Jayanta vise bien ici cette smrti, et qu’il la connait avec la legon -tarka-; dans sa discussion de la
validité de 1’Atharvaveda, il cite en effet la méme strophe (avec tarka) pour montrer que “Yajiiavalkya, en
énumérant les quatorze siéges des savoirs [citation], fait connaitre qu’il y a bien quatre Veda; en effet, on
n’obtient pas sinon le nombre quatorze”, yajriavalkyas caturdasavidyasthanani ganayan puranatarkamimamsa
(...) caturdaseti catura eva vedan avedayate; nanyatha hi caturdasasamkhya piryate (Sukla p. 233, Varad. p.
618, Sastri p. 358). Selon Karin Preisendanz (comm. personnelle, 18/05/01), il est bien possible que ce soit 1a la
lecon originale. Quoi qu’il en soit de la source de Jayanta, la legon tarka, dans la Nyayamarijari, est assurée:
elle conditionne la discussion qui suit.

3 Cf. Visnupurana 3.6.26, 27 ou 28 (selon les éditions). Jayanta cite & nouveau la méme strophe, I’intro-
duisant par smrtyantare ca spastam evoktam, dans sa discussion de la validité de I’Atharvaveda, juste aprés
avoir cité Yajravalkyasmrti 1.3 (cf. note précédente).
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nar asmadanuydyina eveti.> evam asyam janatasu prasiddhayam api sattarkyam idam eva tar-
kanyayavistarasabdabhyam sastram uktam.

Variantes: o. caturdasa Tail., Varad.; caturdasa- Sukla, Sastri. — P. pirvatra edd.; purvatra $loke All. —y. eva
Tail., Sukla, Sastri; eva §astre Varad. — §. -arhatanam; -ahatanam Sukla. — €. kiyad eva tattarkena edd.; kiyad
iva tarkena ka. — {. nasav iha edd.; nehasau ka. — 1. gananarhah edd.; ganitah A/l. — 6. -margavagahana- edd.;
-avagahana- ka. — 1. -naipunabhimanoddhuram Tail., All.; -naipunyabhimanoddhuram Sukla, Sastri; -naipu-
noddhuram Varad. — x. kandharam edd.; om. ka. — A. -sthanasya Tail., Sukla, Sastri; -sthana- Varad. — W. eveti
Sukla, Sastri; eva Tail., Varad. — v. kah edd.; ka iva All. — &. Toutes les éditions ont ici le sandhi every evam.

(...) On appelle ces (sciences) les quatorze Siéges du savoir. Comme il a été dit:

“Les Veda accompagnés par 1’ Antiquité, le tarka, I’Exégese, le Traité
de la Loi et (leurs six) membres (auxiliaires) sont les quatorze si¢ges
des savoirs et du dharma.”

Ailleurs aussi, il a été dit:

“Les membres (auxiliaires du Veda), les quatre Veda, I’Exégése,
I’exposé détaillé des arguments (nyayavistara), I’ Antiquité et le Trai-
té de la Loi; ce sont la les quatorze Savoirs.”

C’est ce méme traité [a savoir le traité d’Aksapada] qui est énoncé dans la premicre (strophe) par
le mot tarka, et dans la suivante par le mot nyayavistara.

Le fait méme que Jayanta consacre les lignes qui suivent a la démonstration de la thése ainsi
avancée confirme, tout d’abord, que la place du Nyaya (entendez: la discipline codifiée par
Aksapada) dans le systéme des quatorze vidyasthana n’était pas assurée (cf. supra p. 243).
Mais, surtout, la démonstration méme ne se comprend que si I’on admet que Jayanta a pré-
sente a I’esprit une liste précise de disciplines susceptibles d’étre couvertes par le terme farka
(et par celui de nyayavistara); elle va consister a examiner leur prétention a la dignité de vid-
yasthana.

Le nyaya est le tarka, (a savoir) I'inférence;*® ¢’est dans ce (traité) qu’il est enseigné.

Car quelle habileté, pour commencer, ont les ascétes mendiants que sont les Samkhya et les Ar-
hata dans I’enseignement de I’inférence?*® Dans quelle mesure leur tarka protégera-t-il la validité
des Veda? Il ne vaut donc pas d’étre compté ici [c.-a-d. dans le groupe des vidydasthana].

Quant aux bouddhistes, quand bien méme ils se haussent du col par la haute opinion qu’ils ont
de leur savoir-faire en I’immersion dans le [= dans la compréhension du] chemin de I’inférence,
néanmoins comment leur tarka, puisqu’il est opposé au Veda, serait-il énuméré parmi les siéges
des savoirs tels que les Veda, etc.? Nous montrerons d’ailleurs a chaque pas quelle est I’habileté
des bouddhistes dans I’inférence.

Quant aux misérables Carvaka, il faut tout bonnement les repousser; quelle raison aurions-nous
de compter ici leur minable farka!

33 Le lemme qui ouvre la démonstration de Jayanta est plutot piquant, quand on se souvient que le terme
tarka désigne dans le Nyaya la 8° des seize catégories et qu’il y est, précisément, soigneusement distingué de
I’inférence (anumana); cf. les textes cités dans G. Oberhammer, E. Prets et J. Prandstetter, Terminologie der
frithen philosophischen Scholastik in Indien, Vol. 2, Wien 1996, s.v. tarka.

36 J. Bhattacharyya et V.N. Jha considérent que le terme ksapanakanam renvoie aux bouddhistes: “The
Sankhyists, the Arhats (the Jainas) and the Ksapanakas (the Buddhists) superficially initiate a very small section
of their disciples into the deep science of inference” (J. Bhattacharyya, op. cit. [voir n. 32], p. 5); “Because,
what sort of skill in the art of teaching of anumana, after all, do the propagators of Samkhya-, Jaina-, and
Bauddha-systems, have (...)?” (V.N. Jha, op. cit. [voir n. 32], p. 6). Cette interprétation me parait aller contre la
syntaxe du sanskrit. Il faut donc admettre, en I’¢tat actuel du texte, que ksapanaka, entendu comme “ascéte
mendiant”, qualifie a la fois les tenants du Samkhya et les Jaina (arhata). Je n’exclus pas que ksapanakanam
soit, a I’origine, une glose de -arhatanam, qui aura été insérée dans le texte de la Nyayamarijari.



248 GERDI GERSCHHEIMER

Les VaiSesika, eux, nous suivent tout bonnement.

Ainsi, bien que la sixaine des tarka soit bien connue parmi les gens, c’est ce seul traité [a savoir
celui du Nyaya] qui est désigné par les termes de tarka et de nyayavistara.

Mon interprétation se fonde sur I’insertion d’une ponctuation (cf. ci-dessus la “variante” &),
et differe de celles de J. Bhattacharyya et V.N. Jha. Le premier rend ainsi les dernicres phra-
ses du passage:

But the Vaisesikas closely follow the Naiyayikas. “Tarka” or “Nyayavistara” which figures in the
six systems of logic widely known among people denotes the science of Logic of the Vaisesikas
as well (op. cit., p. 5);

le second:

In spite of the Vaisesika-system being well known amongst the people in the form of Sattarki

(system having the Six padarthas) because they are only [our] followers, by the words Tarka and

Nyayavistara this very (= Nyayas$astra) system is intended (op. cit., pp. 6-7).
La premiére traduction (qui laisse de c6té api) ne rend pas compte du mouvement du texte,
qui doit conclure au fait que les mots tarka et nyayavistara désignent bien le Nyaya dans les
deux strophes citées; la seconde ne convient pas mieux: quand bien méme le terme sattarki
désignerait le Vaisesika,’’ la démonstration de Jayanta suppose que ce soit le mot farka lui-
méme qui puisse s’appliquer au Vaisesika. Dans I’interprétation que je donne de ce passage
(qui est celle de D. Chatterjee),”® Jayanta a bien & 1’esprit une “sixaine” de farka célébre, une
sattarki, comportant le Samkhya, le jainisme, le bouddhisme, le matérialisme, le Vaisesika et
le Nyaya, soit les six systémes que Rajasekhara appelle tarka. La Mimamsa n’y figure pas.’

Preuves de la “popularité” d’'un groupement de six farka

Jayanta, écrivant au Cachemire aux alentours de 900 de n. ¢., nous apprend que la sattarki est
bien connue des gens (asyam janatasu prasiddhayam api sattarkyam). Qu’au moins la notion
de six farka, excluant la Mimamsa, faisait partie d’un certain bagage culturel sanskrit a cette
époque est confirmé par son apparition dans I’inscription de Po Nagar, au Campa, datée de
918 de n. €. Avec Rajasekhara, d’origine marathe mais ceuvrant sans doute a Kanyakubja,
nous restons dans les environs de I’an 900. Au vu des passages cités de Hemacandra, actif au
X11° siécle au Gujarat, il semble qu’on soit fondé a admettre que la liste des six tarka de Raja-
$ekhara a été courante dans une grande partie de I’aire culturelle indienne de la fin du 1X°

7 En faveur de cette interprétation, on pourrait peut-étre alléguer le sens qu’Annambhatta, dans ’auto-
commentaire a son Tarkasamgraha, donne au terme tarka dans ce titre: tarkasamgraha iti. tarkyante pratipa-
dyanta iti tarka dravyadisaptapadarthah (...) (Y.V. Athalye [éd.] et M.R. Bodas [introduction, traduction],
Tarka-Samgraha of Annambhatta with the Author’s own Dipika and Govardhana’s Nyaya-Bodhini, 2° éd. rév.
et augm. [3° impr.], Poona 1974, p. 2). sattarki serait alors un synonyme de satpadarthi, et désignerait par mé-
tonymie le VaiSesika en tant que systéme traitant de la collection des six catégories? C’est trés improbable ...

3% Cf. D. Chatterjee, art. cité (voir n. 13), pp. 155-156, n. 10 (ot ’emploi du terme sat-tarka au lieu de
sat-tarki résulte sans doute d’une coquille).

39 Je ne sais pas sur quoi repose 1’affirmation de Ganganatha Jha dans sa Piirva-Mimamsa in its Sources
(op. cit. [voir n. 2], p. 2), selon laquelle “Jayanta-Bhatta in his Nyayamarijari (tenth century A.C.) speaks of
‘Sat-tarki’, ‘the Six Theories’; but includes under the name, Mimamsa, Nydaya, Sankhya, Arhata, Bauddha and
Charvaka. The names of ‘Vedanta,” ‘Yoga’, ‘Vaishesika® are absent here” (G. Jha ne renvoie pas au texte, mais
il doit s’agir de notre passage, le terme satftarki n’apparaissant pas, a ma connaissance, ailleurs dans la Nya-
yamaiijari); ¢’est peut-étre sur cette affirmation que se fonde K. Satchidananda Murty pour déclarer — sans
références — dans sa traduction du Saddarsanasamuccaya de Haribhadra (2° éd. rév., Delhi 1986, p. 99) que
“the tenth-century writer Jayanta in his ‘Nyayamaifijari’ speaks of Saf-tarki (the six logics or the six theories)
and enumerates them as Mimamsa, Nyaya, Sankhya, Jaina, Bauddha and Carvaka”.
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siécle jusqu’au X1°-x1° siécle. L’extrait cité du Kavyanusasana de Vagbhata II (XI1v° s.?)
montre cependant que cette sixaine n’aura pas longtemps résisté a une liste de six farka in-
cluant la Mimamsa. Une étude plus fine nécessitera de trouver d’autres attestations du grou-
pement de six systémes, explicitement énumérés, sous 1’étiquette “sixaine de tarka’.

Je n’en ai, hélas, pas rencontré. Il est cependant aisé de montrer que la notion de six tarka —
quels que soient les six systémes, ou autres objets, ainsi groupés — est — ou du moins a été —
bien connue en Inde.

= Autres occurrences des termes sattarka et sattarki

Les composés sattarka et sattarki, au sens de collection (samdahara), apparaissent dans plusi-
eurs contextes impliquant que leur référent est ou est supposé bien connu. Les quelques oc-
currences qui suivent ont été principalement glanées au hasard de lectures et de rencontres, et
ont bénéficié de la consultation du scriptorium du Deccan College;™ les trois premiéres, ex-
traites d’inscriptions, nous rappellent tout I’intérét qu’il y aurait a ce que les dictionnaires a
venir tiennent compte de I’épigraphie.

L’inscription K. 253S de Vat Thipdei (province de Siem Reap, Cambodge), du début du x° s.
de n. ¢., relate les fondations pieuses de Sikhasiva, dcarya $ivaite qui fonda entre autres, en
832 saka (910/911 de n. ¢&.), le temple qui porte 1’inscription. Loué pour sa connaissance des
sastra et son enseignement de la conduite selon le (Saiva-)Siddhanta (st. 14), ce maitre est dit
s’adonner avec passion a I’étude des “six doctrines de spéculation”:

visuddhdasamkhyatarko pi Savdavidyadivanmaye |

sattarkkabhydasaragam yo na tatyaja kada cana ||15||.

Bien qu’ayant résolu les innombrables doutes (asamkhyatarka) dans les littératures de la science

du langage, etc., il n’abandonna jamais sa passion pour 1’étude de la sixaine des doctrines de spé-
culation (sattarka)."'

Une inscription sur plaque de cuivre d’ Anahilapataka (Gujarat), datée de 1074 de n. €., enre-
gistre une donation du pasupatacarya Megharasi, disciple de Brhaspatirasi, lui-méme disci-
ple du pasupatacarya Visuddharasi. Alors que ce dernier est loué¢ pour sa connaissance des
systemes samkhya et patafijala ainsi que des Purana, Brhaspatirasi est donné comme étant
“habile en la connaissance compléte des six tarka:”**

Srivikramasamvat 1131 caitrasudi 15 suke ’dyeha srimadanahilapatake (...) sattarkkaparijiiana-

nipunah panditasribrhaspatirdsis tatpadanudhyataparamapasupatacaryah (...) srimeghardasigu-

rub (...).
Une inscription de Gadag (Karnataka), datée de 1I’an 23 de I’ére Calukya-Vikrama (= 1098 de
n. ¢.), en écriture kannara et comportant des portions sanskrites et kannara, concerne la fon-
dation par Some$vara Misra d’une école pour I’enseignement de la Prabhakara-Mimamsa.
Parmi les strophes énongant les qualités de ce brahmane, la suivante loue sa connaissance de
divers sastra:

%0 Je tiens a remercier M™ Pascale Haag, qui a bien voulu consulter pour moi le scriptorium du Deccan
College de Poona, et M. Somadeva Vasudeva, qui m’a signalé 1’inscription d’ Anahilapataka.

I Texte selon George Ceedés, “Les deux inscriptions de Vat Thipdgi, Province de Siem Rap”, dans Mé-
langes d’indianisme offerts par ses éleves a M. Sylvain Lévi, Paris 1911, pp. 213-229. Ma traduction différe de
celle de Ceedes.

2 L inscription a été publiée par Laksmanabhai Bhojaka, “Pasupatacarya Megharasinum tamrapatra”,
Sambodhi 21 (1997-1998), pp. 103-104 (la photographie publiée sur le feuillet inséré entre les pp. 102 et 103,
censée étre celle de cette inscription, en reproduit une autre).
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vedha vedacatustaye sa hi guhah sabdanvaye samkarah
sattarkkyam kavitavivecanavidhau valmikir eva svayam |

saksad byasamunih puranasaranau smrtyartthasartthe manuh
Srisomesvaramisra eva bhuvane brahmanyapunyarnnavah || [40].

A Creator [Brahman] in the Four Vedas, a very Guha [Kumara] in the sequence of grammar, a
Sankara in the six courses of logic, Valmiki himself in the manner of discriminating poetry, a
Vyasa Muni manifest in the series of Puranas, a Manu in the multitude of the matters of religious
law, tl}g blest Somesvara Misra indeed is an ocean of the holiness of the Brahmanic race in the
world.

Alors que toutes les autres occurrences ici rassemblées des termes sattarka et sattarki s’ex-
pliquent au mieux en prenant tarka au sens de “(doctrine de) spéculation” ou, éventuelle-
ment, de “(mode de) raisonnement (propre a un darsana)”’, un emploi du second de ces ter-
mes par le philosophe vedantin Sriharsa (xu® s.),44 dans son Khandanakhandakhadya, se
fonde sur le sens “technique” que le Nyaya, en particulier, a donné au mot tarka, et qu’on
rend souvent par “réduction a I’absurde™* sattarki y désigne en effet la collection des six
sortes de farka tels que le cercle vicieux, la régression a I’infini, etc.*® Nous reviendrons sur

cet emploi.

On ne s’étonnera pas de rencontrer le composé sattarka(jria) dans une autre ceuvre, encore,
de Hemacandra, le Dvyasrayakavya. Etablit-il une distinction entre les six farka de la stance
1.66 et la sixaine des darsana, saddarsani, apparaissant dans la stance précédente? Selon le
commentateur Abhayatilaka, qui glose le second terme sans donner la liste des darsana, pré-
cisant seulement qu’il s’agit des Sastra jaina, etc., le composé sattarka s’analyserait comme
“les tarka des six darsana”,”’ signifiant peut-étre les “(modes de) raisonnement” des six sys-

témes.

Le fameux 25° sarga du Srikanthacarita de Mankha (1 moitié du XI11° siécle, Cachemire)
dépeint une assemblé littéraire (sabha); la strophe suivante joue sur 1’association de deux
sixaines:

vidvadvadavidhis tasya sattarkirasajanmabhith |
karnayoh sadrasaharasiddhyai ciram akalpata ||134|).

Der Disputierplatz der Gelehrten, welcher die Heimstétte der Quintessenz der sechs philosophi-
schen Systeme ist, gereichte endlich dessen Ohren zum Gelingen der Speise der sechs Ge-
schmacksarten,**

# Texte (p. 353) et traduction (p. 359) dans Lionel D. Barnett, “Gadag Inscription of Vikramaditya VI:
The 23rd Year”, Epigraphia Indica 15 (1919-1920): 348-363. Cf. Annuaire de I’EPHE, art. cité [voir n. *], p.
186.

* Cf. Dineshchandra Bhattacharya, History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila, Darbhanga 1958, p. 47 (ou il
faut modifier, a la ligne 2, “1225-50 A.D.” en “1125-50 A.D.”).

* 11 ne saurait étre question de rentrer ici dans une discussion de ce type de tarka, et ceci bien que, par
I’importance qu’il a prise dans les débats philosophiques indiens, il ait probablement contribué a 1’occultation
de la “sixaine des farka” entendus comme systémes philosophiques (cf. infra). Sur ce type de tarka, voir, ubi
alia, Sitansusekhar Bagchi, Inductive Reasoning: A Study of Tarka and Its Role in Indian Logic, Calcutta 1953.

% Cf. S. Bagchi, op. cit., p. 152.

47 saddarsanyam sannam darsananam matanam jainadisastranam samahare. (...) sannam darsananam
tarkah sattarkas tan janati sattarkajiiah (Abaji Vishnu Kathavate [éd.], The Dvydsrayakdvya by Hemachandra,
with A Commentary by Abhayatilakagani. Text — Cantos I to X, Bombay 1915 [Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit
Series 69], p. 46). Pour un autre exemple de ce type de rapport entre tarka et darsana, voir infra n. 73.

* Texte dans The Srikanthacharita of Mankhaka (...), éd. Durgaprasada et K.P. Paraba, Bombay 1887
(Kavyamala 3), p. 358; traduction dans Elisabeth Kreyenborg, Der XXV. Gesang des Srikanthacaritam des
Marnkha: Ein Beitrag zur altindischen Literaturgeschichte, Miinster 1929, p. 69 (qui rappelle la lecon sadurki-
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Le Ganes’apurdna49 contient, dans le chapitre 46 de son Upasanakhanda, une récitation de
mille noms de Ganesa (Ganesasahasranama), dont une partie (st. 136 sq.) est structurée par
I’association a des entités de cardinal croissant. Parmi les “noms” liés au nombre 6:

sadvairivargavidhvamsi sadiirmibhayabhamjanah |
sattarkadirah satkarmaniratah sadrasasrayah || 145||.50

Composée au début du Xv° siécle, la Gurvavali de Munisundara donne la succession (avali)
des maitres jaina du Tapagaccha. Sa strophe 70 concerne Municandra Siiri (mort en VS 1178,
auteur de commentaires a des ceuvres de Haribhadra):

sattarkiparitarkakelirasiko yah saivavadisvaram
prajiiadhahkrtavakpatim nrpasabhe jitvograhetvasugaih | (...).""

Lui qui, amateur des jeux de ’examen de la sattarki,” vainquit dans I’assemblée royale, a I’aide
des fléches puissantes de (ses) raisons, Saivavadi$vara [le Seigneur des disputants saiva (peut-&tre
nyaya—vaiSesika?)], qui surpassait par son intelligence le Maitre de la parole (...).

Le dérivé sattarki apparait deux autres fois dans cette ceuvre, aux stances 150 (... sattarky-
abhijiiagranih ...) et 280 (sattarkiparitarkakarkasamati- ...).

* tarka au sens de 7’six”’

Que la notion d’une sixaine de farka ait été répandue en Inde se déduit ¢galement de 1’emploi
du mot farka pour désigner le nombre “six”. Selon une pratique courante dans les traités
sanskrits d’astronomie, de mathématiques ou de métrique, ainsi que dans les datations d’in-
scriptions ou de manuscrits, un nombre peut étre exprimé par le nom d’objets, d’étres ou de
concepts “traditionnellement™ groupés en un ensemble ayant ce nombre pour cardinal;> par
exemple, le terme rfu sert a désigner, par métonymie,”* le nombre “six” en raison du partage
traditionnel de I’année en six saisons. L’emploi de tarka au sens de “six” présuppose de
méme qu’il y a eu un ensemble de six tarka “bien connu” des lecteurs cultivés, ou du moins
qu’il a été bien connu que les tarka étaient au nombre de six.

Plusieurs savants, a commencer par al-Biruni (auteur de 1’/ndica, env. 1030 de n. ¢.), ont
P . P . 55 . .
dressé des listes de mots non numéraux désignant des nombres.”™ Mais aucune de ces listes —

que Biihler présentait dans son Detailed Report [...] de 1877). Il n’est pas str que le 25° sarga du Srikantha-
carita ne soit pas une addition postérieure.

4 Sans doute “récent”, en tout cas du second millénaire; cf. Ludo Rocher, The Puranas, Wiesbaden
1986, p. 174.

50 Ganesapurana, édition lithographiée, Mumbai 1892, fol. 32r. Cf. Greg Bailey (introduction, traduc-
tion, notes et index), Ganesapurana, Part 1. Upasanakhanda, Wiesbaden 1995, p. 266: ““(...) who is beyond the
six systems of philosophy (...)”.

> Gurvavali, Bénarés 1911,

52 1 ’édition dont je dispose présente la variante sattarki hors de composé (sattarki paritarka-), donc le
nominatif d’un mot sattarkin. Cette lecture (qui est celle qu’enregistre le scriptorium du Deccan College) n’est
pas impossible, et 1’on traduirait alors par “lui, (qui connait) la sixaine des tarka, amateur des jeux de la ré-
flexion (paritarka)”. Mais le paralléle de la st. 280 montre qu’il est plus simple de voir ici le théme féminin
sattarki-.

53 Sur cet usage, voir, ubi alia, G. Biihler, Indische Palaeographie (...), Strassburg 1896, pp. 80-82; Al-
fred Debrunner et Jacob Wackernagel, Altindische Grammatik, 111: Deklination der Nomina, Zahlwdérter, Pro-
nomina, Gottingen 1929, § 171 (pp. 335-336).

3 Sur le caractére métonymique de cet emploi, voir Pierre Sylvain Filliozat, “Les incertitudes de I’his-
toire de la numération indienne”, Bulletin de [’Association des Professeurs de Mathématiques de |I’Enseigne-
ment Public 398 (avril-mai 1995), pp. 542-547, a la p. 543.

33 Cf., ubi alia, Edward C. Sachau, Alberuni’s India (...), London 1910, pp. 178-179; A.C. Burnell, Ele-
ments of South-Indian Paleeography from the Fourth to the Seventeenth Century A.D. (...), 2™ ed., London
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a ma connaissance — ne renvoie régulierement aux occurrences textuelles; il est donc parfois
difficile, en tout cas pour le non spécialiste, de déterminer les fréquences relatives des divers
emplois, leurs dates d’apparition, leurs aires d’extension géographique, etc. Sans doute inu-
tile pour un mot tel que rasa (“saveur”) employé au sens de “six”, une recherche plus fine
serait nécessaire pour les termes darsana et tarka, désignant tous deux le méme nombre. A
nous fier aux listes énumérées ci-dessus (n. 54), il semblerait que le premier ait été utilisé
plus fréquemment que le second;” une recherche non systématique suggére toutefois que
cette image est peut-€tre erronée: je n’ai pas rencontré d’occurrence de darsana au sens de
“six”,” alors que le terme farka dans le méme sens est assez bien attesté. La liste suivante a
été dressée au hasard des lectures; elle nécessiterait, dans plusieurs cas, des commentaires

plus détaillés qu’il me faut ajourner.

L’occurrence apparemment la plus ancienne — la seule, semble-t-il, a étre signalée par les
dictionnaires — figure dans le Siryasiddhanta, un traité d’astronomie datant des environs de
800 de n. &.°® Le terme tarka y désigne “six” dans un passage qui fait peut-étre partie d’un
groupe de strophes interpolées:
svarbhanor vedatarkastadvisailarthakhakuiijarah ||. (Bhiigoladhyaya 88cd)
[The orbit] of the moon’s node [is] eighty million, five hundred and seventy-two thousand, eight
hundred and sixty-four (= 80.572.864) [yojana].”’

Le second exemple est tiré¢ du Ganitasarasamgraha du jaina Mahavira, ceuvrant en pays kan-
nara, un traité mathématique du 1x° siecle:*
gunacapakrtivisesat tarkahrtat padam isuh samuddistah |.

The measure of the arrow [isu] is taken to be the square root [pada] of one-sixth [farkahrta] of
the difference [visesa] between the square [krti] of the string [guna] and the square of the (bent
stick of the) bow [capa].”!

Cette regle, qui semble donner la mesure exacte de la fleche, est erronée!

1878, pp. 77-78; Lewis Rice, Mysore Inscriptions, Bangalore 1879, pp. xx-xxii (liste compilant les données de
trois manuscrits, dont un de la Kavikalpalata, cf. infra); G. Bihler, op. cit., pp. 80-81; Jean Filliozat, dans L.
Renou et J. Filliozat, L Inde classique: manuel des études indiennes, t. 11, Paris, 1985 [1™ éd. 1953], pp. 708-
709; D.C. Sircar, Indian Epigraphy, Delhi 1965, pp. 230-233.

5 darsana relevé par Burnell, Rice, Biihler, Filliozat, Sircar; farka par Burnell, Rice, Sircar.

> Voir cependant infra les listes de la Kavyakalpalata et de la Kavikalpalatd, qui ne constituent pas des
occurrences de darsana au sens de “six”. Une remarque de D.C. Sircar nous ménerait, si la rareté¢ de I’emploi
de darsana dans ce sens était avérée, sur la piste d’une explication: le terme pouvant désigner également les
yeux (cf. drsti), son emploi pour désigner un nombre risquait d’entrainer une ambiguité (“deux” — ou méme
“trois” — ou “six”).

58 Cf. David Pingree, JyotihSastra: Astral and Mathematical Literature, Wiesbaden 1981, p. 23.

% Texte dans 1’édition de Jivananda Vidyasagara avec le commentaire de Ranganatha, 2° éd., Calcutta
1891, p. 308; traduction dans Ebenezer Burgess, “Translation of the Sirya-Siddhanta, a Text-Book of Hindu
Astronomy”, Journal of the American Oriental Society 6 (1860), p. 397. Une note en p. 399 de cette traduction
nous prévient cependant que “The last six verses of the chapter [= st. 85-90], which contain the numerical data,
may very possibly be a later addition to its original content (...)".

0 Cf. D. Pingree, op. cit., p. 60.

6! Texte et traduction dans M. Rangacarya, The Ganita-sara-sangraha of Mahaviracdrya, Madras 1912,
pp. 119 (chapitre Ksetraganitavyavahara, st. 74%) et 204. Dans un appendice présentant une liste des termes
non numéraux employés pour désigner un nombre, M. Rangacarya donne une preuve de 1’oubli dans lequel est
tombée, au début du Xx° siécle, la notion de “six tarka”; sans explication, il rend en effet (p. 290) le terme tarka
par “evidence” et justifie son emploi dans le sens de “six” par le fait que “the six kinds of evidence are praty-
aksa, anumana, upamana, sabda, arthapatti, and anupalabdhi”, ¢’est-a-dire les six “moyens de connaissance
valide” (pramana) admis par les Mimamsaka de la branche bhatta.
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La date de composition de la Laksanavali, un manuel de Vaisesika dii a Udayana, est donnée
dans une formule faisant intervenir le terme tarka:

tarkambarankapramitesv atitesu Sakantatal |
varsestdayanas cakre subodham laksanavalim ||.

When Nine, Zero, Six, years had been measured from the end of the Sakas [i.e., in Saka 906, 984
A.D.] Udayana made the Laksanavali, which is easy to understand.®

Cependant, cette strophe ne figure, selon D. Bhattacharya, que dans un seul des manuscrits
de I’ceuvre, daté de samvat 1708,63 et les travaux de ce méme savant conduisent a en rejeter
le témoignage et & dater Udayana du x1° siécle.**

Que la Gurvavali de Munisundara, qui nous a déja fourni son lot d’occurrences de sattarki
(cf. supra p. 251), emploie le terme farka au sens de “six* n’a rien pour étonner:

te lebhire janma manupramabdasatesu yatesv adhikesu banaih |
hayendubhih samyamam induvedaih padam khatarkais tridivam ca turyam |335||.%°

Le Grahalaghava de Ganesa Daivajiia (fils de Kesava, de Nandigrama au Gujarat), manuel
de jyotisa composé en 1520 de n. &..°® emploie & trois reprises le terme farka au sens de
“six”:%7 p. 19, st. 1.15b: tarkasvinah = 26; p. 126, st. VIL.3d: tarkaramah = 36; p. 186, st.
XI.1b: sattarkah = 66.

La moisson la plus abondante d’occurrences est fournie par le Kuttakarasiromani et son
auto-commentaire Mahalaksmimuktavali de Devardja, un traité de mathématiques consacré
au “pulvérisateur” (méthode de résolution des équations diophantiennes); le terme farka, sur
53 pages d’édition, apparait une vingtaine de fois.*®

Dans la mesure ou les lexiques sont censés enregistrer les seuls sens premiers d’un mot, on
ne s’étonnera pas que 1I’emploi métonymique de mots pour exprimer un nombre n’y soit en
régle générale pas relevé. Il est d’autant plus intéressant de constater que le grand lexique de
Kesava, le Kalpadrukosa (xvir's.),” consacre trois lignes & cet usage, donnant pour chaque
nombre compris entre 1 et 10 deux noms; ceux pour “six” sont rtu et tarka:

62 Texte et traduction dans Musashi Tachikawa, The Structure of the World in Udayana’s Realism,
Dordrecht 1981, pp. 86-87.

% D. Bhattacharya, op. cit. (voir n. 44), p. 2.

% Ibid., pp. 51-54; B.K. Matilal, Nyaya—Vaisesika, Wiesbaden 1977, p. 71.

65 <] [Jiianasagara, pontife du Tapagaccha] naquit quand cent années mesurées par les Manu (14), aug-
mentées des fléches (5), furent passées [c.-a-d. en vikramasamvat 1405 = 1347 de n. é.], prit ses veeux quand
(elles furent augmentées) des chevaux (7) et de la lune (1) [VS 1417], le si¢ge (de pontife quand elles furent
augmentées) de la lune (1) et des Veda (4) [VS 1441], le quatriéme (état, a savoir) le ciel (quand elles furent
augmentées) de 1’espace (0) et des tarka (6) [VS 1460]”. Dates identiques dans la Pattavali résumée par Johan-
nes Klatt, “Extracts from the Historical Records of the Jainas”, The Indian Antiquary 11 (September 1882), pp.
245-256.

% D. Pingree, op. cit. (voir n. 58), p. 36; voir aussi le New Catalogus Catalogorum V (Madras 1969), p.
274 et VI (Madras 1971), p. 258.

57 I"ai consulté 1’édition du Pandit Shri Sita Ram Jha, The Graha Laghava of Shri Ganesh Daivajna, 2°
éd., Benares 1941.

5% I’ai utilisé I’édition de I’Anandasrama Sanskrit Series 125, Poona 1981; I’édition originale, dans la
méme série, serait de 1944: cf. D. Pingree, op. cit. (voir n. 58) p. 64. Selon cet auteur, 1’ccuvre aurait été com-
posée “sometime after Bhaskara”, soit quelque temps aprés le X11° s... — Liste des occurrences: pp. 9,22; 9,23;
13,16; 14,3; 14,12 (deux fois); 21,13; 21,17; 22,19; 24,24, 27,4, 27,11; 28,1; 30,1; 30,13; 32,27; 33,5; 33,13;
41,22; 45,24,

% Cf. C. Vogel, op. cit. (voir n. 14), pp. 364-365.
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bhiicandrabhujanetragnigunavedayuga api ||493||
bhutendriyartutarkarsivajibhavasavo grahah |
nanda disas ca panktis ca samkhydasamjia hy anukramat |494||.”°

Aucun de ces passages, bien sir, ne donne la liste des six farka et, partant, la raison de
I’emploi du terme farka au sens de “six”. Bien que d’autres explications aient été avancées
(cf. supra nn. 37 et 61) ou soient théoriquement possibles, il me parait certain — et cela sem-
ble étre ’opinion courante des indianistes — que cet emploi est motivé par le sens “doctrine
de spéculation” ou “systéme philosophique” de tarka, et trés probable qu’il est né de la “six-
aine des tarka” attestée vers 900 de n. €. En particulier, I’idée que cet emploi pourrait étre
motivé par la liste des six tarka au sens “technique” donnée par Sriharsa (cf. supra p. 250)
est hautement improbable: la classification des tarka de ce type, comme le montre S. Bagchi,
se fait le plus souvent sous cinq chefs, parfois dix ou onze, et la liste de Sriharsa semble un
cas isolé,”" qui ne remplit pas les conditions nécessaires a cet emploi. Quant a supposer qu’il
soit né de cette liste, la date tardive d’apparition de cette derniére s’y oppose.

Quand bien méme nous tiendrions la 1’origine de cet emploi, la variabilité des configurations
de six systemes philosophiques, qu’ils soient appelés darsana ou tarka (cf. supra, p. 245, la
liste de Vagbhata II), suggere que le terme tarka pouvait évoquer, selon le locuteur et
I’époque, des listes différentes. L’extrait suivant, de plus, montre que dans I’esprit d’un
méme auteur, la liste des six farka et celle des six darsana ont pu diverger.

L’évocation d’un nombre par un mot fait I’objet d’un chapitre de la Kavyakalpalata (X
siecle), manuel d’instruction du pocte attribué a Arisimha et a Amaracandra, dont le com-
mentaire Parimala a été cité plus haut. Pour le nombre 6, on lit:

rasaragavajrakondas trisironetrantararigunatarkah |
darsanaguhamukhabhitkhandacakrinah syur iha satsamkhyah ||.72

Dans cet énoncé, tarka et darsana ne peuvent €tre synonymes; c’est ce que le commentateur
Subhavijayagani aura bien senti, qui définit, dans son commentaire Makaranda composé au
début du XVvII® s., le tarka comme “I’investigation (menée) par les six darsana”, donnant pour
ces derniers une liste du type “Haribhadra-II"’: jaina, mimamsaka, bauddha, samkhya, $aiva
(soit naiyayika et vaiSesika) et nastika.”” Qu’en est-il pour Amaracandra? La Vrtti qu’il a
composée sur la Kavyakalpalata est muette sous la stance considérée, et la partie afférente de
son commentaire Parimala n’est pas disponible. Cependant, deux autres passages de ce
méme Parimala nous donnent les listes dont nous avons besoin. A la suite d’une disquisition
sur les divinités, Amaracandra y reprend en effet in extenso la section du Vivekavildsa de

" Kalpadruko$a of Kesava, éd. Ramavatara Sarma, Baroda 1928 (Gackwad’s Oriental Series 42), p. 187
(I’édition lit samkhya samjiia pour samkhyasamjiia). On notera que la donnée, pour le nombre 6, du terme tar-
ka, plutdt que du trés courant rasa (“saveur”), n’est pas déterminée par la métrique: bhiitendriyarasartursi-
aurait convenu.

"' Cf. S. Bagchi, op. cit. (voir n. 45), p. 151 sq., en particulier le tableau inséré entre les pp. 182 et 183.

2 Kavyakalpalata, dans ’édition par R.S. Betai de la Kavyakalpalatavrtti (voir n. 28), p. 224. L’édition
donne, au pada b, -antarani gunatarkah, mais le commentaire Makaranda de Subhavijayagani incite a adopter
la présente legon: antararayah kamakrodhalobhamanamadaharsaripah (p. 225).

 tarkah saddarsanavicararipah. darsanani jainamimamsakabauddhasamkhyasaivanastikarapani (Ma-
karanda dans 1’édition de la Kavyakalpalatavriti, p. 225). Cf. supra n. 47.
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Jinadatta, son guru, consacrée aux dars’ana;74 ces derniers sont énumérés dans la stance
d’introduction de ce passage:
Jainam maimamsakam bauddham samkhyam Saivam ca nastikam |
svasvatarkavibhedena janiyad darsanani sat ||.
Qu’on connaisse les six darsana, a savoir le jainisme, la Mimamsa (ici des deux types), le boud-
dhisme, le Samkhya, le “Sivaisme” (= Nyaya et Vaisesika, considérés comme les deux tarka du
Saivadarsana!) et le matérialisme, chacun par sa variété propre de farka.
La liste des six darsana est donc du type “Haribhadra-I1", incluant la Mimamsa et groupant
le Nyaya et le Vaisesika sous I’appellation saiva. Cet énoncé implique qu’a chacun des six
darsana énumérés corresponde un farka particulier, un “mode de raisonnement” qui lui soit
propre (encore que le cas du “Sivaisme” fait probléme), et c’est sans doute 1a 1’origine de la
glose de Subhavijayagani a la stance de la Kavyakalpalata considérée plus haut. Mais il est
hautement probable que pour Amaracandra lui-méme, la liste des six tarka qu’il a en vue
dans cette stance soit celle qu’il donne expressément dans le Parimala quand il s’inspire du
Viveka de Hemacandra consacré a I’habileté dans les six tarka (cf. supra nn. 28 et 29), c.-a-d.
la liste de la Kavyamimamsa. Ainsi s’expliquerait que la stance en question — si elle est bien
d’ Amaracandra, et non pas d’Arisimha — énumere cote a cote, comme renvoyant a un groupe
de six, les deux termes tarka et darsana: ce ne serait pas tant leurs sens qui divergent que les
listes mémes qu’ils recouvrent!”

La Kavikalpalata, autre manuel d’instruction de 1’apprenti-poéte composé au début du XIv*
siécle par Deveévara ou Devendra, s’est apparemment inspirée de la Kavyakalpalata;'® elle
comporte également un chapitre consacré aux entités évoquant des nombres.”” La strophe
relative au nombre six est la suivante:

sad vajrakonatrisironetratarkangadarsanam |

cakravartimahdsenavadanartugund rasah [var. -vadanani guna rasah] ||.”*

Toute lecture non prévenue de cette strophe y verra, parmi les termes désignant des entités
groupées par six, les trois mots farka, anga, et darsana.” Cependant I’auto-commentaire
figurant dans I’édition de la Bibliotheca Indica — qui donne pour le terme darsana la liste des
six darsana brahmaniques (darsandani vaisesikanyayamimamsavedantasamkhyapatanjala-
khyani) — ne semble pas considérer tarka et anga comme deux mots séparés, mais comme un
composé sasthitatpurusa tarkanga signifiant les composantes du tarka, ce dernier terme étant
pris dans le sens technique qu’il a dans 1’occurrence sattarki chez Sriharsa (cf. supra p.
250).*° Confronté a ce nceud difficultueux, je renonce, pour 1’heure, a tenter de le trancher.

" devasvaripam uktva devapratibaddhadarsanavicare kramo smadgurusrijinadattasiriviracitasri-
vivekavilasato likhyate, Parimala dans 1’édition de la Kavyakalpalatavrtti, p. 101. Sur cette section du Vivekavi-
lasa, voir Folkert, op. cit. (cf. n. 1), pp. 130-132 et 399-409 (traduction).

" 11 n’est cependant pas possible d’exclure, si la stance est d’Arisimha, que ce dernier ait songé au
groupe de six tarka “techniques” de Sriharsa!

" Cf. P.V. Kane, op. cit. (voir n. 16), p. 407.

" Ce chapitre a été dépouillé par Lewis Rice, op. cit., p. xx-xxii (cf. supra n. 55).

78 Sarat Chandra Sastri (éd.), Kavi-kalpa-lata: A Work on Rhetoric by Devesvara, Together with his Own
Commentary, Calcutta 1913 (Bibliotheca Indica), p. 112.

7 C’est du reste ces trois termes qu’enregistre L. Rice (cf. supra nn. 55 et 77). La valeur “six” pour anga
peut s’expliquer soit par les six membres du corps (J. Filliozat, op. cit. [voir n. 55], p. 709), soit par les six Ve-
danga (G. Biihler, op. cit. [cf. n. 53], p. 81).

vyapyaprasange vyapakaprasanga iti tasyapy avayavah visayaparisodhanavyaptigrahakadayah sat.
J’avoue ma perplexité devant cet énoncé. Traditionnellement, le tarka “technique”, du moins en Nyaya, a cinq
composantes (arnga), et non six (cf. Bh. Jhalakikar, op. cit. [voir n. 19], s.v. tarka, 7-ka, p. 322); les deux termes
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Le commentaire de la Kavikalpalata pourrait bien €tre le plus ancien témoignage de 1’oubli
progressif dans lequel est tombée notre “sixaine de tarka”, oubli dont quelques preuves mo-
dernes ont été données plus haut.®' L’extrait de I’lankaratilaka de Vagbhata II cité ci-dessus
montre, quant a lui, que la liste des farka a pu évoluer, parallelement a celle des darsana, et il
est fort possible que dans I’esprit de certains des auteurs qui ont employé 1’expression sat-
tarka/sattarki ou le terme tarka au sens de “six”, les six tarka étaient les six darsana brah-
maniques. Enfin, la distinction des termes tarka et darsana effectuée par Subhavijayagani et
le témoignage d’ Amaracandra dans son Parimala nous incitent a nous interroger sur 1’équa-
tion implicite tarka = darsana a la base de cette recherche: quand bien méme les expressions
sattarka/sattarki ou I’emploi du terme farka au sens de “six” seraient nés de la liste la plus
anciennement attestée de tarka — bauddha, jaina, lokayata, Samkhya, Nyaya, Vaisesika —,
quel indice avons-nous que cette liste a jamais coincidé avec une liste de darsana?

Les six darSana dans I’Upamitibhavaprapariica Katha

C’est en 906 de n. &. que le jain Siddharsi compléta son Upamitibhavaprapaiica Katha.®* Ce
roman fait d’allégories édifiantes contient également (pp. 665-669) une doxographie des sept
systemes décrits dans le Saddarsanasamuccaya de Haribhadra. L’épisode qui ’introduit,
résumé ici en suivant de prés le synopsis de Jacobi (p. 1xvi), est le suivant: Prakarsa (“Pré-
éminence”) ayant demandé a voir les agissements de Mithyadar§ana (“Point de vue erroné”)
et de sa femme Kudrsti (“Mauvaise vue”), Vimarsa (“Délibération”) lui indiqua six cités (pu-
ra) a I’intérieur de Bhavacakra (“Roue de 1’existence”): elles sont appelées Naiyayika, Vai-
sesika, Samkhya, Bauddha, Mimamsaka et Lokayata, leurs habitants portant, dans les cinq
premiers cas, le méme nom que celui de leur ville, dans le dernier le nom de Barhaspatya.
Tous ces gens sont sous I’influence de Mithyadarsana et de son épouse. A ce point de I’ex-
posé de Vimarsa, Prakarsa I’interroge:®
sad atra yani srityante mandale lokavartaya |
darsanani kim etani tany akhyatani me tvaya ||.
Les six darsana dont les gens parlent (Srityante lokavartaya) dans ce territoire, sont-ce ceux dont
tu m’as parlé?
Réponse de Vimarsa:

etani parica tany eva mimamsakapuram vind ||
arvakkalikam etad dhi mimamsakapuram matam |
tena darsanasamkhyayam etal lokair na ganyate ||.

Cinq d’entre eux, a I’exception de la cité¢ des Mimamsaka, sont bien ceux (dont je t’ai parlé¢). En
effet, cette cit¢ des Mimamsaka est considérée comme postérieure (aux autres); c’est pourquoi
elle n’est pas comptée par les gens (lokaih) au nombre des darsana.

Insistons sur le fait que, a suivre Siddharsi, c’est bien dans “l’'usage courant” (lokavartaya,
lokaih) que la Mimamsa n’est pas comptée comme un des six darsana. Vimarsa va le répéter,
apres avoir développé son assertion sur le caractére postérieur (arvakkalika) de la Mimamsa:

donnés par le commentaire de la Kavikalpalata comme des exemples de composantes (avayava) du tarka ne
font pas partie de ces anga; en revanche, le méme tarka “technique” est dit étre de cinq (parfois de 11, cf. supra
p. 254) sortes (cf. ibid., 7-ca, p. 325), et la cinquiéme est de deux types: vyaptigrahaka et visayaparisodhaka.
De toute évidence, ce passage du commentaire nécessite de plus amples investigations!

81 Cf. supra, p. 241, Bergaigne et Majumdar sur ’inscription C. 38E de Po Nagar; nn. 15, 37 et 61.

82 Peter Peterson et Hermann Jacobi (éd.), The Upamitibhavaprapaiica Katha of Siddharsi: An Allegory
of Mundane Life, Calcutta 1899-1914 (Bibliotheca Indica), pp. vii-viii.

8 Upamitibhavaprapaiica Katha, p. 662.
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Jaiminir vedaraksartham dusanoddharanecchaya |

cakara kila mimamsam drstva tirthikaviplavam ||

tasmad etani paricaiva mimamsakapuram vind |

lokair darsanasamkhyayam ganyante natra samsayah ||.
Jaimini [l’auteur des Mimamsasitra], ayant vu la confusion des adeptes des systémes philoso-
phiques, composa, dit-on, la Mimamsa en vue de protéger les Veda, désireux d’écarter les objec-
tions.
C’est pourquoi seules ces cinq (cités), a ’exception de celle des Mimamsaka, sont comptées par
les gens (lokaih) au nombre des darsana, il n’y a 1a point de doute.

A la légitime question de Prakarsa,

(...) yady evam tato brithi kva vartate |
tat puram mama yal lokair giyate sasthadarsanam ||.

S’il en est ainsi, alors dis-moi, mon cher oncle, ou est cette cité que les gens (lokaih) appellent le
sixieme darsana?

Vimarsa répond:

yad idam drsyate ’traiva vivekavaraparvate |

nirmalam Sikharam tungam apramattatvanamakam ||

vistirnam idam atyartham atraiva ca nivesitam |

puram lokottaram vatsa taj jainam abhidhiyate ||

tasya te kathayisyami ye gunah sesajitvarah |

tathapi lokaridhyaiva sastham hi tad udahrtam ||.
Ce pic proéminent que I’on voit sur cette méme montagne excellente (nommée) Viveka (“Dis-
cernement”), immaculé, appelé Apramattatva (“Vigilance”), il est trés étendu; et c’est la-méme,
mon cher enfant, qu’a été fondée une cité extraordinaire, elle s’appelle Jaina. Je vais t’en raconter
les qualités, qui surpassent (celles des) autres (cités). Néanmoins, ¢’est par 1’'usage méme, bien
établi dans le monde, que cette (cité) est appelée le sixiéme (darsana).

Nous sommes dans un roman jaina, édifiant, et le jainisme a forcément ici une position a part
des autres systémes, que symbolise sa position sur la cime d’une montagne, a I’écart de I’em-
prise de Mithyadarsana, comme le montrera la suite du texte; néanmoins (tathdapi), malgré
ses qualités exceptionnelles, il est compté dans 1’usage courant (lokariidhya) — et peut-&tre
seulement la — comme le sixiéme darsana.

Conclusion

Le groupe des six darsana dont Siddharsi, en 906, dit qu’il est reconnu par 1’'usage courant
(lokaih, lokarudhya) est trés précisément celui des six farka (pour tarkavidya) — la sattarki —
dont j’ai tenté de montrer qu’il devait étre “bien connu des gens” (janatasu prasiddhayam api
sattarkyam, Nydyamanjari) vers 900 de n. €. Folkert (op. cit. [voir n. 1], pp. 137-138) trouve
curieuse I’exclusion, par Siddharsi, de la Mimamsa du groupe des six darsana, plutét que
celle — attestée par Haribhadra et quelques autres doxographies — du matérialisme. Je propose
néanmoins de prendre 1’énoncé de Siddharsi au sérieux. Aux alentours de 900 de n. €., il était
courant de grouper ensemble les systemes philosophiques du bouddhisme, du jainisme, du
matérialisme, du Nyaya, du Vaisesika et du Samkhya sous les appellations sattarki ou sad-
darsana; conformément au schéma des quatorze vidyasthana, la Mimamsa n’appartenait pas
a ce groupement, bien qu’il fit connu et reconnu qu’elle partageait de nombreuses probléma-

8 Sur firthika, cf. Kamaleswar Bhattacharya, Recherches sur le vocabulaire des inscriptions sanskrites
du Cambodge, Paris 1991, s.v. L affirmation de Vimarsa, bien que contestable du point de vue historique, met
cependant bien en lumicre le caractére secondaire de certains thémes proprement philosophiques dans la Mi-
mamsa, développés a partir de sa défense de la validité du Veda.
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tiques avec ces six €coles (elle est, par exemple, elle aussi une pramanavidya, selon Rajase-
khara), et bien qu’elle fiit depuis longtemps déja un partenaire obligé des débats entre les
adeptes des systémes philosophiques (les firthika de Siddharsi).

Aussi je suggere que I’intrus, dans le groupe des six darsana, n’est pas, comme le laisse en-
tendre Haribhadra, le matérialisme, mais bien la Mimamsa. L’impossibilité de 1’écarter plus
longtemps de ce groupement aboutit & une aporie: d’une part nous sommes en présence de
sept véritables tarka ou darsana, systémes philosophiques, d’autre part le nombre six est
traditionnel pour le décompte de ces systemes. Nous avons vu quelles étaient les deux solu-
tions de Haribhadra, explorées pendant quelque temps par la tradition doxographique: ex-
clusion du matérialisme, abhorré par tous les autres tirthika; réunion en un seul systéme du
Nyaya et du Vaisesika, qui tendront d’ailleurs de plus en plus a fusionner.®

L’inclusion de la Mimamsa, jointe a d’autres facteurs, aura donné le branle au mouvement
qui aboutira au groupe fameux des six darsana brahmaniques. En effet 1’introduction de la
Mimamsa, en tant que Piirva-Mimamsa, ne pouvait manquer de faire entrer bientdt dans la
configuration la seconde Mimamsa, le Vedanta, qui avait déja sa place et allait en prendre de
plus en plus dans les débats philosophiques; elle pouvait aisément étre couplée a la premicre,
sur le modéle du couple Nyaya—Vaisesika. Ajoutons a cela que les Samkhya étaient eux-
mémes divisés, si I’on en croit Haribhadra, en Samkhya non théistes et Samkhya théistes, les
seconds identifiés aux tenants du Yoga. On obtient ainsi six systémes “védiques” (vaidika),
qui pouvaient certes étre envisagés comme trois darsana, mais pouvaient aussi, pour des let-
trés “hindous” qui n’étaient plus confrontés a des interlocuteurs bouddhistes en chair et en
os — sans parler de matérialistes —, €tre considérés comme les six véritables darsana, tout
comme Rajasekhara refusa au matérialisme le statut de darsana dans son Saddarsanasamuc-
caya.

La plus grande fréquence, si elle est avérée, de I’emploi du terme tarka au sens de “six”
pourrait indiquer que ’appellation sattarki fut plus courante, a date ancienne, que celle de
saddarsana. Elle met 1’accent sur I’emploi de la raison, des arguments (yukti, nyaya), de la
réflexion, comme point commun des systémes philosophiques, dans une opposition a
I’autorité de la Tradition (@gama). Si I’hypothése développée ici est exacte, le groupe des six
darsana brahmaniques, reconnaissant 1’autorité des Veda et présentés souvent comme orien-
tés vers la délivrance, aurait paradoxalement son origine dans un groupe de disciplines fon-
dées sur D’examen rationnel des données de I’expérience et de 1’agama. Toutefois,
I’opposition entre farka et dgama ne doit pas étre durcie: I’dgama lui-méme a besoin d’une
réflexion, d’un raisonnement, d’'une argumentation pour révéler son sens plein. Or la Mi-
mamsa, a 1’origine extérieure a la sattarki, a précisément cette fonction et peut donc légiti-
mement prétendre, elle aussi, au statut de tarka, comme ce fut le cas depuis Kumarila (VII° s.)
au moins!™ Sans doute cette revendication a-t-elle concouru 4 la faire entrer dans la “sixaine
des tarka”.

% L’hypothése d’une saftarki excluant la Mimamsa qui serait plus “originelle” que les autres groupe-
ments de six darsana souléve certes quelques problémes et demandera de plus amples investigations, en parti-
culier s’agissant du rapport entre le Saddarsanasamuccaya de Haribhadra et le texte de Siddharsi. Le second
auteur serait en effet un disciple direct ou — opinion plus probable? — un disciple a quelques générations du
premier, dont on semble convenir qu’il a vécu au VIII® siécle. Comment alors se fait-il que Siddharsi considére
encore la Mimamsa comme ne faisant pas partie des darsana, alors que pour Haribhadra, le point est déja ac-
quis?

8 Cf. Wilhelm Halbfass, Tradition and Reflection (voir n. 20), p. 34.
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Sarvamatasamgraha. An Anonymous “Compendium of All Systems”

A comprehensive comparative study of Indian doxography still remains a desideratum of
Indology. An excellent survey of the subject has been offered by Wilhelm Halbfass — one
chapter of his book India and Europe is devoted to a succinct description of the most im-
portant Sanskrit doxographical texts." Among others Halbfass paid attention to an otherwise
little known anonymous text entitled Sarvamatasamgraha, “Compendium of All Systems.”

It has been observed by Halbfass (1988: 350) that

this obviously not very old work first provides a survey of doctrines concerning the means of
knowledge, pramana, and then utilizes the number of the means of knowledge which each of the
particular philosophical schools recognizes as a guideline for its doxographic discussion; there it
follows a model which we find first documented around AD 500, in Cattanar’s Tamil verse epic
Manimékhalai.’

In another place Halbfass (1988: 354) gave a longer characterisation of our text:

The Sarvamatasamgraha deals with the classification of the sciences in a chapter on agama,
“authoritative tradition,” which is part of its introductory discussion concerning the means of
knowledge (pramana). Here, a distinction is made between two types of tradition: that which is of
human origin and that which is not: agamo dvividhah pauruseyapauruseyabhedat. The Vedas and
their auxiliary sciences (vedanga) are considered to be of “non-human origin,” while the “fifth
Veda,” i.e., the Mahabharata and the Puranas, the “additional Vedas,” and the Smrti (i.e.,
Dharmasastra) are of “human origin.” The philosophical systems are then connected with this
schema in such a way that they are either assigned to the pirvakanda, the “earlier” portions of the
Veda which refer to “works,” or to the uttarakanda, the “knowledge section” of the Veda. In a
direct and obvious manner, this applies only to the position of the Mimamsa and the Vedanta. But
insofar as they are suited to defend against anti-Vedic attacks, the Nyaya and the Vaisesika, as
“additional limbs” (vedopanga), are also, though more indirectly, related to the Veda. The
Samkhya and Yoga are described as parts of the “fifth Veda,” i.e., of the Mahabharata and the
Puranas (itihasapurane ‘ntarbhiitam).

As a humble contribution to the Wilhelm Halbfass Commemoration Volume I would like to
offer a preliminary description of the Sarvamatasamgraha and — as a specimen of the text —
an annotated translation of chapter 1 and a fragment of chapter 2.

The text of the Sarvamatasamgraha (SMS) was edited by T. Ganapati Shastri in 1918 in the
Trivandrum Sanskrit Series. It was based on two palm-leaf manuscripts, written in Malaya-

! Halbfass 1988: 349-368 (Chapter 19, “The Sanskrit Doxographies and the Structure of Hindu Tradi-
tionalism”); cf. also Halbfass 1979. Recently an important contribution on the beginnings of Indian doxography
was presented by Olle Qvarnstrom (1999), which includes a new edition and translation of Haribhadra’s Sad-
darsanasamuccaya and an abundant bibliography on the subject. For calling my attention to Qvarnstrom’s
article as well as for valuable comments on the present paper I am very much obliged to Dr. Piotr Balcerowicz.

* Cf. the brief note in Winternitz 1968: 420-421: “Ein ganz kurzes, zusammenfassendes Werk iiber alle
Systeme der Philosophie ist auch der Sarvamatasangraha von einem unbekannten Verfasser (leider auch aus
unbekannter Zeit). Nach einer iiber die Erkenntnismittel handelnden Einleitung werden hier zwei Arten von
sastras, vedische und nichtvedische, unterschieden. Und als die ‘sechs Darsanas’ werden drei vedische (Mi-
mamsa, Samkhya und Tarka) und drei nichtvedische Systeme (Buddhismus, Jinismus, Materialismus) aufge-
zahlt. Zuerst werden die drei letzteren beschrieben; dann folgen Darstellungen der Lehren des Kanada, des
Aksapada, des theistischen und des atheistischen Samkhya (d.i. Yoga und Samkhya), der Mimamsa und des Ve-
danta.”

* On the Manimékalai see Veluppillai 1997.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2006, pp. 259-273.



260 MAREK MEJOR

lam characters, in possession of Paramesvaran Potti of Changarappalli Mathom. The author
and the date of the text are unknown (no mangalasloka, no colophon). Halbfass several times
referred to the Sarvamatasamgraha (Halbfass 1988: 350; 351; 352, n. 12; 353, n. 15; 353,
n. 17; 354, nn. 20, 21), with a suggestion that it may be “perhaps the work of Raghava-
nanda.” In this presumption he probably followed Potter’s Bibliography* where the Sarva-
matasamgraha 1is listed as a work of a certain Raghavananda, however without any further
specification.

Another text bearing the same title,” viz. Sarvamatasamgraha (SMSN), composed by Nara-
yanabhatta (AD 1560—1656)° in 147 stanzas, was edited by M. Madhavan Unni in 1977. It
deals with the following systems: Carvaka, Arhata, Bauddha, Vaisesika, Naiyayika, Se$vara-
and Niri$varasamkhya, Prabhakara, and Bhatta Mimamsa. Pasupata and Ramanuja are also
mentioned. This should be regarded as an early work of Narayanabhatta, son of Melputtur
(Meppattur) Matrdatta, the well-known author of the Manameyodaya (MMU), composed in
the middle of the seventeenth century. The latter part of the Manameyodaya (i.e., the meya
portion, “on the objects of valid cognition””) was completed by another Narayana, during the
reign of his patron, King Manaveda, identified as the Zamorin of Calicut (AD 1655-1658)." It
will be shown below that our Sarvamatasamgraha contains a quotation from the meya
portion of the Manameyodaya.

The Sarvamatasamgraha is composed in prose, occasionally interspersed with verse quota-
tions from other texts.® It can be divided into sixteen chapters’ in two major parts. The first
part represents a sort of general introduction in which the author discusses the recognized
means of valid cognition (pramana). In his presentation he often follows Bhasarvajfia’s
Nyayasara (NSa) (ca. AD 950).'° At the close of the first part the author explains the method
of division of the different philosophical systems (matabheda). The second part contains
expositions of the different systems of Indian philosophy. A detailed investigation of the doc-
trinal contents of presented systems and/or schools and precise identification of the sources
must be left for future research. The specific feature of our text is its relatively broad treat-
ment of the means of valid cognition and then their application — in ascending numerical
order — to the examination of the different systems of thought. Thus the examined systems
are arranged according to the number of accepted pramanas, beginning with the Carvakas
(SMS p. 15,3ff)) — here the quotations from Krsnamisra’s allegorical drama Prabodha-
candrodaya (PCU) are conspicuous — and closing with the Pauranikas who admit six or eight
pramanas (SMS p. 43,1). On the whole, the Sarvamatasamgraha shows an eclectic character
since its author freely avails himself of the definitions taken from different texts, yet he
seems to put his own imprint on his explication of a given doctrine. Moreover, occasionally
the author makes comparative remarks on the presented doctrines. Following Qvarnstrom’s
threefold division of Indian doxographical texts, our Sarvamatasamgraha belongs to the third
type of texts, which “simply outline one system after the other in separate chapters, without

* Potter, Bibliography, # DU 554: (Mahamahopadhyaya) Raghavananda — Sarvamatasamgraha. No date.

> According to the editor (p. i, n. 4), the name of the text seems to be Siddhantasarasamksepa.

% See Ramaswami Sastri’s Introduction to his edition of the Tattvabindu (TB), pp. 107-111.

7 See the Preface to the second edition of the Manameyodaya, p. xvii.

8 Jacobi 1929: 589, n. 1: “Der Sarvamatasamgraha ist frithstens im 12. Jahrhundert abgefasst, weil darin
Ramanuja genannt wird ([SMS] p. 32)”; cf. Halbfass 1988: 353: Brahmadatta, Bhaskara, Ramanuja, and
Anandatirtha (Madhva).

? Divisions in the printed edition seem to be inserted by the editor.

' Potter, Bibliography, # 494.
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refutations of the positions of which they give an account”; it also shows a “hierarchical
categorization of the systems under consideration” (Qvarnstrom 1999: 174).

The quotations from the Manameyodaya (in chapter 9) and from the Tarkasamgraha (TS) of
Annambhatta (ca. AD 1700)'" (in chapter 1), as well as other references allow us to place the
work after AD 1700.

Below I give the divisions of the Sarvamatasamgraha (figures in brackets refer to the pages
and lines of the printed edition) with a brief description of the contents of each chapter. In the
following comments special attention will be paid to the explicit quotations and textual refer-
ences contained therein.

[I. Introduction (1-14)]

Pramananiripana (1)
Pratyaksaniripana (2)
Anumananirapana (4)
Agamaniripana (6)
Upamanadimanantaranirapana (13)
Matabheda (14)

SN e

[II. Systems of philosophy (15-43)]

7. Carvakamataniripana (15)
8. Ksapanakamataniripana (16)
9. Sugatamataniriipana (18)
10. Kanadamataniriipana (22)
11. Aksapadamataniriipana (26)
12.  Sesvaranirisvarasamkhyamataniriipana (27)
13.  Prabhakaradimimamsakamataniripana (31)
14.  Sagunabrahmavadimataniripana (39)
15.  Nirgunabrahmavadimataniripana (40)
16. Pauranikamataniriipana (42-43)

Comments

Ad 1. Examination of the means of valid cognition (pramananiriapana).

Altogether eight pramanas are listed: pratyaksa, anumana, agama, upamana, arthapatti,
abhava, sambhava and aitihya. The definition of pramana is similar to that in Bhasarvajfia’s
Nyayasara (for details see the Appendix). Interestingly, in this relatively short chapter the
author pays special attention to the definition of smrti (p. 1,5), which has the same wording
as in TS § 34 with the inclusion of the word matra.'? It seems that the debate on the use of
-matra was characteristic of the Tarkasamgraha and its commentaries (see also Nyayakosa
[NK] p. 1045, s.v. smrti (1), where is said that “the word matra was not necessary for the
earlier Naiyayikas”). Therefore this may also point to the late date of our text.

' See Ramaswami Sastri’s Introduction to his edition of the 7B, p. 137.
12 Cf. TS (D) with the substantial note 7 on pp. 176-177; cf. also 7K (2) p. 6 and n. ga.
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Quotations: p. 1,9 (vathahuh — anubhiitih pramanam ...) = Salikanatha’s (ca. AD 690—760)"
Prakaranaparicika (PP)v. 132; p. 1,14-17 (tad uktam sribhagavatpadaih — atra brahmavid-
yopanisacchabdavacya ...) = Sankarabhagavatpada’s Bhdsya on the Brhadaranyaka-Upani-
sad (beginning, namanirukti).

Ad 2. Examination of perception.

Here too our text follows (more or less) the main definitions in Bhasarvajiia’s Nyayasara (cf.
the Appendix), as if the author was commenting on it.

Ad 3. Examination of inference.

The author takes over almost verbatim the text of Bhasarvajia’s Nyayasara. Beginning
(p. 4,11): avinabhavena samyakparoksanubhavo 'numanam = NSa 11.1: samyag avinabhave-
na paroksanubhavasadhanam anumanam. Interestingly, our author says that the syllogism
consists of three members, whereas five are explicitly mentioned by Bhasarvajiia, only to add
the remaining two in a somewhat odd manner (p. 4,22f.: paropadesas tu tryavayavam vak-
yam. pratijiahetidaharanani vodaharanopanayanigamanani vavayavah). In the following,
with the exception of the last part (p. 6,1-19), which looks like his own explication, the
author quotes the characteristic definitions of Bhasarvajia.

Ad 4. Examination of authoritative tradition.

This is the longest chapter of the Sarvamatasamgraha. agama is defined on p. 6,21: sabda-
jhnanad asannikrste ‘rthe jiianam sabdah; see also the definitions of dharmajiiana (p. 8,19-
21) and brahmajiiana (p. 8,21-23). The following elucidation of agama resembles that of
Madhusiidana Sarasvati in his Prasthanabheda (PBh) (ca. AD 1600). The Sarvamatasam-
graha says (p. 7,61f.): Authoritative tradition is twofold: of “human origin” (pauruseya) and
of “non-human origin” (apauruseya). To the former belong the four Vedas together with their
six “members,” i.e., the science of phonetics, grammar, etc.; the latter is threefold, consisting
of the fifth Veda, the auxiliary Veda (upaveda), and the Smrti (i.e., the works of Manu and
others on varndsramadharma). The fifth Veda is twofold, as it contains “legends” (itihasa),
1.e., the epic poem Mahdabharata, and “ancient tales” (purana), i.e., the eighteen Puranas. The
auxiliary Veda consists of Ayur-, Dhanur-, Artha- and Gandharvaveda. The fourfold Veda is
divided into “former portion” (pitrvakanda) and “later portion” (uttarakanda) according to its
object, dharma and brahman, respectively. So also the fifth Veda, because it forms their
explanation. The knowledge of dharma is “invisible” (paroksa), whereas the knowledge of
brahman is “not invisible” (aparoksa) (p. 8,16-18). Further, dharma is divided into two: by
means of obtainment or avoiding of a desirable end (istaprapti) or an undesirable end (anista-
prapti) (p. 9,1-10,2), respectively; the former consists of performing new and full moon
sacrifices and the like. brahman is twofold: “with attributes” (saguna) and “without attrib-
utes” (nirguna) (p. 9,17-22). The Mimamsa doctrine has as its purpose the reflection on the
meaning (arthavicara) on the part of a person who is determined to attain the ultimate aim,
because it has encompassed by intended meaning the precepts concerning the study of the
Vedas which are divided into “former portion” and “later portion” (p. 10,3-5). It consists of
twenty chapters in three parts (p. 10,3-6). The piarvamimamsa has twelve chapters and is
grounded on the karmakanda. Its main expounder (sitrakartr) was Jaimini, the main com-

" See Ramaswami Sastri’s Introduction to his edition of the 7B pp. 48-50.
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mentator (bhdasyakara) was Sabarasvamin, and the two commentators were Bhatta Kumara
(Kumarila) and Prabhakara. The uttaramimamsa is twofold, grounded in brahman “with
attributes,” and grounded in brahman “without attributes.” It has eight chapters composed by
Vyasa (p. 10,11-12). One part that is grounded in sagunabrahman and consists in devata-
kanda has four chapters; its commentator was Sankarsa (p. 10,12-14). The other part that is
grounded in nirgunabrahman and consists in jaanakanda also has four chapters; its commen-
tator was Sankarabhagavatpada (p. 10,22-23). Its sectarian teachers like Brahmadatta, Bhas-
kara (ca. ninth century), Ramanuja (AD 1017-1127), Anandatirtha (Madhva, AD 1197
1273) and others composed quasi-commentaries (bhasyabhdasa) on it, due to differences in
opinion (p. 11,1-2). The science of logic (farkasastra) is considered to be an auxiliary mem-
ber of the Veda. It is twofold: naiyayika and vaisesika (p. 11,16-20). The former refers to
sixteen categories (padartha) as conceived by Aksapada, the latter refers to six categories
conceived by Kanada (p. 10,20-21). The two kinds of the Samkhya doctrine, nirisvara- and
sesvarasamkhya, are included under the rubric of itihdasapurana and therefore do not count
separately (p. 11,22-23). The former, based on twenty-five principles, was created by Kapila,
the latter, based on twenty-six principles, was created by Patafjali who “favoured (followed)
the commentary” (bhasyam anugrhitam) on the Astadhyayi (Ast) composed by Panini (p.
12,2-4). Thus we finally arrive at a number of eighteen branches of knowledge (vidyasthana)
(ctf. PBh). They were favoured by the supreme spirit (paramapurusa) for the sake of brahman
at the beginning of the eon (kalpadau) (p. 12,4-5), and introduced in this world through the
mouth of the sage Marici and others; however, in this mundane period (yuga), due to the
deficiencies consisting in a short life, meagre intellect, etc., people are unable to uphold them
entirely, and therefore the supreme lord himself, having taken the form of Vyasa, has
abbreviated them (p. 12,17-20).

In this chapter the following explicit quotations have been found: p. 7,3-5 (vathahuh — sabda-
vijiianaja ...), not traced; p. 7,12-18 (tatha ca vayavive — dasadha castadha caitat ...) = Siva-
purana (SP), Vayaviyasamhita, pirvabhaga, adhyaya 1, vv. 38-40; p. 7,22-23 (manvatri-
visnuharita ...), not traced; p. 8,1-2 (parasaravyasasankhalikhita ...), ct. Yajnavalkyasmrti
(YS) 1.4-5; p. 8,5-10 (yathoktam vayaviye — yo vidydc caturo vedan ...) = SP, ibid., vv. 35-36;
p. 12,6-16 (tatha ca Srivayavive — angani vedas catvarah ...) = SP, ibid., vv. 22-26; pp.
12,21-13,4 (vathoktam dvitiyaskandhe — kalena militadrsam avamrsya ...) = Bhagavata-
purana (BhagP) 11.7.36.

Ad 5. Examination of comparison and other means of valid cognition.

(1) The definition of upamana is provided with a quotation (p. 13,12-14): yathahuh — avyut-
pannapadopeta- = Tarkikaraksa of Varadaraja (TaR) (ca. AD 1100) v. 22 (cf. NK s.v. upa-
mana, p. 167 [ca]). (2) Definition of arthapatti (p. 13,15): anyathanupapattisambhiito 'nu-
bhavo ’rthapattih. (3) Definition of abhava (p. 13,21): yogyatve saty anupalambhad abhava-
niscayo 'bhavapramanam. (4) Definition of sambhava (p. 14,1-2): sambhavito 'yvam artha iti
javamano ‘tindriyarthaniscayah sambhavah. (5) The definition of aitihya (p. 14,3f.) corres-
ponds to that in Nyayabhasya (NBh) ad 2.2.1; cf. Sarvadarsanakaumudi (SDK) p. 55,20. The
chapter closes with concluding stanzas in which pramanas and their adherents are enumerat-
ed (p. 14,7-13): pratyaksam ekam carvakah ... — iti nyayavidam vacanat."* This quotation has
not been traced; cf., however, Pramanamimamsa of Hemacandra (PM) (fl. AD 1150) § 29,

' Also quoted by Swami Dwarikadas Shastri in his edition of Nyayadarsana (1989), p. 136, n. 1, with
the following comment: ... ity abhiyuktoktya pramanavibhajakasamkhyayam samsaya iti bhavah.
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MMU 1.15(3) and Bauddhatarkabhasa of Moksakaragupta (BTBh) (between AD 1050 and
1202) p. 17,13-16 (see also Kajiyama 1998: 30, n. 27).

Ad 6. Difference of opinions.

The systems are characterized by the pramanas accepted by them, with specifications of the
“knower” (pramatr) and the “object of knowledge” (prameya) (p. 14,15-17) (cf. the defi-
nitions in NSa 1: pramasrayah pramata and pramavisayah prameyam). The Sarvamatasam-
graha continues to state that here two kinds of systems of reflection (vicarasastra) are distin-
guished: those based on the Vedas (vaidika) and those not based on the Vedas (avaidika).
Each division consists of a set of three traditions: the systems of Mimamsa, Samkhya and
Tarka belong to the former, the systems of the Bauddhas, Jainas and Lokayatas to the latter
division. The latter systems are called avaidika because they are based on the “apparent
Vedas” (vedabhasa) created by their founders Buddha, Ksapanaka and Brhaspati respective-
ly. Thus, there are altogether six systems of thought (darsana) (pp. 14,18-15,2).

Ad 7. Examination of the system of the Carvakas.

For the Carvakas the body alone is the knower (pramatr), the four principles earth, water, fire
and wind are the objects of knowledge (prameya), and perception (pratyaksa) is the single
means of cognition (pramana). kama “sensual enjoyment” and artha “wealth” are the sole
aims of man (purusartha); the Vedas of the Carvakas are the Arthaveda (“science of polity”)
and the Gandharvaveda (“science of music and theatrical performance”). There is neither
dharma nor adharma and no god, and death is liberation (moksa) (p. 15, 4-18).

Quotations: p. 15,18-20 (tathd ca tadvacanam — agnihotram trayo vedah ...) = PCU (second
half of the eleventh century) 11.26 = Sarvadarsanasamgraha (SDS) 1.3 and 1.13; p. 15,21
(trayo vedasya kartarah ...) = SDS 1.21ab; pp. 15,22-16,1 (svargah kartrkriyadravya- ...) =
PCUI1.19; p. 16,2-3 (pratyaksadipramasiddha- ...) = PCU 11.4.

Ad 8. Examination of the systems of the Jainas.

Quotation: p. 17,6-8 (vathahuh — syddvadah sarvadaikantatyagat ...) = Aptamimamsa (AM)
of Samantabhadra (ca. AD 550) v. 104 = Bhamati of Vacaspatimisra (Bh) (ca. AD 960) ad
[1.2.33 = SDS 111.46.

Ad 9. Examination of the system of the Bauddhas.

There are four schools of followers of the Buddha: Madhyamikas, Yogacaras, Sautrantikas
and Vaibhasikas. Among them the Madhyamikas are foremost with their teaching of “empti-
ness” (sunyatd). In fact, says our author (p. 21,14-17), the other three schools also ultimately
accept the sunyavada: the Yogacara school admits the emptiness of the external object
(bahyarthasya sunyatvam), the Sautrantikas admit the emptiness of the perceptible external
object (pratyaksasya bahyarthasya sinyatvam), and the Vaibhasikas claim the emptiness of
the external and internal transient world (bahyasyantarasya casthirasya jagatah Sinyatvam).
The concluding stanzas are taken from Manameyodaya which is dated to the middle of the
seventeenth century and thus marks the terminus a quo of our text (p.21,17-21): atra
samgrahah — mukhyo madhyamiko vivartam akhilam ... = MMU 11.6.31, p. 306.
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Ad 10. Examination of the Vaisesika system.

Quotations: p. 25,14 (yato vetyadisrutayah ...) = Taittiriya-Upanisad (TaiU) 2.1.1 (cf. SDS p.
242); p. 25,14 (aham adis cetyadismrtayah ...) = Bhagavadgita (BhG) 10.20c; p. 25,15
(parasya Saktih ...) = Svetasvatara-Upanisad (SU) 6.8; p. 25,17 (jyotistomenetyadisrutivakya-
ni ...), cf. Mimamsanyayaprakasa (MNP) § 23, n. 13 (with references) and SDS XII § 14, p.
569; p. 26,5 (yo vai bhuimetyadisrutivakyesu ...) = Chandogya-Upanisad (ChU) 7.23.1.

Ad 11. Examination of the Nyaya system.

Reference is made to a Naiyayika who takes a separate position (naiyayikaikadesin) claiming
that there are three pramanas, viz. pratyaksa, anumana and agama; this is obviously the
standpoint of Bhasarvajiia.

Quotations: p. 26,18-21 (tatha ca tatsitram — pramanaprameyasamsaya- ...) = Nyayasiitra
(NS) 1.1.1; p. 27,4-6 (tatha caksapadasiutram — duhkhajanmapravrtti- ...) = NS 1.1.2.

Ad 12. Examination of the system of Samkhya “with god” and “without god.”

The author makes some comparative remarks on the standpoints of the naiyayikaikadesin,
Prabhakara and Bhatta Kumara (p. 28).

Quotations: p. 28,3 (mdyam tu prakrtim vidyad ityadisruteh ...) = SU 4.10, cf. SDS IV § 8
(p. 200); p. 28,17 (naciketam upakhyanam ...) = Katha-Upanisad (KU) 1.3.16; p. 28,18 (an-
adinidhana nitya ...) = Mahabharata (MBh) X11.224.55¢cd; p. 30,2-4 (vathdha — milaprakrtir
avikrtih ...) = Samkhyakarika (SK) 3; p. 30,6-7 (janmamaranakarananam ...) = SK 18; p.
30,10-11 (dharmena gamanam urdhvam ...) = SK 44; pp. 30,21-31,2 (yathahuh — atmano vai
Sarirani bahiini ...), source not traced (Purana?), but the verse is also quoted in commentaries
on the Nyayasara:" Nyayasarapadapaiicika of Vasudeva (NSaP) p. 90,4-5 (purane), and
Nyayatatparyadipika of Jayasimhasuri [11.121, p. 271 (puranadisu).

Ad 13. Examination of the Mimamsa system.

The chapter is concluded with the following statement (pp. 38,22-39,2): There are two kinds
of brahmavadins: aupanisadas and pauranikas. The former are twofold: those chiefly de-
pendent on sagunabrahman and those chiefly dependent on nirgunabrahman. The system of
sagunabrahman 1is represented by Ramanuja (AD 1017-1127) and others, while that of
nirgunabrahman is represented by Acarya Sankarabhagavatpada (AD 788-820) and others.

Quotations: p. 32,6 (tama asid ityadisruti ...) = Taittiriya-Brahmana (TaiBr) 2.8.9.4; p.
32,18-20 (tad uktam bhattapadaih — tamah khalu calam nilam ...), source not traced; the
stanza is quoted twice in the Sarvadarsanakaumudi (p. 9,2-3; 94,15-16) (mimamsakah); cf.
also TS (D) § 3, p. 3, n. 2, and MMU 11.2.201t.; p. 33,20-22 (tatha ca tadvacanam — bud-
dhindriyasarirebhyah ...), not traced; p. 34,15 (svargakamasya jyotistomaydage niyoga iti),
not identified; p. 34,16 (phalavat sannidhav aphalam tadangam iti nyayat), cf. Bh ad 1.4.14
(p. 319) and Siddhantabindu (SB) of Madhusiidana Sarasvati (ca. AD 1600) p. 52,1-2;
p. 38,5-7 (tam eva bhantam anubhati sarvam ... iti Sruteh) = KU 2.3.1 = SU 4.14.

!5 The number of eighteen commentaries on Bhasarvajiia’s Nyayasara as given by Gunaratna in his
Tarkarahasyadipika is also found in Rajasekhara’s Saddarsanasamuccaya (SDSR) (p. 10, vv. 101-102ab).
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Ad 14. Examination of the sagunabrahman system of Vedanta.

Quotations: p. 39,7-8 (indro mayabhih pururipa iyata — iti sruteh ...) = Brhadaranyaka-Upa-
nisad (BAU) 2.5.19; p. 39,15-20 (yathoktam Sarirakasamgrahakrdbhih — ajianani bahiiny
asamkhyavapusah ...) = Samksepasariraka of Sarvajiatmamuni (SS) (ca. AD 900) I1.133.

Ad 15. Examination of the nirgunabrahman system of Vedanta.

Quotations: p. 42,4 (ajam ekam ...) = SU 4.5; p. 42,4-5 (indro mayabhih ...) = BAU 2.5.19,
see above.

Ad 16. Examination of the system of the Pauranikas.

Quotations: p. 42,21 (dva suparna ityadisruteh ...) = Mundaka-Upanisad (MuU) 3.1.1 = SU
4.6; cf. PCU V1.20 and SDS' IV § 16 (p. 220); p. 42,22 (isvarah sarvabhiitanam ityadismrteh
...) = Mahanarayana-Upanisad (MNU) 17.5 = BhG 18.61a; p. 43,11-12 (atmd va are drasta-
vya ityadisrutya ...) = BAU 2.4.5; c¢f. SDS IV § 30, 31 (pp. 234, 236) and X VI § 3 (p. 757).

Appendix

Sarvamatasamgraha
Compendium of All Systems

[Chapter 1.] Pramananiripana
Examination of the Means of Valid Cognition

iha samyaganubhavah pramanam.

Here, the means of valid cognition is correct apprehension.'

samyaggrahanam samsayaviparyayapohartham.

The [word] “correct” is used to exclude doubt and misapprehension.'’
tatranavadharanajiianam samsayah. yathd sthanur va puruso vayam ityadi.

Among these, doubt is knowledge [which is] lacking ascertainment,'® as for example [the
doubt:] “Is this a tree trunk or a man?” etc.

mithyadhyavasayo viparyayah. yatha dvau candramasayv ityadi.

. . . . 2 ..
Misapprehension is false ascertainment,”’ as for example [the erroneous vision of] two
moons, etc.!

'® NSG p. 10,1: samyaganubhavasadhanam pramanam and p. 104,1: samyaganubhavah prama. Cf. also
Saptapadarthi (SP) (2) 213: tattvanubhavah prama; TBh § 5 and TK (1) § 38: yatharthanubhavah pramda; Sad-
darsanisiddhantasamgraha (SDSS) p. 5737: pramda ca yatharthanubhavah.

" NSa p. 10,1: samyaggrahanam samsayaviparyayapohartham.

8 NSa p- 11,1: tatranavadharanam jianam samsayah. Cf. SP (2) 215: anavadharanam jianam sam-
sayah.

9 Cf. NBh ad 1.1.23; NSa pp. 12,1-16,1: tadyatha — samanadharmat kim ayam sthanuh puruso veti ... .

2 NSa p. 26,1: mithyadhyavasayo viparyayah. Cf. TS (D) § 64: mithyajianam viparyayah.

*1 NSa p. 26,1: tadyatha dvau candramasau.
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smrtivyavacchedartham anubhavagrahanam.

The use of [the word] “apprehension” has the purpose of differentiating [it] from recollec-
tion.”

samskaramdtrajam jianam smrtih. yatha sa me matetyadi.

Recollection is the knowledge arisen from mental impression(s) only,” as for example [in the
cognition:] “She is my mother,” etc.

pracinanubhavavasana samskarah.

A mental impression is the trace [left] by a former apprehension.**

sa ca sadrsavastusandarsanodbuddhah smrtihetuh.

And it is the cause of recollection [which has been] awakened upon the seeing of a similar
object.”

katham punar anubhavagrahanena smrtivyavacchedah.

But how [is] the differentiation from recollection [accomplished] by the use of [the word]
“apprehension”?

smrtyanyajianasyanubhavatvat.

Because a knowledge other than recollection is apprehension.

vathahuh — anubhuitih pramanam sa smrter anya iti.

As was said [by Salikanatha]: “Valid cognition is apprehension; it is different from recollec-
tion.”*®

samskaramdtrajam iti matraca pratyabhijiia vyavartita.

[In the qualification of recollection as] “originated from mental impression only,” recognition
is excluded by means of [the word] “only.””’

samskarasamprayogabhyam jayamanam jiianam pratyabhijiia. yatha sa evayam ghata iti.
Recognition is knowledge which comes into existence by means of a connection [with the

perceived object] and a mental impression,”® as for example [the recognition] “This is that
pot.”

2 Cf. NSa p. 89,1: smarandjianavyavacchedartham anubhavagrahanam. Cf. also SP (2) 212: asmyti-
ripam jiaanam anubhavah; SP Jinavardhani ad 212: smrtivyatiriktam yaj jianam sa anubhavah; TBh § 5: anu-
bhava iti smrter nirasah. anubhavo nama smrtivyatiriktam jianam; TK (1) § 38: smrtibhinnam jianam anubha-
vatvajatiman vanubhavah;, SDSS p. 5737: anubhavo nama smrtivyatirekam jiianam.

3 Cf. TS (D) § 34 (cf. p. 22, n. 1) and Notes on § 34 (7); TK (1) § 38: samskaramatrajanyam jianam
smrtih (see TK [2] p. 6,16, n. ga, and Note 33). Cf. also PP, milasloka 132, p. 10: ... smrtih punah | piarvavijia-
nasamskaramatrajam jiianam ucyate ||; NK p. 1045 s.v. smrti.

* Cf. TK (1) § 38: tatra piirvanubhavah karanam, samskaro vyaparah. Cf. also NK p. 741 s.v. vasand 1:
(gunah) smrtihetuh samskaravisesah.

¥ Cf. TS (D) § 75: anubhavajanya smytihetur bhavanatmamatravrttih; TK (1) § 88: pirvanubhavajan-
vam smytihetuh samskaro bhavana. sa jivamdatravrttih.

*PPv.132.
matrac cf. Ast 5.2.27.

2 Cf. SP (2) 256 [167]: atitavasthavacchinnam vastugrahanam pratyabhijiianam; TBh § 143: pirvanu-
bhavajanitasamskarasahakrtendriyaprabhava pratyabhijiia. Cf. also NBh ad 111.1.7: puarvaparayor vijiianayor
ekavisaye pratisandhijiianam pratyabhijiianam.
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nanv anubhavasyaiva pramanatve kuta agamadisu pramanatvavyavaharah.

[Objection:] Inasmuch as [it was said that] apprehension alone is characterised as valid cog-
nition, why is the [expression] “being a means of valid cognition” used with regard to autho-
ritative tradition, etc.?

pramanajanakatvad eveti briomah.

[To this] we reply [that it is] precisely because [they] (i.e., authoritative tradition, etc.)
generate valid cognition.

tad uktam sribhagavatpadaih — atra brahmavidyopanisacchabdavacya, tatparanam sahetoh
samsarasyatyantavasadandt, upanipiurvasya sades tadarthatvat. tadarthyad grantho 'py upa-
nisad ucyate iti.

This has been said by Sribhagavatpada [Sankara]: “Here, the knowledge of brahman is de-
signated by the word wupanisad because for those who are completely dedicated to this
[knowledge of brahman] samsara together with its cause is ultimately coming to an end
because [the root] sad with the prefixes upa and ni has that meaning; [thus] because of [its]
having that meaning also the book/text is called upanisad.””

tac ca pramanam astavidham pratyaksam anumanam dgama upamanam arthapattir abhavah
sambhava aitihyam iti.

And this valid cognition is eightfold, viz. perception, inference, authoritative tradition, ana-
logy (comparison), implication (presumption), absence, inclusion and traditional hearsay.*

[Chapter 2.] Pratyaksaniriipana
Examination of Perception.

tatra samyagaparoksanubhavah pratyaksam.
Among these [valid cognitions], perception is correct apprehension of what is perceptible.’!

tad dvividham savikalpakam nirvikalpakam ceti.

It is twofold, viz. determinate and indeterminate.*

tatra samjnadivisistarthavisayam savikalpakam yatha ghato 'yam iti.

Among these [two], determinate [perception] has something distinguished by a name, etc., as
its object, as for example [the cognition] “This is a pot.”>

tadanullikhitarthavisayakam nirvikalpakam yathedam iti vastumatranubhavah.

Indeterminate [perception] has something not marked by it (i.e., a name, etc.) as its object, as
for example the apprehension of a mere thing [having the form] “this.”*

%% Sankara’s commentary on Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad, Introduction.

0 Cf. NK s.v. pramana, pp. 553-556.

' NSa p. 109,1: tatra samyagaparoksanubhavasadhanam pratyaksam.

32 NSa p. 180,1: tac ca dvividham savikalpakam nirvikalpakam ceti; TS (D) § 42 (see Notes ad § 42, pp.
215ft.); TBh § 20; TK (1) § 50.

3 Cf. NSa p. 180,2-3: tatra samjiiadisambandhollekhena jiianotpattinimittam savikalpakam yatha deva-
datto 'vam dandityadi; TK (D) § 50: visesanavisesyasambandhdavagahi pratyaksam savikalpakam; TS (D) § 42:
saprakarakam jiianam savikalpakam yatha dittho 'yvam brahmano 'vam syamo 'yam iti.

3 Cf. NSa p. 183,1: vastusvariapamatravabhasakam nirvikalpakam yatha prathamaksisannipatajam jia-
nam; TK (1) § 50: visesanavisesyasambandhanavagahi pratyaksam nirvikalpakam; TS (D) § 42: tatra nispra-
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tat punar dvividham yogipratyaksam ayogipratyaksam ceti.

It is again twofold: yogic perception and non-yogic perception.

tatrendriyasannikystarthavisayam ayogipratyaksam.

Among these [two], non-yogic perception has something drawn near by the senses as its

object.”® (...)
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Ramkrishna Bhattacharya

What is Meant by Svabhavam Bhitacintakah?

The hemistich svabhavam bhiitacintakah occurs twice in the Mahabharata (Mbh.), first in the
Santiparvan (224.50d) and again in the A$vamedhikaparvan (48.24d)." The Santiparvan
verse runs as follows:

kecit purusakaram tu prahuh karmavido janah |
daivam ity apare viprah svabhavam bhiitacintakah ||.

Some who know what activity is say that (everything is due to) human effort, other sages say it is
destiny; those who think (in terms) of the elements (speak of) svabhava.

A variant of this verse which is found a litte later in the Santiparvan (Santi) (230.4) does not,
however, refer to the bhiitacintakas:

paurusam karanam kecid ahuh karmasu manavah |
daivam eke prasamsanti svabhavam capare janah ||.

With respect to activity some say that human effort is the cause (of success), others praise destiny;
still others (speak of) svabhava.

The Asvamedhikaparvan (A$vamedhika) passage (48.23-24) expresses the bewilderment of
the sages confronted with so many contradictory views on what is to be cherished:
yajiiam ity apare dhirah pradanam iti capare |
sarvam eke prasamsanti na sarvam iti capare ||23||
tapas tv anye prasamsanti svadhydayam apare janah |
Jhanam samnyasam ity eke svabhavam bhiitacintakah ||24|.
Some sober men praise the sacrifice; others praise the gift. Some praise all, some do not praise all.

Some others praise asceticism, others praise Vedic studies. Some praise knowledge [and] renunci-
ation; those who think (in terms) of the elements praise svabhdava.

What does svabhavam bhitacintakah signify? E. Washburn Hopkins thought that the bhiita-
cintakas “are perhaps materialists.”” E.H. Johnston also thought so,’ and Debiprasad Chatto-
padhyaya was absolutely convinced of it. “That the word bhiitacintakah here referred to the
materialist will not be doubted.” Torn out of context and considered by itself, the expression
may be explained in that way. But there is a problem. A bhiitacintaka is one who is supposed
to think (in terms) of the bhiitas, the elements, viz., earth, air, fire, water and ether. Why
should he speak of svabhava which is a rival doctrine of bhiitani (elements) as the first cause

* Acknowledgements are due to Saubhik Datta, Siddhartha Datta, Supriya Phani and Nicholas Sutton.

! All references are to the critical edition of the Mahabharata, ed. V.S. Sukthankar et al., Poona 1927-
1966.

* Cf. E.W. Hopkins, The Great Epic of India, London / New York 1901 (repr. Delhi 1993), p. 89, refer-
ring presumably to the ASvamedhikaparvan verse.

’ Cf. E.H. Johnston, Early Samkhya: An Essay on its Historical Development According to the Texts,
London 1937 (repr. Delhi 1974), p. 67.

* Cf. Debiprasad Chattopadhyaya, Indian Atheism: A Marxist Analysis, Calcutta 1969, p. 64, referring to
the Santiparvan verse. The passage has been reproduced verbatim in his History of Science and Technology in
Ancient India, Vol. 11, Calcutta 1991, p. 62.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons : Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 275-281.
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mentioned in the enumerative verse Svetasvatara Upanisad (Sv.Up.) 1.22° svabhava in the
Mbh. then must mean something different from what it means in the Sv.Up.

The word bhiitacintaka is also found in Santi 267.4:
yebhyah srjati bhiitani kalo bhavapracoditah |

mahabhitani pariceti tany ahur bhitacintakah ||.

Those from which Time, moved by the desire to produce physical forms, creates (all) beings, are
called “the five great elements” by those who think (in terms) of the elements.

There are also some parallel expressions in the Mbh. itself, such as muhiirtacintaka (12.267.
4d) “those who think (in terms) of the moment” (i.e., Time), kalacintaka (12.295.12d) “those
who think (in terms) of Time,” jiieya- and jianacintaka (12.294.33f and 295.12d) “those who
think (in terms) of what is to be known” and “... of knowledge.”

The word bhiitacinta also occurs in the Susrutasamhita.® Vatsyayana mentions the artha-
cintakas, “those who think (in terms) of wealth (alone).” Their views are quoted in Kama-
siitra 1.2. 40-45 and refuted in 1.2.46-47.

Why should then the bhiitacintakas speak in terms of svabhava, instead of bhiita? In order to
unravel this knot, we have to see whether the word svabhava in these contexts signifies any-
thing other than what it literally means, viz., “own being,” and, if so, in which context or
domain it is found in ancient texts. No standard Sanskrit dictionary, whether the monumental
Sabdakalpadruma or Vacaspatyam, the Sanskrit-Worterbuch or the Sanskrit-English lexi-
cons compiled by Wilson, Monier-Williams or Apte, records any special sense of svabhava,
and the word bhiitacinta is merely literally glossed.®

As to the commentators on the Mbh., Nilakantha, as in many other philosophical contexts, is
a poor guide. Failing to understand the implication of the word in Santi 224.50, he associates
karman | purusakara with the Mimamsakas, daiva with the astrologers and svabhava with the
svabhavavadins, without explaining what svabhdva means.” He then quotes Sv.Up. 1.2ab
and, in explaining the words svabhava, niyati, yadrccha and bhitani, associates them with
the doctrines of the transformationist (parinamavadin) Samkhyas, ritualist (karmavadin) Mi-
mamsakas, accidentalists (aniyamavadin), and the Arhatas (Jains) and Lokayatas respective-
ly. In his glosses on Santi 183.5 (176.5 in the critical edition), however, in connection with
the same line of the Sv.Up., he associates svabhava with the Buddhists and Laukayatikas.

> Cf. Eighteen Principal Upanisads, ed. V.P. Limaye and R.D. Vadekar, Vol. I, Poona 1958, p. 283:
kalah svabhavo niyatir yadrccha bhiitani yonih purusa iti cintyam |
samyoga esam na tv atmabhavad atmapy anisah sukhaduhkhahetoh ||
S Cf. The Susruta Samhita with Dalhana’s Commentary, ed. Vaidya Jadavji Trikamji Acarya, Varanasi
1980, Sitrasthana 3.15 and Sarirasthana 1.1. Kunjalal Bhisagratna translates bhiitacinta as “cosmology” and
“the science of Being” respectively (The Sushruta Samhita, Varanasi 1963, Vol. 1, p. 24 and Vol. 2, p. 115).
Apparently he follows Dalhana who explains bhiita as sarvani bhiitani sthavirajangamani, mahabhitani prthi-
vyadini va (p. 338).
7 Kamasiitra (KS), n.d. (Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series, Benares). The word kalacintaka also occurs in
Gaudapada’s commentary on the Samkhyakarika v. 8 (ed. Jivananda Vidyasagara, Calcutta 1892).
¥ There is no entry for bhiitacintd in the major Sanskrit-Sanskrit lexicons; the Sanskrit-Waorterbuch refers
to the Susrutasamhita only (not to the Mbh.), glossing the word as “Untersuchung der Elemente” (examination
of the elements) as does Monier Monier-Williams (“investigation into the elements”) in 4 Sanskrit-English
Dictionary, Oxford 1899.
? Mahabharata with Nilakantha’s Commentary, ed. Pancanana Tarkaratna, Vol. 2, Kalikata 1826 (Saka)
(= vulgate), p. 1635.
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While commenting on Santi 230.4 (237.4 in the vulgate'”), the above-quoted variant of Santi
224.50, he writes: svabhava is mere svaripa, i.e., own form or shape, or character, condition
or peculiarity. Then again (in his glosses on Santi 231.51) he attributes the doctrine of karma
and purusakara to the Mimamsaka, of fate, planets and Time to the astrologer (daivajia),
and of svabhava to the sunyavadin (i.e., a branch of the Buddhists or the Buddhists in gen-
eral) as well as the Lokayatas. Anandapiirna Vidyasagara (c. 1350), a Vedantin commentator
of the Moksadharma section of the Mbh., identifies the bhiitacintakas with the Lokayatikas."'

What all these commentators and explicators failed to note is that the word svabhava is also
used in a quite different context or domain, other than the determination of the first cause.
Take the following verse that is found in some mss. of the Yajaavalkyasmrti (1.349):

kecid daivat svabhavad va kalat purusakaratah |
samyoge kecid icchanti phalam kuSalabuddhayah ||."

Some (say that success is) due to destiny, (some that it is) due to svabhava, (some that it is) due to
Time, (some that it is) due to human effort. But some competent people recognize the result in the
combination (of all these).

A variant version of the same verse found in the text followed by Apararka as well as by
Visvaripa in his Balakrida runs as follows:

kecid daivad dhathat kecit kecit purusakaratah |
sidhyanty arthd manusyanam tesam yonisu paurusam ||.”

Some (expect success) from fate, some from accident, some from human effort. (In whichever
way) man’s objects are achieved, their origin is resoluteness.

Here, instead of the four claims, we have three: kala (Time) is omitted and svabhava is re-
placed by hatha, “accident” or “chance.” Elsewhere in the Mbh. (e.g., Santi 172.10ab: bhi-
tanam utpattim animittatah), and in Asvamedhika 50.11cd (which will be discussed below),
svabhava also stands for “accident,” barely distinguishable from yadrccha.'*

Thus there are two domains in which kala, svabhava and niyati are found to appear. The first
domain relates to the question of the first cause while the second is concerned with ascertain-
ing what causes success in human life. In the first domain, svabhava in the course of time
came to suggest accidentalism and thereby became synonymous with yadrecha." In the sec-
ond domain, too, svabhava came to signify accidentalism and consequently akriyavada, inac-
tivism, a philosophy of life that considers all human efforts to be vain. One is reminded of the
concept of tyché (chance, fortune) as expressed in Jocasta’s speech in Oedipus Tyrannus vv.
977-979:

No. No, mortals have no need to fear when chance reigns supreme. The knowledge of the future is
denied to us. It is better to live as you will, live as you can.'®

YCf.n.9.

"' Cf. the Critical Notes on Mbh., Santi 224.50, p. 1257.

12 The Mitaksara with Visvaripa and Commentaries of Subodhini and Balambhatti, ed. S.S. Setlur, Ma-
dras 1912, pp. 213-214.

B The Yajravalkyasmrti with the Commentary Balakrida of Visvaripacarya, ed. T. Ganapati Sastri, Part
1, Trivandrum 1921 (repr. New Delhi 1982), pp. 195-196.

4 Cf. V.M. Bedekar, “The Doctrines of Svabhava and Kala in the Mahabharata and Other Old Sanskrit
Works,” Journal of the University of Poona (Humanities Section) 13 (1961): 1-16.

15 Cf, for instance, Santaraksita’s Tt attvasangraha with Kamalasila’s Pa7ijika vv. 110-112 (ed. D.D.
Shastri, Varanasi 1968, pp. 78-79).

'8 Translation by Luci Berkowitz and Theodore F. Brunner, New York 1966, p. 22.
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In most of its occurrences in the Mbh., the term svabhava relates to the second domain and
appears as a member of a triad or tetrad. The dyad of fate and human effort is well known.
Manu and many others (particularly poets and dramatists) normally speak of two contending
forces: fate on the one hand and human effort on the other.'” Those who uphold the former
declare all human effort to be utterly futile: what is destined to happen is bound to happen,
bhavitavyam bhavaty eva, qué serd serd. It thus leads to inactivism because of the acceptance
of predeterminism.

Those who uphold human effort, however, deny the very existence of fate. To them, there is
neither any planetary effect nor any divine dispensation. What is called destiny (daiva) is
merely the sum total of one’s activities in one’s former births. In the Yogavasistha(-Ramaya-
na), Mumuksuprakarana 7.22 we read:

na daivam drsyate drstyd na ca lokantare sthitam |
uktam daivabhidhanena svarloke karmanah phalam |."*

Of course, true to the Indian tradition, there was also a reconciling approach, in this case of
those who declared that both fate and human effort are necessary for achieving success — the
typical syncretism (samuccayavada) also found in connection with knowledge (jiiana) vis-a-
vis activity (karman).”

What is often overlooked or ignored is that, side by side with this dyad of fate and human
effort, there was also a doctrine of svabhdava or hatha which denied both predeterminism and
its opposite (i.e., that man can determine his own fate). This third doctrine preaches inac-
tivism that logically follows from the denial of causality in the affairs of human life (cf.
Mbh., Santi 172.10-11 in which Ajagara speaks of svabhava and the origin of all beings
animittatah). It is rather strange that the word svabhava instead of the more appropriate
yadrcchd was employed to designate this doctrine. But it is in this sense that the Buddhists
right from Ag$vaghosa (first century CE) and other philosophers used this term.” In the
Nyaya tradition, too, the example of the sharpness of the thorn suggests nirnimittata, the de-

7 Manusmrti (Manu) 7.205 (ed. J.H. Dave, Vol. 4/1, Bombay 1985, pp. 159-160). See J. Jolly, “Fate
(Hindu),” in: James Hastings (ed.), Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, Vol. 5, Edinburgh 1915, pp. 790-792,
at p. 792. Many more instances could be cited from the Epics, gnomic poetry and plays, e.g., Bhattanarayana’s
Venisamhara 3.37 which is quoted in Hitopadesa p. 7, v. 31 (ed. Narayana Rama Acarya, Bombay 1949).

'8 Yogavasistha (Ramayana), ed. with Hindi translation by Mahaprabhulal Goswami, Part 1, Varanasi
1988, p. 133. Surendranath Dasgupta, A History of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 2, Cambridge 1931 (repr. Delhi
1975), p. 256, favourably impressed by such a strong denial of daiva and the exaltation of free will, declares:
“This view of purusa-kara and karma seems to be rather unique in Indian literature.” The view, however, is not
that unique. One may mention Mbh., Anusasanaparvan 6.12-28 and 7.23; Yajiavalkyasmyti 1.349: tatra daivam
abhivyaktam paurusam paurvadehikam; Vijiane§vara in his commentary on this verse explains daiva as piurva-
deharjitam paurusam (ed. S.S. Setlur, Madras 1912, p. 216); and Matsyapurana 220.2. (ed. Brahmadatta
Trivedi, Calcutta 1954) Vatsyayana (KS 1.2) also upholds purusakara and denounces (as his commentator says)
daivamatravada (see also Hitopadesa p. 8, v. 33).

" See, e.g., Mbh., Sauptikaparvan 2.3: “Our acts do not become successful in consequence of destiny
alone, nor of exertion alone, O best of men! Success springs from the union of these two” (translation by K.M.
Ganguli, Calcutta 1890, p. 8). Medhatithi in his commentary on Manu 7.205 (pp. 159-160) also quotes some
similar verses. See also Yajiiavalkyasmyti 1.350 which has been quoted in Hifopadesa p. 7, v. 32.

0 Aévaghosa, Buddhacarita 9.57¢d-62 (ed. E.H. Johnston, Lahore 1936, repr. Delhi 1978); Santideva,
Bodhicaryavatara 9.117 (ed. Jyotipala Sthavira, Dhaka 1977, p. 251), and Santaraksita, Tattvasangraha vv.
110-112. Dharmakirti refers to the doctrine but does not connect it with svabhava, which Manorathanandin, his
commentator, does (cf. Pramanavarttika, ed. D.D. Shastri, Varanasi 1968, p. 64, vv. 162cd-163ab); Manoratha-
nandin explains kecit as svabhavavadinah (ibid.).



WHAT IS MEANT BY SVABHAVAM BHUTACINTAKAH? 279

nial of any efficient cause in the world (though not of the material cause), or even denial of
any cause whatsoever (ahetu).”!

We have spoken of a tetrad. The fourth claim in this domain concerned with ascertaining
what determines success and failure in life centers on kala (Time). Now, svabhava and kala
are also at the center of two rival doctrines in the first domain (i.e., the debate concerning the
first cause). It is possible that the meaning which svabhdava acquired in the second domain,
viz., “chance, accident,” came to penetrate the first domain as well (also vice versa, see be-
low), and, pushing yadrccha out of the ring, svabhava came to suggest “accident” instead of
what it originally stood for, viz., that there is no creator, without the world being lawless: the
nature of every object is its own determinant. Such an interpenetration of the two domains is
evident in the commentatorial works. Most of the commentators on the Mbh. try to make
sense of svabhava (in whichever context it may have occurred) in relation to its use in the
first domain. However, svabhava in the Mbh. is mostly related to the second domain.

We first come across the triad associated with the second domain not in the Santiparvan, but
much earlier, in the Aranyakaparvan. In 33.11 (32.19 in the vulgate) Draupadi tells Yudhi-
sthira:

yas ca distaparo loke yas cayam hathavadakah |
ubhav apasadav etau karmabuddhih prasasyate ||

Those in the world who rely on destiny and those who speak of chance are both wretched. He
who minds activity is praiseworthy.

In the given context, as also in others, hatha can mean nothing but “chance.” Strangely
enough, Nilakantha associates hathavadika (his reading in 32.13, vulgate) with carvaka and
repeats this in his comments on 32.32 (33.14 in the critical edition). However, in his glosses
on 32.16 (33.4 in the critical edition) he explains hatha rightly as “suddenly” (akasmat),
gaining anything without premeditation (acintitasyatarkitasya ca labho hathah). He provides
an apt example of what satha means in his gloss on 32.19 (33.17 in the critical edition): gain-

ing a gem while searching for a lost penny (nastakapardikanvesanapravrttasya ratnala-
bhah).”

This, and not the earlier interpretation (viz., hathavadika referring to the Carvaka or a person
similar to a Carvaka), truly fits the context. In the light of this Aranyaka verse, svabhava in
Santi 224.50d may very well be taken to mean “chance.” This meaning of svabhdva, al-
though unnoticed by the lexicographers as well as the commentators on and translators of the
Mbh., is encountered in ASvamedhika 50.11. In one of the many accounts of cosmogony, it is
said:

deva manusya gandharvah pisacasuraraksasah |

sarve svabhavatah systa na kriyabhyo na karanat ||.

2! Nyayasiitra 4.1.22-24 (= 4a.22-24, ed. Walter Ruben, Die Nyayasiitra’s, Leipzig 1928). For a survey
of this section, see Nyaya Philosophy, Part IV: Fourth Adhydya, First Ahnika, a Free and Abridged Translation
of the Elucidation of Phanibhusana Tarkavagisa’s Bengali Commentary by Mrinalkanti Gangopadhyaya, Cal-
cutta 1973, pp. 27-31.

*? In this chapter Draupadi refers to Brhaspatiniti as well (v. 57). But the teachings expounded by her are,
as Jacobi says, “at any rate as orthodox as one can wish!” (cf. “Zur Friihgeschichte der indischen Philosophie”
[1911], in: Kleine Schriften, ed. Bernhard Kolver, Wiesbaden 1970, p. 737 [552], n. 1; English translation by
V.A. Sukthankar in The Indian Antiquary 47 [1918]: 104, n. 1). Perhaps the very mention of Brhaspati made
Nilakantha think of Carvaka, although this Brhaspati must be a different person altogether.

 Haricarana Vandyopadhyaya in his Bengali-Bengali dictionary Vangiyva Sabdakosa (New Delhi 1966,
originally published in 1340-1353 Bengali Sala), records this sense of #atha (3) and refers to Nilakantha.
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Gods, men, celestial beings, goblins, demons and monsters — all are produced by svabhava, not by
any actions, nor by any [other] cause.

It is also to be noted that this account of cosmogony begins and ends with five elements
(50.10). Apparently there were some elementalists (bhitavadins, or rather mahabhiitavadins)
who were accidentalists as well as inactivists. The word bhiitacintaka most probably refers to
them, not to the Carvakas or their predecessors who were to arrive much later on the philoso-
phical scene and who spoke of only four elements instead of five (as the bhitacintakas did).**

The question that automatically arises at this juncture is how svabhdava, which was originally
quite distinct from yadrccha, could become synonymous with it. Unfortunately, we are not in
a position to offer any definite solution. But it may be suggested that from at least the first
century CE, svabhava had come to refer to both accidentalism and inactivism, distinguishing
the doctrine both from theism (isvaravada) and fatalism (niyativada). The concept of sva-
bhava was employed by the later Buddhist philosophers as well as by the Nyaya—Vaisesikas
(although the latter did not employ the term svabhava but akasmikatva® when they spoke of
a doctrine identical with it). This change of meaning in the first domain (related to the first-
cause controversy) seems to have penetrated into the second domain (related to what deter-
mines success in man’s life) and thus svabhava became synonymous with Aatha. In any case,
in both the domains svabhava came to stand for the denial of causality. The two passages in
the Mbh. in which the hemistich svabhavam bhiitacintakah occurs belong to the second do-
main.

svabhava has other meanings in other contexts in the Mbh. itself as also elsewhere. In the
Bhagavadgita (17.2) and Bhagavatapurana (10.21.13-30), for instance, svabhava stands for
the traits inherited from former births.”® A study of these other meanings, however, is better
postponed because it will lead us into areas far away from the one under discussion. We pro-
pose to conclude with the following observation: svabhdva is a polysemous word, and in the
context of Santi 224.50 and Asvamedhika 48.24 it means “chance” and nothing else. The
word bhiitacintaka, both in these contexts and elsewhere, merely refers to those who thought
in terms of the five elements and were inactivists to boot. So, svabhavam bhiitacintakah
should be rendered as “The elementalists (speak in terms) of chance.”

* Only the Jains speak of the tajjiva-tacchariravadins as believing in the existence of five elements. Cf.
Sitrakrtangasitra 1.1.1.7-9 and Silanka’s commentary, p. 10ff. (ed. Muni Jambuvijayaji, Delhi 1978); Jain Su-
tras, Part 2, pp. 236-237 (translated by H. Jacobi, Sacred Books of the East 45, Oxford 1895). See also Silanka,
p. 185ff. and Jinabhadra Gani, Ganadharavada 3.101-103 (1649-1651) (ed. Muni Ratnaprabha Vijaya, Ahmed-
abad 1942). An oft-quoted Carvaka aphorism, however, specifically declares: “Earth, air, fire, and water are the
only principles” (for its sources see Mamoru Namai, “A Survey of Barhaspatya Philosophy,” Indological Re-
view [Kyoto] 2 [1976]: 38-39 and n. 12). The opponents of the Carvakas also refer to them as bhiitacatustaya-
vadins. Gunaratna (Tarkarahasyadipika, ed. L. Suali, Calcutta 1905-1914, p. 300) also admits this but adds that
there was another group of Carvakas who believed in the existence of five elements. This view is not attested by
any source known to me. The Manimékalai, in fact, makes a distinction between the bhita(paricaka)vadins and
the Lokayatikas (retold by L. Holmstrom, Hyderabad 1996, Ch. 20, p. 170).

** The term akasmikatvaprakarana is used by Uddyotakara, Vacaspatimisra and Vi§vanatha, to designate
NS 4.1.22-24. See Nyayadarsanam with Vatsyayana’s Bhasya, Uddyotakara’s Varttika, Vacaspati Misra’s Tat-
paryatika and Visvanatha’s Vrtti, Vol. 2, ed. Amarendramohan Tarkatirtha and Hemantakumar Tarkatirtha,
Calcutta 1944.

% Bhagavatapurana (crit. ed.) 10.21.13-30 (Sribhdagavatam, ed. K. K. Shastree, Ahmedabad 1997, Vol.
4/1) = 10.24.13ff. in the vulgate.
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Any definite association of the doctrine of svabhava (relating to the first domain) with the
Carvakas or Lokayata is not encountered before the tenth century CE.”” However, a hint may
be found in an anonymous commentary on the Samkhyakarikd translated into Chinese by
Paramartha in the sixth century CE.*® Vidyaranya (fourteenth century CE), too, associates
svabhava with the Barhaspatyas.” But nowhere is the Carvaka made to deny causality or
preach inactivism. To Sayana-Madhava (fourteenth century CE) the Carvakas are not acci-
dentalists: they rather admit svabhava, “inherent nature,” to be the determinant:

But an opponent will say, if you thus do not allow adrishta, the various phenomena of the world
become destitute of any cause. But we (sc. the Carvakas) cannot accept this objection as valid,
since these phenomena can all be produced spontaneously from the inherent nature of things.*

Somadevasiiri (tenth century CE) presents the Carvaka as positively championing human
effort against fatalism and inactivism.”' However, commentators on the Mbh., like Ananda-
purna Vidyasagara and Nilakantha, must have been influenced by the later concept that
sought to associate svabhava (relating to the first domain) with the Carvakas. Accordingly,
they interpreted the verses under discussion in different ways. In short, the bhiitacintakas are
not to be identified with the Carvaka materialists, but with some elementalists who may have
preached both accidentalism and inactivism and, due to this, incurred the wrath of Vyasa in
Santi 229.3-10.%

2 Bhattotpala in his commentary on Varahamihira’s Brhatsamhita 1.7 (ed. Avadha Vihari Tripathi, Va-
ranasi 1968, Part 1, p. 9) writes: ... laukayatikah svabhavam jagatah karanam ahuh, “The Laukayatikas call
svabhava the first cause (lit. the cause of the world).”

2 J. Takukusu, The Samkhya Karika: Studied in the Light of the Chinese Version. Translation by S.S.
Suryanarayana Sastri, Madras, n.d., p. 36, on v. 27. Referring to the verse “What produces the white colour of
the hamsas,” etc., the commentator says: “This verse is found in the work of the Lokayatas.”

? Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, pp. 210-211 (ed. R. Tailanga, Benares 1893).

* Sarvadarsanasamgraha, Ch. 1, p. 11 (ed. K.L. Joshi, Ahmedabad/Delhi 1981; translation by E.B.
Cowell).

! Yasastilakacampii, Ch. 3, vv. 60-66 (ed. Sivadatta and V.L. Panasikar, Part 1, Bombay 1916, p. 382).
See also Krishna Kanta Handiqui, Yasastilaka and Indian Culture, Sholapur 1949, p. 146.

3% Cf. Ramkrishna Bhattacharya, “Svabhavavada vis-a-vis Materialism: A Review in the Light of Some
Mahabharata Passages,” Anviksa 18 (1999): 92-101, particularly pp. 98-99. — For two further recent contribu-
tions by the present author dealing with materialism in ancient India, cf. “Carvaka Fragments: A New Connec-
tion,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 30/6 (2002): 597-640, and “Jain Sources for the Study of Pre-Carvaka Ma-
terialist Ideas in India,” Jain Journal 38/3 (2004): 145-160.
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Jan C. Heesterman

For the Sake of Dharma
An Essay on the Term Dharmamatra

1

At the heart of the Mimamsa — the ritualistic Purva-Mimamsa as well as the vedantic Uttara-
Mimamsa — lies the problem of the enigmatic relationship between the world and the ultra-
mundane. The way the Mimamsa ritualists deal with — as different from solve — this problem
is to act it out in the drama of sacrifice in which man surrenders himself to a power that sur-
passes him. Breaking in on the lived-in order of the world the sacrifice opens out onto the
ultramundane, and as the dynamic pivot between the two worlds it partakes of both. As such
it offered the obvious mold for thinking about man’s relationship to what surpasses him and
his world.

This, however, required that the age-old institution of sacrifice be submitted to rational
thought.! That is, it had to be stripped of magic and numinosity, of its transgressiveness and
its agonistic uncertainty. Put briefly, it had to be deprived of its disruptive potential that at the
same time gave sacrifice its sacrality and social binding force. In other words, sacrifice was
de-sacralized and, by the same token, de-socialized. Lifted out of its worldly social moorings
sacrifice was “transcendentalized,” turned into a transcendent realm of its own. Deprived of
its original capacity to awe and thrill — but still, as we shall see, bearing the distinctive mark
of sacrifice — it became the ritualists’ template for handling the refractory problem of how
man relates to the transcendent Absolute. The rationally systematized and regulated ritual of
Vedic sacrifice offered the model for man’s conduct in his precarious situation, suspended as
he was between the conflicting requirements of world and transcendence.

This system of ritual, then, is the essential brahmanic dharma, studied by the Mimamsa
scholars on the basis of Jaimini’s sitras whose self-proclaimed object is the investigation of

ceen —

must consider the somewhat puzzling term dharmamatra, “solely for the sake of dharma.”

2

Before addressing this term we first must consider the concept of dharma from which it is
derived. I do not intend to go into its multiple meanings. The important point that requires
our attention is the inherent ambiguity of dharma — an ambiguity that is no other than the
fundamental ambiguity of sacrifice noted above. On the one hand, it addresses man living in
the world, while on the other it is concerned with the transcendent. It is in this way that we

!'See J.C. Heesterman, “Rituel et rationalité,” in: J. Bronkhorst (ed.), La rationalité en Asie = Etudes de
Lettres 3 (2001) : 153-164. More generally, id., The Broken World of Sacrifice, Chicago 1993, Chs. I and I1.

? The term dharmamatra has been studied by F.X. Clooney, “Dharmamitra Karma: A Re-evaluation of
the Plirva-Mimamsa-Sttras 2.1.9-12,” Journal of Oriental Research 47-55 (1989): 157-168; see id., Thinking
Ritually, Vienna 1990, pp. 49f. and 156f. See also below n. 56.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 285-302.
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must understand Jaimini’s definition of dharma as the artha, the object or purpose, that is
characterized by the codana, the call to sacrifice.’

The two operative words are artha and codana. artha is “object” as well as “meaning” of a
word, aimed at an object, and so also “object” in the sense of the aim or purpose of an activ-
ity. “Object,” “meaning” and “purpose” coincide in artha. Hence the basic axiom of the natu-
rally given connection (the autpattikah sambandhah) between word (sabda) and “meaning,”
as well as “object” (artha), which has absolute authority where no other authoritative sources
of knowledge are available.” This is the case of the Veda word which, being eternal and su-
perhuman, is by definition transcendent, beyond the grasp of human means of cognition. The
relevant Veda word is the codana, the call to sacrifice, in the standard form: “who desires
heaven should sacrifice” (svargakamo yajeta), in which the name of the particular sacrifice is
inserted. The codana, then, signals the “taking up,” the arambha, of the sacrificial “work”
(karman), implying the whole of the intricate complex of acts and mantras of the relevant
sacrifice.

Given the fact that dharma according to Jaimini, as we saw, is the artha that is marked by the
codand, the “call to sacrifice” is no less than the summons to realize the dharma. To comply
with the summons will (in due time) bring about the result incontrovertibly promised by the
transcendent codana, be it heaven or the fulfilment of more mundane wishes. Conversely, the
sacrificer is defined in the codana as entertaining a wish which he must solemnly proclaim at
the start of the proceedings,’ thereby submitting himself to the unquestionable authority of
the transcendent dharma.

3

Viewed in this light it would seem that the drama of sacrifice and its uncertain outcome has
been replaced by the absolute rule of ritual, which lays down the minute details of the pro-
ceedings with the same incontrovertible certainty as it promises the predetermined result.
Ritualism, it seems, has taken over from sacrifice. The usual understanding of dharma as a
detailed system of rules appears to confirm this impression. However, for all the ritualistic
“overkill” full weight is still given to the distinctive feature of sacrifice that sets it apart from
the gift. This feature is the element of destruction, when the offering — the supposed gift — is
committed to the sacrificial fire.”

The meticulously built up material sacrifice implodes, leaving the vacuum created by aban-
doning the offering to the fire; only its ashes remain. As Sabara — true to the Mimamsa’s
staunch rationality — makes clear, the ashes are just that and consequently, being inert matter,
are incapable of producing anything at all, let alone the transcendent “fruit” (phala) of sacri-

3 Jaimini-Sitra (JS.) (in Mimamsadarsana, ed. K.V. Abhyankar and G.A.J. Joshi, Poona 1970-1976)
1.1.2: codanalaksano ‘rtho dharmah, “dharma is the purpose defined by the injunction [to sacrifice].”

* JS. 1.1.5: autpattikas tu Sabdasyarthena sambandhah, tasya jiianam upadeso vyatirekas carthe 'nupa-
labdhe, tat pramanam badarayanasyanapeksatvat, “The natural connection of word and meaning is source of
knowledge, a teaching and unerring in case of a non-observable matter; according to Badarayana this is the
authority because of its independence.”

> Cf. JS. 2.1.5: codana punar arambhah, “But [it is] the call to sacrifice [that causes] the undertaking.”
This sitra is generally taken to refer to the undertaking of the whole complex of the sacrifice from beginning to
end (see K. Yoshimizu, Der “Organismus” des urheberlosen Veda, Vienna 1997, pp. 91f.).

% See W. Caland and V. Henry, L Agnistoma, Paris 1906-1907, p. 2; also Baudhdyana-Smuta-Sﬁtra 2.1
(p. 34,11).

" Heesterman, The Broken World of Sacrifice (cf. n. 1), Ch. 1, esp. pp. 13-18.
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fice. At this point the ritual opens up, revealing the fundamental “brokenness” of sacrifice, its
bhangitva.® Tt is here that the enigma of the relationship between world and transcendence
becomes manifest.

dharma, being the purpose or aim that is defined by the call to sacrifice, fully partakes in the
paradoxical “brokenness” of sacrifice. It rules the material build-up — its details being known
as so many dharmas — leading up to the critical moment of destruction that opens out to the
single, transcendent dharma. It is this ambiguity that makes for the traditional view of its
perplexing subtlety. As it is said, “Dharma and Adharma do not go about saying ‘Here we
are’; nor do gods, gandharvas or ancestors say, ‘This is dharma, that is adharma.”” The true
dharma 1is, in fact, disconnected from this world, its distinctive characteristic being a total
lack of worldly motivation.'® Or, as Louis Dumont succinctly put it, “le dharma régne de haut
sans avoir, ce qui lui serait fatal, a gouverner.”"!

4

The consideration of the concept of dharma has unavoidably brought us to the pivotal point
of abandonment, when the scrupulously prepared offering is given over to destruction in the
sacrificial fire. Known as tydga or utsarga, “relinquishing,” it is the central act of sacrificial
ritual."? In Jaimini’s sitras the verb yajati, “to sacrifice,” refers specifically to this act. Thus
vajati, as occurring in the call to sacrifice, is paraphrased as “substance, deity and act”
(dravyadevatakriyam). Sabara explains the triad as the act (kriya@) of abandoning a substance,
while referring it to a deity.”’ Jaimini’s paraphrase is echoed in Katyayana’s Srautasitra,
where kriya is indeed replaced with #ydga, abandonment.'*

In this connection it should be noted, though, that the abandonment does not involve a gift to
the deity. While the gift does involve an abandonment, its distinctive characteristic is a trans-
fer to someone else’s ownership; yajati is abandonment pure and simple (utsargamatra).”
The cautiously worded phrase “referring to a deity” (devatam uddisya) is clearly meant to
avoid the notion of a gift. The god neither receives gifts nor brings about the result, the

¥ See Sabara ad JS. 2.1.5 (Poona ed. [cf. n. 3], pp. 359, 378); cf. Heesterman, “Zum Begriff des apiirva,”
in: G. Oberhammer and M. Schmiicker (eds.), Raum-zeitliche Vermittlung der Transzendenz, Vienna 1999, pp.
115-129, at p. 127.

® Apastamba-Srauta-Siitra 1.7.20.6.

10 Vasistha-Dharmasastra 1.7; cf. Apastamba-Dharma-Sitra 1.1.4.9-10, 1.4.12.8, 12 and 1.7.20.1-4; Sa-
bara ad JS. 1.3.3-7. Cf. also R. Lingat, Sources du droit dans le systéme traditionel de I’Inde, Paris 1967, pp. 30
and 175.

'""1.. Dumont, Homo hierarchicus, Paris 1966, p. 107.

12 tyaga refers specifically to the formula uttered by the sacrificer when the offering is committed to the
fire — “This is for [name of the god], not for me.” utsarga is the more general term.

1 JS. 4.2.27: yajaticodana dravyadevatakriyam, samuddaye krtarthatvat, “The injunction using the verb
‘to sacrifice’ comprises offering substance, deity and act, because in combination the purpose [of the sacrificial
injunction] is effected.”

' Katyayana-Srauta-Sitra 1.2.1-2: yajiiam vyakhyasyamah (1). dravyam devata tyagah (2).

1> Sabara ad JS. 4.2.28 (sub fine): yajatidadatijuhotisu sarvesiitsargah samanah; tatra yajatir devatam
uddisyotsargamatram, juhotir asecanadhikah, dadatir utsargapirvakah parasvatvena sambandhah. “The act of
sacrificing, the gift and the libation have the [element of] abandonment in common; the act of sacrificing is pure
abandonment with reference to a deity, the libation [is marked] moreover by the pouring, the gift is change of
ownership accompanied by abandonment.”
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“fruit” (phala) of sacrifice. As Sabara pointedly states, “the prosperity the devotees enjoy
does not come from their god but from what they abandon in sacrifice.”'®

Although the term yajati presupposes the detailed build-up of the ritual complex, the decisive
act that is to bring about the promised result is the abandonment of the offering to the fire. It
is both the breach between the mundane and the transcendent and the hinge connecting them.

5

Our brief examination of the main act of sacrifice should enable us to evaluate what is usu-
ally viewed as a basic statement of Jaimini’s ritualism and view of dharma. 1 am referring to
the well-known siitra which states, “Man’s wish to obtain what gives him happiness (priti) is
characterized by the aim (artha), because of inseparability (avibhaktatvar).”'” The crux of the
sutra, as we shall see, is in the words artha and avibhakta.

Generally speaking, the statement concerns the important question of purusartha, “man’s
aim” (or when used as a bahuvrihi adjective, “what is directed at man,” “has man as its pur-
pose”). The question is, what element in the whole complex “work™ (karman) of sacrifice
brings about the fulfilment of the sacrifice’s aim? The opposite of purusartha is the ritual
framework of acts, materials and mantras that support the main act of sacrifice and is there-
fore called kratvartha, “having the sacrifice as its purpose.” Put differently, the purusartha
part of sacrifice is essentially the act of abandonment, designated by the verb yajati that
brings about the “fruit” (phala) of sacrifice.

Now the artha, the aim that in Jaimini’s sifra determines the desire to obtain (/ipsd@) what
gives happiness, is taken by Sabara to be man’s aim in the strict ritualistic sense of puru-
sartha. “Man’s aim is inseparable from happiness. Whatever brings about happiness is puru-
sartha.”'® Although undoubtably true, Sabara’s interpretation raises many doubts. Rather
than being identical with man’s aim in the strict sense, the artha would seem to be the aim of
the desire, the two — aim and desire — being “inseparable.” Distinguishing between man’s aim
and the aim of his desire may seem rather fatuous, but it would be consonant with the stress
Jaimini puts on the immediate link between act and aim; the act ends with bringing about its
aim."” At any rate, the artha spoken of in the siitra need not necessarily be identical with the
sacrificial purusartha.

In its mundanely utilitarian orientation the sitra’s statement — in fact a banal truism — hardly
seems related to the sacrificial purusartha. Indeed, as Sabara observes, the desire owes noth-
ing to the transcendent Vedic scripture (Sastra) but is solely a matter of mundane human
aims.”® Instead of purusdrtha it seems to be more akin to its opposite, kratvartha, the material

1 Sabara ad JS. 9.1.9 (p. 1656): devaparicarakanam tu tato bhiitir bhavati devatam uddisya yat tyaktam,
“The prosperity the worshippers of the gods enjoy comes [not from the gods] but from what they, referring to
the god, abandon.” Cf. M. Biardeau, Théorie de la connaissance et philosophie de la parole, Paris / La Haye
1964, p. 87.

"7 JS. 4.1.2: yasmin pritih purusasya, tasya lipsarthalaksanavibhaktatvat.

'8 Sabara ad loc. (p. 2,9-10): avibhakto hi purusarthah prity@; yo yah pritisadhanah sa purusarthah.

Y For the immediate link of act and aim cf. JS. 3.1.10: phalam tu saha cestaya, “The result [comes] to-
gether with the act”; also JS. 11.1.27f. (see below, n. 30). The link between act and purpose is identical with the
autpattikah sambandhah of word and meaning (see above, n. 4).

20 Sabara ad JS. 4.1.2 (p. 752,8): tasya lipsarthenaiva bhavati, na $astrena; kratvartho hi $astrad ava-
gamyate, nanyatha, “His desire is caused only by [man’s human] interest, not by the scripture, for it is what is in
the interest of the sacrifice that is known from the scripture [not through man’s interest].
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underpinning of sacrifice. Curiously, though, it is exactly this kratvartha understanding of the
sitra that is explicitly rejected by Sabara. He does so on the ground of the specious argument
that what is kratvartha can only be known from the sastra, whereas purusartha being insepa-
rable from happiness does not need any scriptural urging.

Prabhakara, in his subcommentary, the Brhati, demurs at Sabara’s cavalier exclusion of the
Vedic Sastra as the authority for what is purusdrtha. Reversing Sabara’s view he holds that
only from the sastra one learns that heaven is realized through sacrifice and granted to the
sacrificer. Accordingly the aim that characterizes man’s desire is not independent of the tran-
scendent sastra. On the contrary, in Prabhakara’s view the aim is the realization of the sas-
tra’s injunction to perform sacrifice (niyogasiddhi) which, as the sastra teaches, will grant
heaven.”' Thus the ground for the fulfilment of man’s desire is the inseparability of man, as a
sacrificer, from the connective web of sacrifice (kratusambandha).”

Here Prabhakara, though not attacking Sabara head-on, turns his view around. Whereas Sa-
bara rejects the kratvartha orientation of the sitra, Prabhakara’s expression kratusambandha
appears to point at kratvartha. It suggests that man’s desire, rather than being autonomous, is
tied up with faithfully executing the minutiae of the sacrificial framework. For, as we saw,
the Vedic injunction (that promises heaven) instigates man’s desire which therefore is charac-
terized by the aim of realizing the injunction and so involves him in the network of rules for
the build-up of sacrifice. In this way, then, man as a sacrificer becomes part of the kratvartha
elements of sacrifice.”

6

Apart from Prabhakara’s imaginative exegesis the sitra we discussed (4.1.2), though sup-
posed to define the term purusartha, cannot tell us more than the unsurprising truth that man
is wont to seek what gives him happiness. If anything, it puts us on the track of kratvartha. It
is only in the next sitra (4.1.3) that the purusartha as determined by sastra comes into its
own. Referring to the (predominantly mundane) happiness that is the focus of the preceding
Stitra, it states:

At the abandonment of that [happiness] (fadutsarge) the [prescribed] acts [are conducive] to

man’s purpose (purusarthaya), because the sastra cannot be doubted; nor is it intended that a ma-

terial object (dravya) be prepared; because of his connection with that purpose (namely purusar-

tha) man[’s involvement] is expressly mentioned in the authoritative text (sruti) with regard to the

[main] act (kriyayam).**
Here then we have a clear characterization of purusartha. As our discussion of the term yajati
would have made us expect, the act that clinches the matter is the utsarga, when the sacrificer
utters his #ydga formula and the adhvaryu officiant gives up the offering into the fire. Related
to this is the second defining feature, namely the absence of a tangible result. The end is the
void left by the utsarga. Sabara, having committed himself — apparently not without encoun-
tering ample opposition, as seems clear from his extended commentary — to a purely mun-

I See Yoshimizu, op. cit. (cf. n. 5), pp. 137f.

2 Ibid., pp. 139f. and n. 136.

2 On the sacrificer as a Sesa, an accessory of sacrifice, see JS. 3.1.6: purusas ca karmarthatvat, “Man is
also [a Sesa] because his purpose is sacrifice.” The sacrificer is at the same time master of and subservient to
sacrifice.

2 JS. 4.1.3: tadutsarge karmani purusarthaya $astrasyanatisankyatvat, na ca dravyam cikirsyate, tendr-
thenabhisambandhat kriyayam purusasrutih.
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dane motivation of the sacrificer, sidetracks the clear intention of the sitra by inserting a
concessive api after tadutsarge, “even in the case of giving up happiness” (prityutsarge ’pi).
Since all authoritative texts urging sacrifice relentlessly promise happiness in this and the
yonder world, Sabara is hard put to find a convincing example where such happiness is given
up or at least simply absent and nothing tangible is brought about. He must resort to a fairly
obscure vow (vrata) enjoining one not to look at the rising or setting sun, with no promise of
any happiness as a result. On that score it fits Sabara’s view of the “abandonment of happi-
ness.””” Moreover, the vow is not part of a sacrificial ritual nor does it produce a tangible
result and consequently cannot be kratvartha and so may be rated purusartha, somehow
benefitting man.

Still, apart from the fact that utsarga is not just a matter of absence but a conscious act of
abandonment, Sabara’s example is singularly inept. It has nothing to do with sacrifice and
reduces the sitra’s clear outline of purusartha to a marginal exception that is hardly relevant.
Moreover, the case — unconvincing as it already is — is finally spoiled when Sabara — or do
we have here an early interpolation? — nevertheless comes up with a happy result for the vow
not mentioned elsewhere, namely freedom from sin.”” This does, of course, underline the
purusartha character of the vow but destroys the argument regarding utsarga. All that Saba-
ra’s example does is offer a simple casus for discussion that will be carried forward from
commentary to commentary up to and including modern scholarship.

7

We have seen, then, two entirely different, even opposite, views of purusartha abruptly jux-
taposed in two successive siitras (4.1.2 and 3).%* It is, however, only the first of the two that —
notwithstanding its lack of clarity, or perhaps rather because of it — was made the stamping
ground for commentarial exercises. Even Prabhakara, whose thinking tends to be not far re-
moved from the tenet of the second sitra, at least as regards the primacy of sastra as well as
the sacrificial and dharmic content of purusartha, gives no special attention to it.

The reason for this neglect may well be Sabara’s side-tracking the sitra as a hardly relevant
exception. The ample attention given to the sifra on man’s happiness, however, has its own
reason. It was clearly of the greatest importance to the Mimamsaka — at least theoretically —
to connect the mundane order of human existence as smoothly as possible with the indubita-
ble promise of transcendence offered by sacrifice. Clearly aware of the gap, the bhangitva
that separates the two spheres, the Mimamsakas directed all attention to attempting to over-
come it. Hence Sabara hypothesizes apiirva — the immaterial force that will bring about in
due time the fruit of sacrifice — while Prabhakara stakes all on the niyoga, the scriptural in-
junction itself, as also Jaimini appears to do.

Against this background it becomes understandable that Sabara wants to deemphasize the gap
of utsarga by making purusartha purely mundane and at the same time opening out towards

» Kausitaki-Brahmana 6.6 (prajapativrata). Cf. Prasna-Upanisad 1.15. See P.V. Kane, History of Dhar-
masastra, Poona 1968-1975, Vol. 5, pp. 849f.

** One might wonder why Sabara did not take the tadutsarge phrase in the sense of a painful postpone-
ment of satisfaction — per aspera ad astra. The reason would seem to be the immediate link between act and
purpose which excludes an indefinite postponement (cf. above, n. 19).

T According to Prasna-Upanisad 1.15 the prajapativrata promises offspring.

*® This glaring discrepancy led Yoshimizu to the conclusion that no generally valid definition of purusar-
tha is given in the sitras; see Yoshimizu, op. cit. (cf. n. 5), p. 135.
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the bliss of the ultramundane. But it is equally understandable that this attempt does not
really solve the problem and calls for other no less bold attempts. In fact, the problem is in-
herently unsolvable. The abrupt juxtaposition of the sizras is a telling illustration of the exis-
tential conundrum.

8

After this lengthy detour through mimamsist thought we should finally be in a position to
approach the meaning of the term dharmamatra, “solely for the sake of dharma.” The term
was studied earlier by F.X. Clooney in a subtle reinterpretation of a key passage, JS. 2.1.9-12,
and Sabara’s commentary.29 A clear definition, though, is found elsewhere, at JS. 11.1.27-28.
Having first asserted that acts normally are finished when they have visibly achieved their
aim, Jaimini points out that in the case of a dharmamatra act no visible result is brought
about. Hence, because of the invisibility of the result, the aim is achieved on the strength of
the injunctive word (sabdarthena).® A dharmamatra act is more than just acting in confor-
mity with the prescript without there being any visible result. What is concerned in the act is
dharma; the act, therefore, has no mundane motivation or purpose.31

The key passage mentioned above, JS. 2.1.9-12, discusses the question of how the dharma-
matra act is to be classified. In the two preceding siitras acts are divided into two categories,
those that are pradhana, “primary,” “the chief element,” and those that are guna, “secon-
dary,” “subservient.” In the latter case a material object or substance (dravya) is made or pre-
pared; the dravya is the aim of the act and so is pradhana. In the opposite case, when the act
is not aimed to produce or prepare a dravya, it is the act that is pradhana and the dravya that
is involved in the act is guna, subserving the act.*> Thus, for instance, the substance offered
in the fire is subservient to the act of sacrifice.”> Next Jaimini states that “in the case of a
dharmamatra act it is the act (karman) [that is pradhana] because no (visible) result is
brought about (anirvrtteh) as in the case of a fore-sacrifice (prayajavat).”*

So the dharmamatra act falls within the purview of sitra 7, since no substance is made or
prepared. In that sense it reminds us of the utsargasitra (4.1.3) discussed above. There, in the
case of the sacrificial abandonment, we found the same defining feature of nothing tangible
being produced (na ca dravyam cikirsyate). The dharmamatra act, then, appears to be related
to purusartha. The difference is the dharmamadtra act’s equation with the fore-sacrifices, the
prayajas — a point to which we shall have to return. It is clear, however, that Jaimini accords
the dharmamadtra act a special status.

¥ See above, n. 2.

0 JS. 11.1.27-28: krivanam arthasesatvat pratyaksatas tannirvrttyapavargah syat (27). dharmamatre tv
adarsandc chabdarthenapavargah syat (28), “[Normally] acts, being subservient to their aim, and by visibly
realizing their [aim] (27). However, in the case of a dharmamatra act, because of the invisibility [of the result
the act reaches its] end by virtue of a [injunctive] word (28).”

3 See above, §§ 2-3 and nn. 3 and 10.

32 JS. 2.1.7-8: yair dravyam na cikirsyate, tani pradhanabhitani dravyasya gunabhitatvat (7). yais tu
dravyam cikirsyate, gunas tatra pratiyeta tasya drayvapradhanatvat (8).

33 This case is discussed by Sabara ad JS. 2.1.12 (see below, n. 40).

4 JS. 2.1.9: dharmamatre tu karma syad anirvrtteh prayajavat.
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9

Sabara’s commentary on adhikarana 2.1.9-12 is strangely ambiguous. sitra 9, claiming a
special pradhana status for the dharmamatra act, is in the light of the two previous sitras (7
and 8) fairly clear. The following siitra (10), however, denies the special status. “[No,] due to
similarity (in form) of the authoritative texts (sruti) [the prescript of the dharmamatra act] is
of the same character (sadharma).”> As against siitra 9, which Sabara takes to be a piirva-
paksa, siitra 10 appears to be the concluding siddhdnta. As Sabara explains it, the prescript in
question is similar to those that prescribe acts which are subservient (guna) to the material
that is the direct object of the relevant verb. Thus, for instance, the prescript to husk the rice-
grains (from which the cakes to be offered will be made) is similar to the one that enjoins
offering a cake in the fire. In both cases there is a verb with a direct object in the accusative.
Although Sabara invokes a grammatical rule to the effect that the accusative ending marks
what is “most wanted” (ipsitama) by the agent,’® we may legitimately doubt that this should
mean that as a rule the act designated by the verb is subservient to its object. The grammati-
cal rule is not concerned with the question of pradhana and guna. It would seem that Sabara
misconstrues the purpose of the adhikarana. Whereas the adhikarana deals with the purport
of the dharmamatra act which, as Clooney has observed,’” is concerned with act and result,
Sabara is exclusively interested in the relationship of act and material object. In fact, it runs
counter to the general rule that a material object put in connection with an act is subservient
(guna) to that act.*® But in any case, whatever the reasoning, the two sitras 9 and 10 are con-
sistent with the usual parvapaksa—siddhanta pattern. So far so good, except for the last two
sutras of the adhikarana. They reject the conclusion reached in the preceding sitra but with-
out there being a clear connection with it other than the one contrived by Sabara.

These siitras read as follows. Question: “[What] if the authoritative teaching enjoins a mate-
rial object?” (11); answer: “No, [it can not be the dominant factor] because it has the act as its
purpose, as in mundane usage, and so is subservient (Sesa) [vis-a-vis the act]” (12).*° Sa-
bara’s commentary on sifra 11 does not so much address the conclusion in sitra 10, but
rather the grammatical reasoning. In fact, it is difficult to see how the two sitras, 10 and 11,
relate to each other otherwise than through Sabara’s commentary.

The next sitra (12), the last of the adhikarana, explicitly states that such an object, as sug-
gested by the question in the preceding sitra (11), has to be subservient to the act. Neverthe-
less Sabara still holds on to the primacy of the material object. The direct object of a transi-
tive verb must, according to him, be the pradhdana. But then, in a move reminiscent of his
treatment of the utsargasitra (4.1.3), he concedes that in the case of an offering in the fire (as
well as in a number of other examples) his rule of the direct object’s primacy is cancelled by
a stronger argument (baliyasa hetund). The offering substance cannot possibly be the pra-
dhana dominating the offering act. The accusative here stands for the instrumental (t7tiyayah

3 JS. 2.1.10: tulyasrutitvad vetaraih sadharmah syat.

> Panini 1.4.49.

*7 Clooney, “Dharmamatra Karma” (cf. n. 2), p. 166.

38 JS. 6.1.1: dravyanam karmasamyoge gunatvenabhisambandhah, “When connected with [sacrificial]
acts, material objects are related to them as subservient.” Curiously, this sitra is considered there as pirva-
paksa. This is unwarranted and belied by the sequel (sitra 3) which confirms the primacy of the act. Moreover,
in connection with siitra 12 Sabara quotes 6.1.1 in a positive sense (see below, n. 40). The reason appears to be
Sabara’s wish to insert in 6.1.1 a consideration of “heaven” being the aim to which the sacrificial act is subser-
vient.

39 JS. 2.1.11-12: dravyopadesa iti cet (11); na tadarthatval lokavat tasya ca Sesabhitatvat (12).
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sthane).*® So in the end Sabara acknowledges that there are (ritual) acts when not the material
but the act is the dominant factor. But as we have seen before, Sabara does so by way of an
exception. And remarkably, the dharmamatra act as such is not mentioned anymore after the
first sitra. His conclusion, though, as we shall see further on, fits in with his generalization of
the dharmamatra act (see § 17).

10

Clooney, though more interested in the relationship between act and result than Sabara, who
stresses the act-material connection, stays close to Sabara’s line of reasoning and finally
comes to the same conclusion regarding the adhikarana. Further, like Sabara, he takes the
starting point of the adhikarana, siitra 9, to be a piurvapaksa. But instead of being pradhana,
as Sabara understands it, the dharmamatra act would be guna, subservient to its material.
Picking up Sabara’s grammatical reasoning Clooney takes the karman of siitra 9 in the
grammatical sense of direct object of an action verb and as such the pradhana served by the
dharmamatra act. This rather implausible proposition is, of course, refuted by sitra 10 (the
prescripts being similar to those for the other — in Clooney’s view primary — acts).

Clooney’s argument for this reversal is the phrase anirvrtteh, “on the ground of not bringing
about [a result]” in sitra 9. Clooney takes the term (a-)nirvrtti to refer — as it often does — to
the phala, the ultimate result of sacrifice.*’ Since the dharmamatra act is not the decisive
main act that in due time will produce the “fruit” of the sacrifice — otherwise the equation
with the fore-sacrifices would be impossible —, it should be understood to have a karman, a
direct object. Clooney’s translation of sifra 9, then, runs as follows: “When the action is
purely oge of dharma, there should be an object, because there is no accomplishment [of any
result].”

Clooney’s revision, though interesting and rightly critical of Sabara’s interpretation, is no less
forced. For one thing it cuts off the key sitra 9 from its basis, the definition of guna and
pradhana (sitras 7 and 8). Instead siitra 9 is linked with Sabara’s grammatical reasoning
regarding the accusative in his commentary on sitra 10, not with the sitra itself. Further it is
not quite clear why an act — in casu a dharmamatra act — should be understood as having a
direct object in the sense of sitra 8, making or preparing a substance (dravya), in lieu of
bringing forth a (future) phala. As for (a-)nirvrtti, we have seen that it can indeed refer to a
visible, mundane result. It simply means the realization of the aim that concludes an act.*
Moreover, taking karma in siitra 9 in the grammatical sense of direct object of an act would
make sutra 11 — “What if an object is prescribed?”” — pointless.

When compared with the characterization given by sifra 11.1.28 — the result being beyond
observation — the dharmamatra act reaches its conclusion through the meaning of the injunc-

* Qabara ad JS. 2.1.12: baliyasa hetund ndsti pradhanyam ity avagamyate. kutah? na homasya kenacit
prakarena saktvarthatavakalpyate (p. 387,1-2), “By virtue of a stronger argument it is understood that there is
no pre-eminence [of the groats for offering]. Why? The oblation act can in no way be imagined to be subservi-
ent to the groats.” Then, quoting sitra 6.1.1 (see above, n. 38), Sabara concludes: tenocyate trtiyayah sthane
dvitiyeti. tena tadarthatvad dhomarthatvat saktiimam na pradhanyam dvitiyasamyoge ’pi, “Therefore it is stated
that the accusative [here] stands for an instrumental. So, because the groats are there for this purpose, that is for
the purpose of the oblation, they are not primary, in spite of the accusative.”

I Clooney, Thinking Ritually (cf. n. 2), p. 49; id., “Dharmamatra Karma” (cf. n. 2), pp. 162f.

“2 bid., pp. 49 and 156.

4 See above, nn. 19 and 30.
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tive word;** we may thus rest assured that our siitra 2.1.9 equally holds that the dharmamatra
act does not produce a visible, mundane, result and so has a special status. Clooney’s hypo-
thetical pirvapaksa that the dharmamatra act is subsidiary, subserving a material object,
does not clarify the issue, nor is it necessary.

11

The main crux of the adhikarana, however, is the connection — or rather the lack of it — be-
tween sitras 9 and 10 on the one hand, and on the other, the next two sitras, 11 and 12. So
far we have mainly dealt with Sabara’s commentary. But what about Jaimini’s sitras them-
selves? To get a clearer view of the adhikarana we shall have to disentangle the tortuous re-
lationship between the siitras and the commentarial overgrowth choking them.

When we look at the sitras themselves, we notice that the adhikarana consists of two pairs
of sutras, each forming a separate whole. The first pair, sitras 9 and 10, holds the proposition
of the dharmamatra act’s special status as a pradhana and the denial of this proposition. But
in what way does the second part of the adhikarana — raising and answering the issue of the
relevant text enjoining a material object that might figure as the pradhana — relate to the pre-
ceding sitra 10 and its rejection of the initial proposition?

The simple answer is that there is no relation. The adhikarana does not form a single coher-
ent chain of argumentation. It presents two entirely different lines of reasoning that do not
even touch each other. The oppositional question, regarding a material object prescribed by
the injunctive text (sitra 11), refers back to the original proposition in sitra 9, which stresses
the non-production of a material object as proof of the dharmamatra act being pradhana. The
critical question is then triumphantly answered in the sense of sitra 7; the prescribed dravya
serves the act — as the offering substance serves the act of offering — and so is secondary (sii-
tra 12). But the clear-cut confirmation of the dharmamatra thesis is in no way related to its
equally clear-cut rejection (in sitra 10). We have, then, two independent discussions, or dis-
cussion fragments, abruptly juxtaposed, as in the case of purusartha. And, as we saw in that
case too, the discrepancy remains unresolved. Insofar as Sabara, unconvincingly welding the
two fragments together by means of his grammatical argumentation, in the end reaches a
positive conclusion regarding acts being pradhana (without, however, mentioning the dhar-
mamadtra act), it is — again as we saw before — by way of an exception to a general rule. But
the discrepancy remains unresolved.

Incidentally, and beyond our present purpose, this may also tell us something about the na-
ture of the compilation of Jaimini’s siitras and Sabara’s handling of the compilation. At the
very least, the sitra compilation ascribed to Jaimini does not seem to be a monolithically
coherent corpus, as we are for the sake of convenience inclined to assume. Rather than a uni-
tary doctrine it is to a considerable extent an arena for the struggle between conflicting opin-
jons that Sabara tries to put in line with each other. We may possibly have to see behind the
single name Sabara various authors holding divergent opinions.

12

Our two key passages — the somewhat problematic sitra 2.1.9 and the sitras 11.1.27f. — have
shown us that the foremost characteristic of the dharmamatra act is that it does not aim at

# See above, n. 30.
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producing or preparing a material object or substance and so is pradhana, the dominant ele-
ment, with regard to the object or substance connected with it in a subservient (guna) func-
tion (2.1.9). This is then formulated in a different, clearer way in sitras 11.1.27f., where it is
stated that its aim is not pratyaksa, directly observable, and that it is realized on the strength
of the (injunctive) word (sabdarthena). What this means can be elucidated by two other in-
stances — the question of whether the giving of daksina by the sacrificer to the brahmin offi-
ciant is a dharmamatra act, and the delicate problem of the sulka or “bride-price.”

It is proposed in sitra 10.2.22, that on the strength of the verb dadati, the gift to the brahmin
officiant (rtvigdana) is an act of pure dharma (dharmamatrartha).”® In Mimamsa parlance
the verb dadati, “to give,” is a sacrificial term like yajati and juhoti (to pour into the fire).*
However, in order to be an act of pure dharma, giving the daksina should be free of any self-
interested mundane motivation. This requirement the daksina cannot fulfill. Neither the giver
nor the recipient can be disinterested. The sacrificer wants to engage the services of the brah-
min expert by offering him a wage and the brahmin desires material compensation for his
efforts. So the daksina cannot be a purely dharmic, disinterested gift. On the other hand, if it
were a gift in Marcel Mauss’ sense of creating lasting ties of mutual obligations — obligation
to give, to accept and to reciprocate — sacrificer and brahmin would remain caught in an un-
ending cycle of mutuality.”’ Viewed in this light, giving and receiving the daksind can best
be handled as a hic et nunc transaction without lasting ties of “post-contractual” obligations.

The daksind, then, can on no account be a “gift” in the Maussian sense — as it originally un-
doubtedly was. The bone of contention is whether the gift is dharmamatra, an entirely disin-
terested gift, or a wage for services rendered. In this connection the presence of prasarpakas
— visitors at a sacrifice who are allowed a place in the sadas tent where the soma is drunk —
raises a problem. They normally share in the daksina distribution, albeit in a minor way.*
But in the case of a sattra — a long-lasting “session” of daily soma sacrifices performed by a
group of brahmins who are both sacrificers as well as officiants — there is no distribution of
daksinas, because there are no “hired” officiants from outside the group. In this situation,
what about the prasarpakas? 1t is suggested that what they receive does not fall under the
daksina rubric — as visitors they can hardly be “hired” — but is given dharmamatra, solely for
the sake of dharma. This reasoning, however, is rejected on the ground that the gifts they
customarily receive are included in the category of daksina. Being given at the time of daksi-
na distribution they do indeed belong to the same context. And so the prasarpakas — if there
would be any — will have to leave empty-handed.” Nevertheless the piirvapaksa proposition

4 JS.10.2.22: rtvigdanam dharmamatrartham syad dadatisamarthyat. Cf. Ch. Malamoud, “Terminer le
sacrifice,” in: M. Biardeau and Ch. Malamoud, Le sacrifice dans [’Inde ancienne, Paris 1976, pp. 155-198, esp.
pp. 179-182. For the reason why the daksina should not be considered a gift, see Heesterman, The Broken
World of Sacrifice (cf. n. 1), pp. 209f.; id., “Gift, Marriage and the Denial of Reciprocity,” in: Vidyarnava-
vandanam: Essays in Honour of Asko Parpola (Studia Orientalia 94), Helsinki 2001, pp. 243-255 (esp. pp. 246-
249).

4 See above, n. 15. Similarly Sabara ad JS. 2.2.1, see below, n. 64.

7 See M. Mauss, “Essai sur le don,” in: M. Mauss, Sociologie et anthropologie, Paris 1950 (reprint),
Ch. II1, § 1I.

* See Apastamba-Srauta-Sitra 13.5.6; Baudhdyana-Srauta-Siitra 8.6 (p. 241,13) with 21.2 (p. 109,1-5).

¥ JS. 10.2.37-38: syad va prasarpikasya [danasya) dharmamatratvat (37). na daksinasabdat, tasman ni-
tyanuvadah syat (38), “There is [an exception], though, because of the dharmamatra character of [the gift] for
the prasarpakas. No [there is no exception] because the term daksina [is used]; therefore there is an unbroken
confirmation [of the no-daksina rule].” The previous sutras (34-36) have pointed out that at a satfra there is no
installation of officiants (r#vij), hence no “hiring,” nor any daksina distribution. In the above sitras it is pro-
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is quite reasonable. For further on we find the rule that dharmamatra acts also have to be
performed in sacrifices, which are derived from an archetype where such acts are functionally
prescribed but in their new context appear superfluous.”® That is why the prasarpaka gifts
could only be cancelled by arguing that they form part of the daksina distribution.”’

A similar problem, immediately following the prasarpaka case, concerns the concluding sac-
rifice (udavasaniya) of a sattra. 1s the udavasaniya part of a sattra or is it an independent
sacrifice? The question affects the daksina giving. Would it be part of the sattra — as it is of
the archetypal soma sacrifice —, daksinas would formally not be daksindas but dharmamatra
gifts. However, this latter proposition can be easily rejected. The udavasaniya is clearly an
independent sacrifice, performed separately by each participant who obviously has to “hire”
officiants for this occasion; so regular daksinas are in order.>

13

The question of the so-called “bride-price” (sulka) addresses the legal capacity of women,
more specifically of married women. Since ritualism is in a way the laboratory for legal ques-
tions, the starting-point is, of course, woman’s entitlement (adhikara) to take part in sacrifice
as co-sacrificer alongside her husband — who, conversely, cannot act as a sacrificer without
his wife. Sacrifice being based on material property this topic naturally concerns her rights of
ownership. In this respect the saulka marriage, in which the bridegroom offers a nuptial gift
(Sulka) to the bride’s father, is of crucial importance. Does it amount to a sale, through which
the wife legally becomes the property of her husband and therefore incapable of owning and
managing property? If so, however, it would ruin the institution of sacrifice which requires

posed that there is an exception to this rule, namely the prasarpaka gifts. The answer, however, is that they
come under the daksina rubric and so are equally excluded. Sabara, on the contrary, holds that the word daksina
refers exclusively to what the officiants receive, so that the prasarpaka gifts would not be touched by the no-
daksina rule. To support this interpretation he must twist the use of na followed by an ablative, which rejects the
previous proposition — in casu the exception in favour of the gifts to the prasarpakas —, which Sabara wants to
maintain. We noticed similar twists in the commentaries on the sitras 2.1.9 and 4.1.3.

0 JS. 10.2.62: kriya syad dharmamatranam, “dharmamatra acts are [anyway] performed.” Cf. Katyaya-
na-Srauta-Sitra 1.8.7: dharmamatresu samuccayo ‘virodhe, “Regarding dharmamatra acts there is cumulation,
barring conflict [with other rules].” So, unless this would lead to conflict with other rules, dharmamatra acts
keep the place they occupy in the ritual of the archetype in its variants.

>! Interestingly, Sabara, commenting on the above sitra (10.2.62), argues that the installation of offi-
ciants (varana) and the gift — here specified as the gold given to a Brahmin of an Atreya lineage (dpastamba-
Srauta-Sitra 13.6.12) but otherwise similar to the prasarpaka gifts —, which obviously have no function in a
sattra, should be maintained as dharmamatra acts (yad dhi varanam danam va na bhavaty anatyartham, tat
svayamkartrke ‘pi na virodham upaiti; tasmac codananugrahdaya kriya syat, “Since the installation or the gift
are not meant to make [the officiants] inclined [to give their services], even in the case where the sacrifice is
performed by the sacrificers themselves — as at a sattra — there is no incompatibility. Therefore, the [relevant]
act is executed in order to comply with the [original] prescript.”’) As we shall see further on (§ 13), Sabara in-
tends to give as much scope as possible to the dharmamatra acts (and its apiirvas). See also next note.

2 JS. 10.2.39-40: udavasaniyah sattradharma, tadangatvat tatra danam dharmamatram syat (39). na tv
etatprakrtitvat vibhaktacoditatvac ca (40), “The concluding sacrifice [comes under] the same rules [as the sat-
tra]. ... It is not so, because of the [udavasaniya’s] archetype and its being separately enjoined.” On the con-
cluding sacrifice, see Apastamba-Srauta-Siitra 21.3.7. Since the participants have broken up from the sattra,
they perform the concluding sacrifice (udavasaniya) individually so that each has to “hire” his own officiants. In
the present case the attempt to enlarge the scope of the dharmamatra act fails. The gifts at the concluding sacri-
fice are simply daksinas and hence no real gifts in the dharmamatra sense. But, as we saw, Sabara tries again to
increase the range of dharmamatra cases in his commentary on sitra 10.2.62 (see previous note).
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the active cooperation of the wife as co-sacrificer.” As the long (and rambling) discussion
makes clear, sacrifice is a cooperative (dviyajiia) affair.’* Apart from the ugly suggestion of
selling one’s daughter, the denial of woman’s proprietary and therefore ritual rights is clearly
unacceptable. The obvious way out is then to declare the gift of the sulka to be dharmamatra,
a matter of pure dharma.”

It is striking, though, that the conclusion is the reverse of the one reached in the case of daksi-
na. The same argument that excluded the daksina from being dharmamatra — the mundane
aim of inducing the brahmin to make his services available — might have been used in the
case of the sulka too. The purpose might well be to persuade the father to part with his
daughter. However, while the daksina, notwithstanding its hallowed sacrificial context, can
easily be argued to be a wage for a service rendered during a short and strictly limited time,
marriage cannot possibly be considered a single isolated transaction between the two parties
and their families. The sulka, defined as a disinterested free gift in the sense of a dharma-
matra act, can provide a proper foundation to sacrifice as a joint enterprise of husband and
wife — a jointness that is absent in the temporary contract between daksina-giving sacrificer
and daksinda-receiving officiant.

The saulka marriage, then, is based on two disinterested gifts that are independent of each
other — the father giving his daughter of his own accord, the son-in-law independently giving
his sulka, both acting in the exclusive interest of pure dharma. Cut free from their mundane
moorings the lasting mutual prestations are no longer linked with each other. This is, of
course, a highly artificial construction. The essential point, however, is that it does justice to
the transcendent dharma.

14

Having surveyed the occurrences of the term dharmamatra in Jaimini’s sitras it is time to
summarize our findings. In the first place we noticed that the term characterizes acts, not
things. But what is the nature, the special status of these acts? In terms of Jaimini’s siitras the
relevant question would be — what is the distinctive artha, the aim or purpose of these acts?
As there is a “natural,” indissoluble connection (autpattika sambandha) between word and

>3 The ritual and legal position of women (esp. married women) is dealt with at length in JS. 6.1.6-24.
See Heesterman, “The Sacrificer in Ancient Indian Ritual,” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 44
(2000): 135-155 (esp. pp. 135-144). In general, see Stephanie W. Jamison, Sacrificed Wife / Sacrificer’s Wife,
New York / Oxford 1996, pp. 207-250.

> See JS. 6.1.22: dvyadhanam dviyajiiavat, “[The sacrificial fire] is established by both [husband and
wife], as in the case of joint sacrifice.” The expression dviyajiiavat — also used to characterize a sattra (cf. JS.
10.2.42: ... dviyajiiavat sahaprayogah ...) — would mean perfect equality, as among sattrins. Perfect equality is
denied but at the same time her (indispensable) participation in her own right is guaranteed by the mention of
two prescripts that are typical for the part of the sacrificer and so qualify her as co-sacrificer. See Heesterman,
op. cit. (cf. n. 53), pp. 138f. and 143.

> JS. 6.1.15: krayasya dharmamatratvam, “The [alleged] purchase has the character of a dharmamatra
[act].” Cf. Heesterman, op. cit. (cf. n. 53), p. 126, n. 7; id., op. cit. (cf. n. 45), pp. 246-254. See also Jamison,
op. cit. (cf. n. 53), pp. 213-215. The reason for the orthodox brahmanic rejection of the “bride-price” marriage is
according to Professor Jamison that a straight “sale” would cut short the chain of mutual prestations. Although
in itself true enough, it is not applicable to the case in hand. Exactly brahmanic orthodoxy — whatever actual
practice may require — is, as I have argued, the dead opposite of such enduring (as against incidental) ties of
mutual obligation. In passing it may be noted — again in spite of what may be actually practiced — that scriptural
orthodoxy is not as bleakly anti-feminist as one is usually inclined to think.
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meaning, an act is inextricably one with its aim, the act being considered to end when it has
achieved its aim. So what is the artha of the dharmamatra act?™

Now acts are of two kinds, as we saw, those that are meant to produce a material object and
those that are not so meant. In the first case the act is secondary, subservient (guna) and the
object the aim of the act (pradhdna). In the other case the object that may be involved is guna
and the act pradhana. The dharmamatra act belongs to the latter category and so is pradhana
(stitra 2.1.9). This is helpful but not sufficient. We then learned that the artha of the dharma-
matra act is invisible (sitra 11.1.28). This invisibility is not just a matter of time and dis-
tance. The discussions we found on the daksina and the sulka show that something different
is involved, something that transcends the phenomenal world. They also show us with un-
compromising clarity the dividing line between this world and transcendence. Any aim
tainted by worldly interest is excluded from the transcendent realm of the dharmamatra act,
as the daksina is.

Viewed in this light the dharmamatra act is, as we noticed, closely related to the utsarga or
tvaga, the abandonment of the offering to destruction in the sacrificial fire, and thereby to
what is purusartha, conducive to man’s ultimate good. This ultimate good, we were led to
conclude, is the realization of dharma. Thus, as the word itself already suggests, the aim or
purpose of the dharmamatra act is that artha that is marked by the Vedic injunction (co-
dand), namely dharma. In other words, the act is of the same kind as the main act of sacri-
fice.

There is, though, a difference. The act of utsarga is, of course, an act of pure dharma, but this
does not mean that other dharmamdtra acts are equivalent to it. In this respect the expression
praydjavat we found in sitra 2.1.9 — “In the case of a dharmamatra act it is the act [that is
the dominant factor], as is the case of the fore-offerings” — is crucial.”’ At the fore-offerings,
immediately preceding the main offering, no part of the sacrificial substance is offered. In-
stead, ghee is poured in the fire. Yet the fore-offerings have the full format of the main offer-
ing, including the #yaga. On the other hand, nothing is said about their artha or result. In
leading up to the main offering they may be rated as subservient to it, as they will originally
have been, namely inasmuch as they service the fire with ghee in preparation for its receiving
the burnt offering.”® Even though the connection between fore- and main-offering is not made
explicit, the expression prayajavat is often used to indicate subservient status.

*% Clooney views the meaning of the dharmamatra act as “purely relation-making.” It does “nothing
more than establish a certain relationship within the sacrifice, linking two elements in a specific fashion at a
certain point” (Thinking Ritually [cf. n. 2], p. 157; “Dharmamatra Karma” [cf. n. 2], p. 160.). As a description
this is serviceable, but as an explanation it will not do. It does not go beyond the outward appearance of the
ritual and neglects what for Jaimini was its artha, the “invisible” purpose that cannot be known by human
means but only through the scriptural codana. It is in this sense that the term dharmamatra — in full dharmama-
trartha (as in sitra 10.2.22) — is to be understood.

°7 The expression praydjavat is not commented upon by Sabara. Clooney suggests that it might be a later
addition (“Dharmamatra Karma,” [cf. n. 2], p. 167, n. 19). But even if so, the addition need not be “erroneous,”
but rather specifying the sifra’s meaning.

*¥ The tyaga appears to have proliferated. Thus it was also inserted in the samidheni ritual of fuelling the
fire with wood — as the fire is equally serviced with ghee by the praydjas. A. Hillebrandt (Das altindische Neu-
und Vollmondsopfer, Jena 1880, pp. 77, n. 2, and 85, n. 4) mentions only later sources (prayogas) for this inser-
tion. The commentary on Katydyana-Srauta-Sitra 3.2.1 says that each offering, even simple libations (homa),
should be accompanied by the fyaga. In this way these acts are made into separate acts independent of the main
sacrificial act — a point that we shall return to further on.
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In this way the prayajas are characteristic dharmamdtra acts, on the one hand equal in form
to the main offering and, one may assume, having their own “invisible” result; on the other
hand, paradoxically, subordinate to it.

15

This paradoxical status makes the dharmamdtra act an acute illustration of the ambiguity of
dharma. Here our investigation comes full circle. As argued at the start, the dharma fully
shares in the ambiguous “brokenness of sacrifice.”” This comes out clearly in the double
aspect of dharma. There is the notion of an ill-defined but coherent whole, closed and cut off
from the world, its only clear characteristic being the rejection of worldly interests. Its terres-
trial counterpart, the ritualistic dharma, is its exact opposite. Where the transcendent dharma
is ill-defined but coherent, its terrestrial representative is a countless plurality of disconnected
dharmas. Instead of being closed and impervious to worldly needs the atomized dharmas
allow an all but endless variety of ritual constructions meant to answer these worldly needs.

How is this welter of acts, objects, qualities and mantras to be reduced to a coherent whole?
Jaimini offers a cyclical design of cohesion. Dealing with the nature of subservient ele-
ments — here called Sesa, “remainder,” and defined as having their purpose (artha) in the next
element — he points out that the sacrificial acts (karmani), their result (phala) and man (pu-
rusa) should also be considered to be sesas. The sacrificial act is Sesa because it is aimed at
the result (phalarthatvat), the result because it is directed at man (purusarthatvat) and, fi-
nally, man again finds his purpose in the sacrificial act (karmarthatvar).® Each element is in
turn both sesa and artha.

This cyclical design, turning on ever-shifting artha, seems to hark back to the archaic pattern
of a cycle of ever-repeated sacrificial exchanges between contending parties.’’ This internally
coherent cyclical pattern was broken up, its broken parts were reorganized in a linear ar-
rangement and its two poles, the contending parties, collapsed into the single sacrificer of
classical srauta ritual. As the cyclical exchanges were broken up, so was the original coher-
ence. The cyclical concatenation was replaced by a linear sequence of independent elements
with no other connection with each other than their place in the sequence by virtue of scrip-
tural prescript. Hence the sitra immediately following the sesa—artha cycle offers the coun-
terthesis. Not artha, providing an organic and cyclical coherence, but prescript, laying down
the linear sequence, provides the unity of the ritual.** The organic unity was replaced with an
artificial one based on regulation.

%% See above, § 3.

80 JS. 3.1.1-7: athatah Sesalaksanam (1). sesah pararthatvat (2). dravyagunasamskaresu badarih (3).
karmany api jaiminih phalarthatvat (4). phalam purusarthatvat (5). purusas ca karmarthatvat (6). tesam
arthena sambandhah (7). The last sitra (7) underlines the constituent function of artha — the sesas are all con-
nected with artha. See Heesterman, op. cit. (cf. n. 53), pp. 150f.

%' On the cyclical nature of archaic sacrifice, cf. Heesterman, The Broken World of Sacrifice (cf. n. 1),
pp- 38-40.

62 JS. 3.1.8: vihitas tu sarvadharmah syat samyogato visesdat prakarandc ca. “[The connection] that is
laid down concerns all elements because there is no difference as regards their being joined together and be-
cause of their context.” So, in contrast to the previous sitra (7) it is here maintained that not artha but vidhi,
regulation, is decisive for the inner connections of the ritual. This extreme thesis is then countered by stating
that artha cannot be ruled out for there is no (sacrificial) act without purpose or aim (sitra 9, arthalopad
akarma syat). But this appears to refer to the main sacrificial act and its invisible phala, “fruit,” as made clear
by satra 10: phalam saha cestaya; sabdartho ’bhavad viprayoge syat, “[Normally] the ‘fruit’ comes together
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Basically this means that the undivided dharma, when coming down from its transcendent
haven to manifest itself in the terrestrial garb of sacrificial ritual, can do so only when atom-
ized into a plurality of disconnected dharmas. This, one might say, is the fatality, that, as
Louis Dumont suggested,”® befalls the dharma when it descends from on high to rule the
world through the codana.

16

The atomized condition of the dharma is, as one may expect, directly reflected in — even ag-
gravated by — the dharmamatra act. Thus Sabara, in his commentary on sitra 2.2.1, views
the three sacrificial acts — sacrificing, libation and (disinterested) gift (vajati, juhoti, dadati) —
as disparate entities. They are all three based on abandoning (utsarga) and accordingly are
aimed at a transcendent result. In Sabara’s language each has its own apiirva, its capacity to
bring about this transcendent result.’* In other words, they are all three dharmamatra acts,
occurring within the compass of a single sacrifice. Clearly the case for the unity of sacrificial
ritual is dubious.

In terms of apiirva the principle of unity is either one collective apiirva, arising from the con-
glomerate of the various acts taken en bloc, or only from the main act, other sacrificial acts
being subservient. Sabara takes the first proposition as pirvapaksa and the latter as the
concluding siddhanta, but it is significant that he does not explicitly reject the piirvapaksa.®
Apparently he did not feel quite sure. At any rate, the various acts are not organically linked
to each other.

We encounter the same problem again in connection with preparatory acts (samskara). The
sitras 9.1.1-3 state that such acts, as one will expect, are subservient to the (main) sacrificial
act. Their details in turn are subservient to the preparatory act. The latter proposition, how-
ever, is rejected in favour of lumping the samskara and its details together as being en bloc
subservient to the (main) sacrificial act — a proposition we also found in the previous case as
piirvapaksa. Sabara, however, after commenting on the relevant sitra 9.1.3 in this sense,
makes a volte-face and ends by positing separate subsidiary transcendent results (aparamd-
piirva), which remain intact next to the main one (the paramapiirva).*®

with the act, in case [act and ‘fruit’] are disjoined the purpose [is fulfilled through] the authoritative word, be-
cause [an immediate result] is absent.” For the immediate connection act-—result and the role of sabdartha, see
above n. 30. It may be noted that the sitras 2-7 when understood in a linear sense can mean either a conglom-
eration of the successive arthas in a single, final one or a break-up into a multiplicity of arthas. On the diver-
gence of perspective, see below, n. 66.

83 See above, § 3, sub fine.

64 Sabara, commenting on JS. 2.2.1 (sabdantare karmabhedah krtanubandhatvat, “The use of a different
word [means] a separate act because of [the act’s] implications”), points out the similarity and the difference of
the three sacrificial verbs yajati, juhoti and dadati, as he also does ad JS. 4.2.28. See above n. 15. For Sabara
this means separate apiirvas. It should be noted that juhoti, “to make a libation,” is also part of the yagjati act.
What is meant here is the libation (homa) as a separate act.

% See Sabara summarizing his commentary on JS. 2.2.1: pirvapakse samudayad apiirvam, siddhante tu
yagasya phalavattvad itarayor gunabhavah, “The pirvapaksa holds that the apiirva [arises] from the aggregate
[of the separate acts]; the siddhanta, however, is that the two other acts [gift and libation] are subservient, be-
cause it is the [definitive] sacrificing act that produces the ‘fruit’ of sacrifice.”

6 JS. 9.1.1-3: yajiiakarma pradhdanam, tad dhi codanabhiitam, tasya dravyesu samskaras tatprayuktas
tadarthatvat (1). samskare yujyamananam tadarthyat tatprayuktam syat (2). tena tv arthena yajiasya samyogad
dharmasambandhah, tasmad yajiiaprayuktam samskarasya tadarthatvat (3), “The act of sacrifice is the pre-
dominant element, because it is brought about by the call to sacrifice; the preparation spent on the materials of
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Although Sabara makes his preference for a disparate plurality of acts and apiirvas clear, he
can do no better than put the opposite theses next to each other. There is no unequivocal solu-
tion to the dilemma of the ritual’s unity.

17

Here we come upon a rift between Jaimini’s sitras and Sabara’s commentary. At one end we
find Jaimini holding back the tendency to multiply the transcendent effects, in Sabara’s lan-
guage the apiirvas. Or, as an unnamed opponent of Sabara soundly puts it: “The assumption
of the benefit of unseen results should be kept to a minimum ... In case one assumes an un-
seen result, only one apiirva will be assumed to arise from the aggregate of acts, because it is
on account of the whole of its parts that sacrifice fulfils its purpose.”®’ Thus we saw Jaimini
reject the ascription of dharmamditra status to the gifts of the prasarpakas. In a similar vein
he proposes to subsume all sacrificial acts and their transcendent effects under one undiffer-
entiated whole.*

Sabara on the other hand positively appears to welcome the proliferation of apiirvas of the
sacrificial acts that are part of the same ritual complex. This comes out clearly in his treat-
ment of the sacrificial acts (commentary on 2.2.1) and the recognition of subsidiary apiirvas
(ad 9.1.3). Similarly we saw him argue, against the sitra, for the dharmamatra status of the
prasarpaka gifts (ad 10.2.38). Also his final conclusion on the crucial adhikarana 2.1.9-12,
where he implicitly concedes the pradhana character of the dharmamatra acts, points in the
same direction.

The background of this serious dissension would seem to be the fundamental — because ir-
resolvable — tension between mundane and transcendent dharma. The arena where this ten-
sion is fully exposed is sacrifice. Hence the irredeemable fragility of sacrificial ritual.

The ritual of sacrifice seemingly pretends to be the exact image of transcendent dharma.
Closed and set apart from the surrounding world it does indeed exhibit confident signs of this
pretension. But then, how should it confront the world and be accessible to man? It does so,
as we have seen, by being broken up into a plurality of independent dharmas. In fact, they are
the broken fragments of the archaic sacrifice that could still unite the mundane and the ultra-
mundane in a cyclical pattern and did not yet admit the linearity that is broken in the middle
by the gap of transcendence.

It is at this point of rupture that the dharmamatra act is crucial. It opens the bounded material
world of ritual to the “invisible” realm of immaterial transcendence by puncturing the hard
but fragile carapace of ritualistic regulation that holds the disparate mass of dharmas to-

sacrifice is occasioned by it, because it has that [act of sacrifice] as its purpose (1). Since the materials used in
the preparation have that [preparation] as their purpose, they are occasioned by it (2). However, by virtue of
their relation with sacrifice the [preliminary] details are connected with that pupose [sc. sacrifice]; hence the
[preliminary detail] is occasioned by sacrifice, because the preparation has that [sacrifice] as its aim (3).” This
tells us that in Jaimini’s view, there is no functional hierarchy of acts; all acts of the sacrificial complex are
integrated through each of them being directly connected with the central sacrificial act that is explicitly en-
joined by the codand. Sabara on the other hand — in the fourth part of his commentary on JS. 9.1.3 — turns
against this view. Instead he argues for subsidiary, “non-ultimate” (aparama) apiirvas. These, however, are not
absorbed in the ultimate apirva (paramapirva) but remain independently valid.

57 See Sabara ad JS. 2.2.1 (p. 3): adrstanam upakarakalpanalpiyasi nyayyeti. ... adrste kalpyamdne
vayavanam samudayam praty arthavattvad ekam apiirvam samuccayat kalpitam bhavisyati.

% JS. 9.1.3. See above, n. 66.
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gether. By the same token, however, the proliferation of dharmamatra acts threatens to dis-
solve the ritual’s unity. But both Jaimini’s attempts to limit the range of dharmamatra acts
and amalgamate them, so as to bring about a single transcendent result, as well as Sabara’s
differentiation in a single main apirva as against many subservient apiirvas, are equally du-
bious.”” Neither can offer a satisfactory solution. Unresolved ambiguity, then, is still the
password.

18

But what about man? Setting sacrifice in motion he is the dynamic factor. Called upon to
sacrifice he is karmartha, “having the work of sacrifice as his aim.” Conversely, sacrifice is
purusartha, fulfilling man’s ultimate aim, the realization of dharma.”® 1f this sounds inextri-
cably involute, conflating man, sacrifice, artha and dharma, the reason is that it is meant to
be.

With the break-up of the archaic bipolar pattern of cyclically recurrent contest the uncer-
tainty, each time, of its outcome was replaced with the certainty of unresolved ambiguity.
The contending parties cyclically exchanging the burden and the benefit of sacrifice have
collapsed into the single sacrificer. Put differently, the now single sacrificer internalizes sac-
rifice. Executing the tydaga, the act of abandonment, he comes to terms with the ambiguity of
sacrifice and so realizes the dharma in his inner Self. Or, as the Satapatha-Brahmana asserts,
“sacrifice is the afman, the Self.”’" In it all comes together.

The sacrificer and his apparent antagonist, the renouncer, differ only in the world-renouncing
radicalism of the latter. They find each other in the ryaga of Vedic sacrifice.’

% The notion of a transcendent effect being transcended by another such effect is, of course, doubtful.
Hence it is stated that it remains valid in its own right. But this clearly puts the unity of the sacrifice’s ritual in
jeopardy. The opposite view — each element directly connected with the main act (and its apiirva) — is no less
doubtful. It deprives the subsidiary sacrifice of its scripturally guaranteed transcendent effect. Why then go
through the protracted trouble of the complex ritual? Both views make the appeal to the iron rule of transcen-
dent prescript all the more unavoidable.

70 JS. 3.1.5-6. See above, n. 60.

' Cf. Heesterman, “Feuer, Seele und Unsterblichkeit,” in: G. Oberhammer (ed.), Im Tod gewinnt der
Mensch sein Selbst, Vienna 1995, pp. 27-42, at p. 28.

72 Cf. Heesterman, “Purusartha,” in F.X. D’Sa and R. Mesquita (eds.), Hermeneutics of Encounter, Vien-
na 1994 (= Festschrift Gerhard Oberhammer), pp. 137-151, at pp. 148-150.
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The Mimamsa Interpretation
of the Particle Hi in Brahmana Literature:

Is Anumana Possible in the Veda?

Following upon Mimamsasutra (MS) 2.1.32 (taccodakesu mantrakhya “The appellation man-
tra applies to instances of instigation of that [i.e., application]”), siitra 33 attempts to define
the scope of the term brahmana as follows: “To the remainder the word brahmana applies”
(Sese brahmanasabdah). As this siitra does not explicate any instances of brahmana, Sabara-
svamin (henceforth Sabara), after providing a short word-by-word explanation of the sitra,
introduces the Vrttikara’s view on the various types of brahmana. The Vrttikara enumerates
twelve items which may constitute a brahmana: (1) something abounding in the particle iti;
(2) something containing the phrase “so he says”; (3) something anecdotal; (4) a reason; (5)
an explanation; (6) a depreciation; (7) a eulogy; (8) a doubt; (9) an injunction; (10) some-
thing done by another person; (11) ancient history; (12) an assumption of transposition. Sa-
bara thereafter introduces two verses stating ten outward types of brahmana which may be
part of an older Mimamsa tradition. In these verses three items of the above list (i.e., [1], [2]
and [3]) are missing and one new item, namely, upamana “analogy,” is added.’

According to the above passage of the Vrttikara, a Brahmana may consist of statements be-
longing to ten or twelve categories, such as hetu, etc. The illustrative sentence for the cate-
gory hetu proposed by the Vrttikara is Sirpena juhoti, tena hy annam kriyate (“She offers an
oblation by means of a winnowing basket (sirpa), because food is prepared by means of it”).
The reason why the Vrttikara chose this two-phrase sentence as an illustration is obviously
the fact that its latter phrase contains the particle /i, which often denotes a reason. Conse-
quently, the Vrttikara teaches us that the particle 4i in the above Brahmana passage expresses
the reason for the sacrificial action, namely, an offering with a winnowing basket (sirpa-
homa) prescribed in the preceding prescriptive passage. At first sight this does not seem to be
problematic. However, is it self-evident that in this case the particle 4i denotes the reason for
the sirpahoma and that in general there should be a sentence that expresses the reason of
some action to be performed that is prescribed in a prescriptive sentence? What is the true
purport of a sentence stating the reason or grounds for a prescription?

* I am grateful to Professor Preisendanz for her valuable suggestions on logical aspects of this paper.
Furthermore, I would like to express my heartfelt gratitude to her and Dr. Anne MacDonald for their pains-
taking efforts to correct my English.

! Sabarabhdsya (SBh) pp. 436,7-437,1: vrttikaras tu Sisyahitartham prapaficitavan — itikaranabahulam,
ityahopanibaddham, akhyayikasvaripam, hetuh (Sirpena juhoti, tena hy annam kriyata iti), nirvacanam (tad
dadhno dadhitvam), ninda (upavita va etasyagnayah), prasamsa (vayur vai ksepistha devateti), samsayah (ho-
tavyam garhapatye na hotavyam iti), vidhih (yajamanasammitodambari bhavati), parakrtih (mdsan eva mah-
yam pacatiti), purakalpah (ulmukair ha sma pirve samajagmur iti), vyavadharanakalpana (yavato ’svan prati-
grhniyad iti).

hetur nirvacanam ninda prasamsa samsayo vidhih |
parakriya purakalpo vyavadharanakalpana ||
upamanam dasaite tu vidhayo brahmanasya tu |
etad vai sarvavedesu niyatam vidhilaksanam ||.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 303-313.
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Jaimini, the author of the Mimamsasiitra, may have composed as an answer to such ques-
tions, a topical section named Hetuvannigada® Adhikarana, the third in the second section of
the first volume (adhyaya 1, pada 2, adhikarana 3) of the Mimamsasutra, which is part of a
series of discussions starting with a topical section on the meaning of arthavada (adhyaya 1,
pada 2, adhikarana 1). Jaimini’s answer to the first two questions formulated above is nega-
tive. Regarding the first question in particular, Jaimini unambiguously denies the possibility
of a causal function of 4i. The views of Jaimini and the Vrttikara thus seem to be contradic-
tory. It is therefore necessary to examine whether the particle 4i in Brahmana literature really
expresses the reason for a prescription or not, and what the true purport of the particle is in
such cases.

In the following I shall investigate these questions and attempt to throw some light on Sa-
bara’s Bhdsya and then on Bhatta Kumarila’s Tantravarttika (TV) on the Hetuvannigada
Adhikarana. Generally speaking, in the Weltanschauung of the Brahmana period (ca. 1000-
700 BC), the particle 4i appears originally to have been used to denote the reason for a pre-
scription of some action or for the pronouncement of certain mantras, reflecting the magico-
ritualistic way of thinking of the Brahmana priests who composed those works. In the Satra
period (ca. 400 BC onward) a kind of rationalism akin to ours seems to develop. Conse-
quently, the following study may contribute to clarifying our knowledge of the different
views on causality of the priestly thinkers belonging to these two epochs.

1. I shall first briefly explain the Hetuvannigada Adhikarana by introducing the Bhdasya by
Sabara, whose date is uncertain but may be placed around the fifth or sixth century AD. The
section has only one pirvapaksasiitra, i.e., MS 1.2.26: “Or it would be a reason because of its
having significance and suitability” (hetur va syad arthavattvopapattibhyam). To explicate
this siitra Sabara cites the same Brahmana passage that is cited by the Vrttikara under sitra
2.1.32 as an illustration (udaharanavakya, visayavakya) meant to corroborate the piirvapa-
ksasiitra: $irpena juhoti, tena hy annam kriyate.> With regard to the passage tena hy annam
kriyate Sabara expresses the following doubt (samsaya): Is this passage just praising the Siir-
pahoma or does it state a reason for its performance? If the latter is the case, the particle Ai

% The term hetuvannigada seems to refer to a prose sentence denoting a pseudo-reason. It is unclear to
me why the term nigada is employed here. On the meaning of nigada, see Einoo 1985.

*In the Varunapraghdsa section of the Satapathabrahmana (SBr) (2.5.2.23) one finds the injunction
Sirpena juhoti (“She performs a homa [of karambha leaves in the southern fire] by means of a winnowing
basket”), followed by the sentence siirpena hy asanam kriyate (“because food is prepared by means of a
winnowing basket”). Concerning the performer of the sirpahoma, different opinions are expressed in the
Samhitas (and Srautasitras). According to the SBr, the performer must be the wife (patni) of the yajamana; cf.
Einoo 1988: 112-114. See SBr (Madhyandina recension) 2.5.2.23: patrani bhavanti, patresu hy asanam asyate,
yavamayani bhavanti, yavan hi jaksusir varuno ’grhnat, sirpena juhoti, Sirpena hy asanam kriyate, patni ju-
hoti, mithunad evaitad varunapasat prajah pramuiicati (cf. also Oertel 1930: 8, n. 1, and Garge 1952: 119).
Eggeling translates the relevant sentence as follows: “From the winnowing basket she offers, because food is
prepared by means of the winnowing basket” (Eggeling 1882: 398). Kumarila refers to this udaharanavakya in
his TV: iha ye hetuvan nigadyante hisabdadibhir na ca (TV [OX] omits ca) paramarthahetavas ta udaharanam
(TV p. 138,22). Somesvara comments on paramarthahetavah in this TV passage: na ca paramarthahetava ity
anena hetuvad iti vater vyavartyam darsitam — caturgrhitany ajyani bhavanti, na hy atranuyajan yaksyan bha-
vati (SBr 3.4.1.18) ityadayah paramarthahetavah. atithyestav anuyajabhave ’'py astav upabhrti grhnadtiti pra-
krtau vihitasyopabhrtyastagrhitasya codakapraptasya nivrityartham caturgrhitatve vidhiyamane 'nuyajabha-
vasya hetutvabhidhanad yatra yatranuyajabhavas tatra tatrastagrhitabhava iti jiiayate. prakrtau castagrahasya
catustvadvayalaksanarthatvadyotanat prayajartham juhvam samanayane niyogato ‘rdham eva samanetavyam
iti jiayate (Nyayasudha [NS] p. 82,18-25). In the present paper I shall not discuss paramarthahetu passages.



THE MIMAMSA INTERPRETATION OF THE PARTICLE HI 305

should be interpreted as expressing a reason, which is the pirvapaksin’s view. Sabara ex-
plains this with the terse phrase hetuh syad annakaranam homasya. The meaning of this pas-
sage is rather vague. I suggest the following rendering: “The [winnowing basket’s being a]
utensil for the preparing of food (annakarana) is a reason for the (Sizrpa-)homa.” According
to the piarvapaksin the purport of the whole illustrative sentence would thus be: Because food
is prepared by means of a winnowing basket (Sirpa), one should offer the ~oma by means of
a winnowing basket. Sabara clarifies this parvapaksa by presenting three criticisms.

(1) It is impossible to state the reason for something whose causality is beyond ordinary un-
derstanding (nanv aprasiddhe karyakaranabhave na hetipadesah).

To this argument the pirvapaksin replies: Although it is true in ordinary experience (/oke)
that a reason is stated when the causal relation is established, in the present context the rea-
son will be directly settled in the Veda (satyam evam loke, vidhayisyate tu vacanena vede).
Sabara explicates the causal relation in this case as follows: When the homa is to be per-
formed by means of a winnowing basket, the reason is that it (i.e., a winnowing basket) is
one of the instruments used for preparing food (Sirpena home kartavye ‘nnakaranam hetuh).
As the performance of the homa is the action to be achieved, it is appropriate to understand
the compound karyakaranabhava as referring to the relation of an action to be achieved
(kdrya) and its motivation (karana).

(2) The pirvapaksin is questioned about the purpose (prayojana) of the Veda’s stating a rea-
son for some action to be performed. The pirvapaksin replies to this from his own point of
view: By pointing out a reason for (i.e., cause of) the sirpahoma the Veda teaches that the
homa can also be performed by means of other implements, e.g., a ladle (darvi), a pan (pi-
thara), etc., which are equally instruments for preparing food (anyad api darvipitharady an-
nakaranam yat, tenapi nama katham homah kriyata iti). In other words, the pirvapaksin con-
tends that the latter phrase of the illustrative sentence is a prescription (vidhi) that makes the
performer of the ~oma procure an instrument in general for the soma, meaning that the homa
is to be performed by means of whatever implements may be useful for preparing food. As
regards this interpretation of the illustrative sentence, the piirvapaksin points out that the pos-
sibility of preparing food in general is indicated by the present tense of the verb kriyate (“is
prepared”), because at the time the homa is performed by means of some implement, such as
a winnowing basket, etc., food is not observed to be prepared by this instrument.*

The pirvapaksin further contends that although according to the above explication the parti-
cle i is to be understood in its direct, primary sense (sruti), it naturally follows that the parti-
cle would function indirectly (laksana) should it be explained as denoting a eulogy (stuti) of
the sirpahoma. Sabara refers to this with the statement hetau ca Srutih sabdah, stutau laksa-
na. An indirect function could be understood if the particle 4i first expresses its affirmative
sense “verily” (i.e., avadharana) and then causes us to understand a eulogy by way of this
affirmation. However, in the exegetical system of the Mimamsa it is preferred that a word in
the Veda be explained as being used in its primary sense, rather than in an indirect function.
Because of this exegetical criterion the pirvapaksin maintains that his interpretation is pref-
erable to that of the siddhantin.

(3) It is objected that a ladle (darvi), a pan (pithara), etc., should not be called implements
for preparing food (annakarana) because they do not prepare food directly. To this the piir-

* SBh p. 139,4-6: tasyapy annakriyayam arthavatta, Sakyate ca tenapy annam kartum. etad dhi kriyata
ity ucyate. na hi vartamanakalah kascid asti yasyayam pratinirdesah.
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vapaksin replies: If it, i.e., the ladle, the pot, etc., would be of no use, the praise of the win-
nowing basket would be useless because it would be just as useless as the ladle, the pan, etc.,
inasmuch as it does not prepare food directly, and consequently it would be useless to eulo-
gize the winnowing basket.’

The siddhanta of the Hetuvannigada Adhikarana consists of four sitras (MS 1.2.27-30), with
the second sitra formulated as a question of the pirvapaksin directed at the siddhantin. The
first sitra of the siddhantin unambiguously asserts the meaning of the particle /i as express-
ing a eulogy (stuti): “(It is not a declaration of a reason) but a eulogy (of the siurpahoma),
because [in this case] it is based on Vedic words. In addition, there is no prescription of it”
(MS 1.2.27: stutis tu Sabdapiirvatvad acodand ca tasya). Sabara does not positively assert the
standpoint of the siddhantin under this sitra, but just refers to sabdapiurvatvat and acodana
ca tasya in this sitra. According to him, these two phrases show that the Veda teaches the
reason not of a homa performed by means of a ladle, a pan, etc., but just of the Sirpahoma
(sabdas cannakaranam surpahome hetur ity aha na ca darvipitharahome).

Under siitra 29 (arthas tu vidhisesatvad yatha loke) Sabara maintains that the passage includ-
ing the particle 4i is an arthavada expressing a eulogy (stuti) of the sirpahoma and that
thereby the passage becomes subservient to the injunction Sirpena juhoti (vidhisesa), a situa-
tion which is similar to situations in ordinary experience (yatha loke). The question of how
we are able to understand the sentence at issue as a eulogy is answered by Sabara as follows:

Conformity with Vedic words expressing a eulogy is [to be understood] as follows: Just as we
know (janimah) [in ordinary experience] that food is prepared by means of a winnowing basket,
it is certainly understood (gamyate) [by the Vedic words] that food is prepared by means of a
winnowing basket.®

In interpreting the passage as an arthavada, there arises no problem regarding the present
tense of the verbal form kriyate because the present tense is usually employed in arthavadas.
Sabara thus explains siddhantasiitra 1.3.29 as follows:

Furthermore, in this case the Veda teaches something which is not present as being present, with
the intention to eulogize it. In the case of your (i.e., the parvapaksin’s) viewpoint a fault would
ensue for you [who claims] the prescription of a reason because in the prescription a different
word-meaning cannot be understood. And the Veda would not teach something which is possible
by referring to it as being present.”

The third siddhantasiitra reads: yadi hetur avatistheta nirdesat, samanyad iti ced avyavastha
vidhinam syat (MS 1.2.30). Sabara explains this siitra: Even if the reason, namely being an
implement for the preparation of food, also belongs to a ladle, a pan, etc., (which therefore
would have the same capacity as a winnowing basket), only a winnowing basket would re-
main, i.e., there would result the restriction that only a winnowing basket is to be used in the
homa. Although we certainly understand from the Vedic words that the reason (for the per-
formance of the homa) is the preparation of food, the Vedic words prescribe the preparation

> SBh pp. 139,6-140,3: yadi ca darvipitharadi na sdksad annam karofiti nannakaranam ity ucyate,
vyarthe tasmini Surpastutir anarthika syat. surpam api hi na saksad annam karotiti tena vinarthena Sirpasya
stutir nopapadyate.

5 SBh p. 141,1-3: samvadas ca stutivacanatvena yatha vayam surpenannam kriyamanam janimas tatha
Surpenannam kriyata ity eva gamyate.

7 SBh p. 141,3-5: tada cavartamanam stotum vartamanam ity upadisati. tvatpaksa esa dosah, yasya te
hetuvidhih. vidhau hi na parah sabdarthah pratiyate. na ca vartamanam upadisan vedah Sakyam artham vi-
dadhyat.
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of food only by means of a winnowing basket and not by means of a ladle, a pan, etc.® Thus
the Vedic words convey to us that one should offer the oblation by means of a winnowing
basket because food is prepared by means of it. Sabara paraphrases the sitra passage saman-
yad iti ced avyavastha vidhinam syat as follows:

If it be held that “what is meant is that by whatever thing — even other than the Winnowing Bas-

ket — food is prepared, even indirectly, — with that the Homa should be offered,” — then, in that

case there would be an indefiniteness in the Injunction; for there is nothing which, either directly
or indirectly, does not help in the preparation of food.’ (tr. Jha 1974: 72)

The term samanyat (because of commonness or universality) in the sitra should be under-
stood to mean that a ladle, a pan, etc., have the same capacity as a winnowing basket inas-
much as food can equally be prepared by means of them. In other words, under these circum-
stances there arises an option (vikalpa), which is a serious fault in the exegetical system of
the Mimamsa, between the following injunctions: Sirpena juhoti, darvya juhoti, pitharena
Jjuhoti, etc. The injunctive passage of the illustrative sentence sirpena juhoti would thus lose
its direct denotation and significance as a vidhi.

Although it may seem that, from the point of view of the siddhantin, the passage including
the particle 4i is just a description of the fact (vrttantanvakhyana) that a winnowing basket is
an implement for preparing food, the true purport of the passage is not to provide this infor-
mation about the winnowing basket, but to induce (pra-Vruc) the wife of the sacrificer to
offer an oblation with a winnowing basket. As established in the Arthavada Adhikarana (MS
1.2, Adhikarana 1), inducement (prarocand) of the sacrificer to perform the sacrifice is the
main function of an arthavada passage which is preceded by a prescriptive sentence (vidhi).
When it is preceded by a prohibitive sentence (pratisedha or nisedha), an arthavada ex-
presses blame (nindd) concerning the prohibited action and thus causes a person to abstain
from performing this act.

2. In contrast to the treatment by Sabara or even Prabhakara, the special feature of Ku-
marila’s interpretation of this topical section in his Tantravarttika is its explication by means
of technical terms of inference (anumana) which had become established by his time. This is
not surprising because the discussion, particularly from the pirvapaksin’s point of view,
mainly involves an assertion and its grounds. In the following I shall focus my argument on
the logical questions discussed by Kumarila in the Hetuvannigada Adhikarana, although he
refers to many other problems concerning Mimamsa exegesis in this context.

Summarizing the pirvapaksin’s view, which is based on the interpretation of the particle 4i
as indicating a reason for the sirpahoma, Kumarila offers the following interpretation: One
should offer an oblation by means of any implement suitable for the preparation of food (yad
yad annakaranam tena tena juhoti)."® Referring to this universal proposition implied in the

8 SBh p. 142,5-7: yady api ca bhaved annakaranam hetur darvipitharaprakaranam tathapi $irpa evava-
tistheta. sabdad annakaranam hetur iti vijiiayate. sabdas ca surpasyaha na darvipitharadinam.

 SBh p. 143,2-4: atha matam, yena yenannam kriyate pranadya Sirpad anyenapi, tena tendpi homah
kriyata iti, avyavastha vidhinam syat. (na kenacit pranadya nannam kriyate.) On the last Sanskrit passage see
Jha’s comments and his translation in Jha 1974: 72.

7V p. 139,13-18: atha vodahrtavisayahetulaksanam eva (acc. to TV [IO]) etat. avinabhavo hy aneka-
karyakaranasvasvamisahacarabhavadiprabhedabhinnah, tatrannakaranata home (TV [OX]: homa-) hetutve-
nocyamand (TV [OX]: -ocyamana-) sambandhantarabhavat karanatvena syat. tac caprasiddham. tasman na
hetvapadesah (TV [1O], TV [OX]: hetutvavyapadesah). satyam loke hetuvyavaharakalat prathamam pramanan-
tarena sambandhaprasiddhir apeksyate. vede tu hisabdapratipaditahetutvanyathanupapattya sambandhabhi-
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Vedic injunction, Kumarila seems to intend to establish a logical concomitance or pervasion
(vyapti) between the homa to be performed and implements for the preparation of food. In
other words, the formula which Kumarila puts forth suggests that the ~oma should be per-
formed by means of any utensil for preparing food. In the terminology of an inference, the
hetu, linga or sadhana is annakaranatva (being an implement for the preparation of food),
which is pervaded (vyapta) by “performing the homa by means of it,” the sadhya. According
to this interpretation of the pirvapaksin’s view by Kumarila, the following syllogistic formu-
lation may be assumed:

[Major premise] One should offer an oblation with any implement suitable for the prepara-
tion of food (vad yad annakaranam tena tena juhoti).

[Minor premise] A ladle, a pan, etc., are implements suitable for the preparation of food.
[Conclusion] Therefore one should offer an oblation with a ladle, a pan, etc.

According to the pirvapaksa, on the basis of the illustrative phrase (udaharanavakya) which
allows such an inference the Zoma could thus be performed not only with a winnowing bas-
ket, but also with implements such as a ladle, a pan, etc., that are equally suitable for prepar-
ing food.

Under the first siddhantasitra (MS 1.2.27: stutis tu sabdapiirvatvad acodana ca tasya) Ku-
marila maintains that the particle 4i should be understood as denoting praise of the Sirpa-
homa prescribed in the vidhi passage and denies its ability to make people assume a universal
proposition, as proposed by the piirvapaksin.'' From this assertion it naturally follows that
Kumarila insists that a winnowing basket, which the Veda directly enjoins by employing the
instrumental case form sirpena referring to the means of the homa, is not just any implement
and comparable to a ladle, a pan, etc. Consequently, ambiguous hermeneutical situations,
such as sublation (badha), option (vikalpa) or conjunction (samuccaya), involving a winnow-
ing basket, a ladle, a pan, etc., do not ensue.

Kumarila points out two possibilities with respect to how the particle #i may express praise:
(1) The denotation of 4i is “because it (i.e., the winnowing basket) is a utensil for preparing
food” (annakaranatvat). (2) Furthermore, because the vidhi sentence esa kartavyah (“This
[siarpahomal is to be performed”) stands in need of praise, the phrase annakaranatvat indi-
rectly (laksanayd) means prasastatvat, i.e., “because it is praised.”'? The second possibility is
explained as follows: The reason annakaranatvat denoted by the particle 4i is not a reason
for the vidhi per se, but proves to be a reason for the praise of the object of the vidhi (= the
sirpahoma). Thus the meaning of the particle Ai turns out to be annakaranatvat prasastah,
i.e., it (the winnowing basket) is praised because it is a utensil for preparing food."® Regard-

dhayi drstantavacanam kalpyeta (TV [OX]: -ate) yad yad annakaranam tena tena juhotiti, tena copapannam
hetutvam. Tt is noteworthy that in his Bhdsya on MS 1.2.30 Sabara already referred to a similar proposition
establishing the vyapti based upon the opinion of the piarvapaksin; cf. SBh p. 143,2-3: atha matam yena ye-
nannam kriyate pranadya surpad anyenapi, tena tenapi homah kriyata iti.

TV p. 140,19-21, ed. in Harikai 1990: 525 (section 215): hetvapadesas ca stutyaivopapadyamdanah san
nasrutadystantakalpanayai (TV [10], TV [OX], TV [BI], against the printed text: sannasrutadrstantakalpanayai)
prabhavati. Surpasrutis ca vidhyuddesapatiny ananyaprayojana ca (acc. to TV [IO)) vispastarthata (TV [OX]:
vispasta) ca (om. in TV [I0]) sati parityaktum na yujyate.

2TV p. 140,21-22: tasmad yad vannakaranatvad ity esa kartavya ity anendpeksitatval laksanayaitat
pratipadayati — prasastatvad iti.

BTV p. 140,22-24, ed. in Harikai 1990: 525 (section 216): atha (TV [OX]: yad) vannakaranatvad iti
Srutivrttam eva. tac ca (TV [OX], TV [BI]; TV [IO]: tat tu) yathasrutam vidhyuddese (TV [OX]: -a-) hetutam
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ing this double interpretation Kumarila points out two general grounds for praise: (1) The
vidhi sentence stands in need (apeksa) of praise of itself. (2) People can easily find examples
in ordinary experience that would confirm such an interpretation (lokaprasiddhadrstanta-
labhat). 1t 1s well established that a praiseworthy act is to be performed and utensils for
preparing food are praised.'*

In his commentary on the last siddhantasiitra (MS 1.2.30: yadi ca hetur avatistheta nirdesat,
samanyad iti ced avyavastha vidhinam syat), Kumarila goes into more detail concerning the
inference implied in the Vedic sentence. He states that even if we admitted the piarvapaksin’s
view it would be necessary to regard Ai as a particle referring only to a reason for the surpa-
homa. In this case, however, can the formulation of inference as pointed out by the piarvapa-
ksin be obtained? Kumarila replies to this question:

Even if the passage including the particle /i enjoined a reason for the homa, it does not follow
that a ladle, a pan, etc., are also prescribed as instruments of the soma in the passage. Why? Be-
cause the Veda states that the instrument for preparing food is a cause (of the homa) only after it
has prescribed (in the vidhi passage) a winnowing basket as an implement for the homa." The
reason (i.e., a winnowing basket’s being an instrument for preparing food), however, is not gen-
erally accepted or established in ordinary parlance. Such being the case, we must infer that the
Vedic words or phrases state an example and have to understand through these Vedic words that
the (mentioned) reason proves to be appropriate.'®

The most crucial question in this context concerns the means of valid cognition (pramana)
employed in the inference of Vedic words or phrases stating an example. Kumarila claims
that “otherwise-inapplicability” or “otherwise-inexplicability” (anyathanupapatti), which en-
sues from a Vedic statement of a reason, is the only means of valid cognition in this case.
That is, we should draw an inference from the latter passage of the illustrative sentence (tena
hy annam kriyate) where a winnowing basket is stated to be an instrument for preparing food.
From this, Kumarila argues, it is proved that a winnowing basket, being a utensil for prepar-
ing food, is stated to be a cause of the sirpahoma. According to Kumarila, the range of the
resulting inference brought about by means of “otherwise-inapplicability” (anyathanupa-
patti) must be limited to (inferred) statements which justify that just a winnowing basket be-
comes a cause of the Siirpahoma.'” Kumarila explicates:
Furthermore, when a winnowing basket is stated (in the vidhi passage) to have a relation with the

homa, it must necessarily be understood that the fact of being a utensil for preparing food belongs
just to it because other things (dharma) (i.e., other implements, such as a ladle, a pan, etc.) cannot

apratipadyamanam tadanantarakanksitarthopaplutahetvapeksaprasastyahetur avadharyate, annakaranatvat
prasasta iti.

TV p. 140,24-26, ed. in Harikai 1990: 525 (section 216): kalpanadvaye ’pi ca lokaprasiddhadystanta-
labhan nasrutatadvakyanumanaprasango bhavisyati. siddham hi prasastanam kartavyatvam annakarananam
ca prasastatvam iti.

15 Cf. NS p. 91,14: Sirpagatasyaivannakaranatvasya hetutvam $abdenoktam.

TV p. 142,17-19, ed. in Harikai 1990: 527 (section 225): yady api hetuvidhdnam tathdpi na darvi-
pitharadeh prasangah. kutah. surpam hi (om. TV [OX]) vidhayannakaranam hetur ucyate. so 'pi ca na loke (TV
[LO], TV [OX]: loka-) prasiddhah, sabdam eva drstantavacinam anumdya sadhayitavyah.

7TV p. 142,19-20, ed. in Harikai 1990: 527 (section 225): tadanumane ca Srutahetutvanyathanupapat-
tih (TV [OX]: -hetvanyatha-) pramanam, sa ca yavaty eva hetutvam upapannam tato vidhikalpanayai (TV [OX];
TV [10], TV [BI] and printed edition: adhikakalpandyai) na prabhavati. Bhavadeva refers to this pramana as
srutarthapatti; cf. TMT p. 37ff.
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be proved to be causes of the zoma. And because of the proximity it is understood that it (i.e., be-
ing a utensil for preparing food) is restricted by that (i.e., being a winnowing basket).'®

Kumarila elaborates: (1) In this illustrative statement the Veda directly mentions a particular
instrument (i.e., the winnowing basket) (visesasyopadanat). (2) A universal (i.e., being a
utensil for preparing food) is not established in the statement (samanyaprasiddhes ca). (3)
There exists no adequate ground for repudiating the direct declaration made by these Vedic
words (tatparityaganimittasyasambhavat). For these three reasons the fact of not being appli-
cable/explicable otherwise (anyathanupapatti), which is brought about by a mere particular
being mentioned, i.e., the winnowing basket as a particular utensil for preparing food, makes
us suppose Vedic words which state an example (drstantavacana).” Kumirila formulates the
words or phrases thus inferred in two manners:

(1) yad yac chitrpam annakaranam tena tena juhoti (TV p. 143,12, Harikai 1990 : 528 [sec-
tion 228]). (“She offers [i.e., should offer] the oblation by means of any winnowing basket
which is a utensil for preparing food.”)

(2) vad yad annakaranasamartham surpam tena tena hotavyam (TV p. 143,16, Harikai 1990:
528 [section 229]). (“She should offer the oblation by means of any winnowing basket that is
suitable for preparing food.”)

Kumarila refers to this inference as a visesatodrstam anumanam (thus TV [IO] and TV [BI],
against visesadrstam anumanam in the printed editions), i.e., an inference seen from a par-
ticular.”” He employs this logical term because in the vidhi sentence Sirpena juhoti only a
winnowing basket is referred to and prescribed as the instrument for the homa, and its being
a cause of the homa is stated in the following passage (tena hy annam kriyate). If the vidhi
sentence would refer to any instrument used in the homa, the phrase assumed by the pirva-
paksin, 1.e., yad yad annakaranam tena tena juhoti, would ensue. That is, the Vedic words or
phrases to be inferred must be restricted to the scope provided by the word sizrpa inasmuch
as it is manifestly employed in the vidhi sentence. Kumarila illustrates this inference compa-
rable to a visesatodrstam anumanam with the inference from ordinary experience of a straw
fire from its smoke.”' Pointing out typical differences concerning the relationship between

TV p. 142,20-22, ed. Harikai 1990: 527 (section 225): Siirpe ca homasambandhitvena pratijiiate “nya-
dharmasyahetutvad avasyam tadgatam evannakaranatvam vaktavyam. sannidhes ca tadavacchinnam eva tad
gamyate; cf. NS p. 91,17-19: prakrtasirpanirdesakasarvanamaparayd trtiyaya tadgatasyaivannakaranatvasya-
bhidhanat tasyaivam hisabdena hetutvam ucyata ity evam ca tadbhasyam vyakhyeyam iti darsayitum daha —
sannidhes ceti. ekapadopadanalaksana srutih sannidhisabdenabhipreta.

9TV p. 142,26-27, ed. Harikai 1990: 528 (section 228): tatra visesasyopadandt samanyaprasiddhes ca
tatparityaganimittasyasambhavad updttavisesamatropasamhrtanyathanupapattis tadgatam eva drstantavaca-
nam kalpayati; cf. the general statements on anyathanupapatti in the TV on MS 1.2.7: anyathanupapattilaksa-
narthapatti (TV p. 113,23; Harikai 1990, section 55), and sarvapramanapratyastamaye canyathanupapattiv
bhavati, pramanabhavas ca yah sarvaprakaram prayatamanasya sa pramanam (TV p. 115,7-8; Harikai 1990,
section 69).

20 Somesvara remarks on visesatodrstam anumanam as follows: surpatvaikarthasamavayino ‘nnakara-
natvasyaiva  hetutvavidhayakavidhivacanadvarannakaranatvavantarasamanyopalaksanartham  sirpagraha-
nam, visesadrstasamjiiakam caitad anumanam loke 'pi prasiddham (NS p. 91,26-28). In Slokavarttika (S "),
Anumanapariccheda v. 143, Kumarila identifies the propounder of visesatodrstanumana with the Samkhya
teacher Vindhyavasin; however, there is historical evidence to the effect that already Vrsagana, in his Sasti-
tantra (ca. AD 300), classified anumana into two types, i.c., visesato drsta and samanyato drsta. At any rate,
the visesatodrstanumana is of Samkhya origin; see Frauwallner 1958: 84-139 (= Frauwallner 1982: 263): rjes
su dpag pa ni rnam pa giiis te | bye brag mthon ba dan spyi mthon ba’o ||.

LTV p. 143, 12-13, ed. in Harikai 1990: 528 (section 228): loke 'pi ca (following TV [IO] and TV [OX])
trnadhiimadarsanat trnagnir evanumiyate nagnimatram.
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reason (hetu) and probandum (sd@dhya) in ordinary experience (loka) and in the Veda, Ku-
marila specifies the logical ground for the assumption of Vedic words expressing causality as
follows:

In ordinary experience, too, a reason (hetu) (e.g., smoke) is presented as referring to a property-
possessor (dharmin) (e.g., a mountain which possesses smoke) and this [property] first of all un-
derstood as being a particular belonging to it (e.g., the mountain). But when an illustration
(drstanta) (e.g., a kitchen) is employed it is determined that the mere universal is intended, be-
cause a thing that is a particular by nature does not follow (i.e., go together with) the probandum
(sadhya) (e.g., fire). In the case of reasons [adduced] in the Veda, however, we understand nei-
ther a relationship of the probandum with something that is a universal by nature nor with some-
thing which is a particular by nature. Therefore the relationship must be supposed by means of an
inference from circumstance (arthapatti).”*

In this context Some$§vara remarks on the inference from circumstance that a reason ex-
pressed in the Veda does not have the form of a universal because it is impossible that the
illustrative sentence which is to be supposed because the stated reason would otherwise not
be applicable/explicable (anyathanupapatti) refers to a universal concomitance (vyapti).”
This is why the universal proposition assumed by the pirvapaksin cannot be derived and a
ladle, a pan, etc., under the assumption that the particle /i should be interpreted as expressing
a reason, are not to be established as implements for the sirpahoma.

The logical application (prayoga) with regard to the siirpahoma could be formulated in the
following manner; the illustrative sentence would be that of the visesatodrstam anumanam:

[pratijna] siurpena juhoti.
[hetu] Surpasyannakaranatvat.
[drstanta] yad yac chitrpam annakaranam tena tena juhoti.

What is the significance, though, of the universal proposition obtained by means of the infer-
ence seen from a particular? The proposition can only be achieved by means of an analytical
judgement (analytisches Urteil) in Kantian terminology, based on the injunctive phrase (sir-
pena juhoti) and the passage stating the reason (Sirpasyannakaranatvat). In other words, a
meaningful propositional passage does not result when one understands the particle /i as ex-
pressing a reason. Thus, the interpretation that the particle /i states a cause of the sirpahoma
is just a provisional admission of the opponent’s position.”* Somesvara further explains that
the passage which includes /i does not express a reason for the sirpahoma because a win-
nowing basket is not a utensil for preparing food in the primary sense, and because in injunc-
tive sentences metaphorical expression is not acceptable.”

2TV p. 142, 22-25, ed. in Harikai 1990: 527 (section 226): loke 'pi ca yam dharminam pratijiaya yo
hetur upadisyate sa prathamam tavat tad(om. TV [IO])gatavisesatmanaiva pratiyate. tadatmakasya tu sadh-
yamsanugamabhavat samanyamatram vivaksitam iti drstantaprayogavelayam (TV [OX]: drstantavelayam) eva-
vadharyate. vedahetinam punar na samanyatmana sadhyamsasambandho (TV [OX]: sadhyasambandho) 'va-
gatah, na visesatmana, so ’dhunaivarthapattya kalpaniyah.

B NS p. 91, 23-25: vede tu hetvanyathanupapattikalpyasya drstantavakyasya samanyavyaptivisayatva-
yogan na tadanurodhena hetoh samanyarupatapattih.

2 TV p. 142,17, ed. in Harikai 1990: 527 (section 225): abhyupetyavado 'yam.

NS p. 92, 9-11: abhyupetyavadamatram etat. vastugatya Sirpasyapi mukhyannakaranatvabhavad vi-
dhau ca laksanayogad dhetutvanupapattir iti bhavah.
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Therefore the position of the Siddhantin is that /i expresses praise and the nigada passage
which includes the particle 4i is thus interpreted as an arthavada eulogizing the performance
of the Siirpahoma prescribed in the preceding vidhi sentence.*

Conclusion

From the orthodox Mimamsa point of view, the Vrttikara’s assumption that the particle 4i in
the passage Sirpena juhoti, tena hy annam kriyate indicates a reason and his statement that
the passage falls into the brahmana-category “stating a reason” can only be admitted with
reservation. The term hetu cannot be understood here in accordance with the terminology of
inference, i.e., in the sense of linga or sadhana, because in the Vedic context the basis for the
establishment of logical pervasion (vyapti) and inference (anumana) therefrom is beyond our
reach. Consequently, from the viewpoint of Mimamsa it would be appropriate to render the
passage surpena juhoti, tena hy annam kriyate as “By means of the winnowing basket she
offers; verily food is prepared by means of the winnowing basket.”
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Kiyotaka Yoshimizu

Kumarila’s Propositional Derivation (Arthapatti)
without Pervasion (Vyapti)’

I.

The Vrttikara, whose definitions of valid means of knowledge (pramana) were quoted by
Sabarasvamin and generally acknowledged in the Mimamsa school, explains arthapatti as
follows: Through a reasoning called arthapatti, one concludes that a statement “A” is true
because otherwise, namely, if “A” is not true, it would contradict another statement “B” that
has already been accepted as true. For example: As long as Devadatta is alive, we understand
that he is outside his house since we do not find him in his house (type 1)." In addition to this
example of arthapatti, Kumarila (ca. AD 600) introduced another type of arthapatti, where-
by one concludes that fire has the power (Sakti) to burn because we see combustibles burn
when they are put into a fire (type 2).* In both cases, the conclusion is drawn from a reduc-
tion to absurdity (anyathanupapatti, “not being possible otherwise”): “If Devadatta were not
outside his house although he is alive, it would not be possible that he is actually not in his
house; therefore he must be outside” (type 1) and “If fire had no burning power, it would not
be possible that combustibles actually burn when put into a fire; therefore fire must have
burning power” (type 2).

Although Kumarila considers arthapatti as a valid means of knowledge different from anu-
mana, Uddyotakara’s idea of the definition of “the reason established on the basis of mere
negative concomitance” (kevalavyatirekihetu) is certainly applicable to the second example
cited above, because the reason therein, i.e., combustion, meets all the three conditions nec-
essary for a kevalavyatirekihetu:> All subject-terms, viz., all fires in this world, are pervaded
by combustion; there is no similar instance (sapaksa), since nothing but fire has burning
power; all things that have no burning power, i.e., the dissimilar instances (vipaksa), cannot
cause combustion.

* This paper is a revised and enlarged version of Yoshimizu 1999. I express my sincere gratitude to Dr.
Birgit Kellner, who read through the draft and gave me various critical suggestions. My special thanks are due
to Prof. Shoryu Katsura as well as Prof. Noboru Ueda for valuable discussions on Buddhist logic. I am deeply
grateful to Prof. Preisendanz for improving my English and making many valuable suggestions.

I render the Sanskrit word arthapatti with “derivation” instead of “presumption,” although the latter has been
adopted by many scholars such as Bhatt (1989), Kajiyama (1999: 11), Staal (1962: 645), and Tillemans (1999),
because in a conditional P © Q what is to be known (prameya) by means of arthapatti is the consequent Q
which is derived or follows (@-Vpad) from the antecedent P presumed in advance. E.J. Lemmon (1972: 8) uses
the verb “to derive” synonymously with “to deduce.” To distinguish arthapatti from the grammatical derivation
of a word from a verbal root (vyutpatti), I render it by “propositional derivation.” The following symbols are
utilized in the following: negation: — ; and: A ; or: v ; if, then: D ; universal quantifier: V.

' Sabarabhasya (SBh [F]) p. 32,6-8: arthapattir api* drstah sruto vartho ‘nyatha nopapadyata ity ar-
thakalpand, yatha jivato devadattasya grhabhavadarsanena bahirbhavasyadrstasya kalpana. * api refers to
the statement in SBh (F) p. 24,18: na pariksitavyam nimittam.

> Cf. Slokavarttika (SV), Arthapatti, v. 3a-c. The verses 1-9 of the Arthapattipariccheda present some
examples of arthapatti together with the kind of pramana by which the premises of arthapatti are confirmed. In
the examples based on perception, on inference (anumana) and on analogy, the object of derivation is a Sakti.

* Nyayavarttika (NV) p. 145,1-2: vyatireki vivaksitavyapitve sati sapaksabhave sati vipaksavrttih.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 315-335.
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The arthapatti of type 2 is thus to be confirmed by a kevalavyatirekihetu. The reason why
Kumarila nevertheless does not regard this arthapatti as an anumana is given in the Anuma-
napariccheda of his Slokavarttika where he restricts anumana to inferences that are estab-
lished on the basis of both positive concomitance (anvaya) and negative concomitance to be
ascertained by means of frequent observation. Kumarila accepts neither an inference which
has no similar instance nor an inference based only on the absence of the reason in all dis-
similar instances.* In other words, according to the classification of later times, Kumarila
stands by the theory of extrinsic pervasion (bahirvyapti).

I1.

If, in contrast to Kumarila, one recognizes a kevalavatirekihetu as a valid reason for infer-
ence (anumana), or if one stands by the theory of intrinsic pervasion (antarvyapti), according
to which no similar instance is required, can both types of arthapatti be reduced to an anu-
mana?

At first glance, the arthapatti of type 1 seems to be easily reduced to an anumana. Suppose
the class of all human beings to be the domain of discourse. Let us take the predicate “being
in one’s house” as P, “being outside” as Q, “being alive” as R, and the subject-term “Caitra”
as c.

Proof 1: Tentative reduction of arthapatti to anumana

Thesis “Caitra is outside.” Qc

Reason “Because he is not in his house, although being alive.” Rc A — Pc

Pervasion “Whoever, although being alive, is not in their house, is outside.” V x((Rx A = Px) D Qx)

In this anumana-formula, what is to be proved (sd@dhya) is “being outside” and the reason
(hetu) is “not being in their house, although being alive.” Because at any time there must be
many people other than Caitra outside their own house, these people function as similar in-
stances. The dissimilar instances consist of two groups, namely, all people who are in their
own house and all people who are not alive. Under this circumstance, there certainly is nega-
tive concomitance between the negation of “being outside” and the negation of “not being in
their house, although being alive,” since any person who is not outside their house is either in
their house or not alive. However, the reason of this anumana cannot be a kevalavyatireki-
hetu because there certainly exist similar instances.

Although Kumarila himself takes this kind of anumdana into account in Arthapattipariccheda
vv. 10-47, he does not discuss whether the reason “not being in their house, although being
alive” in this arthapatti is a kevalavyatirekihetu or not. At any rate, it is evident for him that
the arthapatti of Caitra’s being outside cannot be reduced to an anumana. In order to demon-
strate this position, Kumarila indicates that the reason has none of the three characteristics of

* According to Kumarila, one can ascertain the positive concomitance of a hetu with its sadhya through
frequent observation (bhiyodarsana) (SV, Anumana, v.12a-c). Even if it is ascertained that a reason is absent
from all dissimilar instances, the reason is specifically indeterminate (asadharana) as long as its presence in
similar instances is not observed (ibid., v. 86 cd). If there is no substrate (dharmin) which can be regarded as a
similar instance, positive concomitance is not realized (ibid., v. 116b-d). Cf. Yamakami et al. 1983; 1985a;
1985b; Katsura 1982: 45; Katsura 1986: 93-95. Kumarila asserts that an avitahetu, which is the same as
kevalavyatirekihetu in Nyaya terminology, is inconclusive (anaikantika). Cf. SV, Apoha, v. 166; Hattori 1975:
48-49.



KUMARILA’S PROPOSITIONAL DERIVATION WITHOUT PERVASION 317

a valid reason. It is impossible to ascertain the first characteristic (paksadharmata), namely,
that the reason inheres in the subject-term (vv. 11-28), since in the arthapatti of Caitra’s be-
ing outside the reason consists not only in Caitra’s absence from his house but also in his ex-
istence. In order to confirm that Caitra is alive, we must find him somewhere outside his
house because we do not find him alive in his house. If, however, we succeed in finding him
alive outside, nothing remains to be proved (v. 19cd). Thus, one has some difficulty to estab-
lish paksadharmata in this arthapatti, whereas it is easily established in the inference (anu-
mana) of fire from smoke through the seeing of smoke on the mountain from a distance (v.
20). With regard to the second and the third characteristics of anvaya and vyatireka, one
cannot find a way to practically ascertain them either. Nobody can observe at the same time
that Caitra is absent from his house and present somewhere else because no observer can si-
multaneously be in Caitra’s house and outside it (vv. 31-32ab).

Kumarila then adduces a third example of arthapatti to ascertain this impracticability. Let us
posit all places in this world as the domain of discourse and suppose that we seek Caitra out-
side and find him in a place P. From this fact we can conclude that Caitra is absent from a
distant place Q or that Q lacks Caitra. In this case it is easy for us to watch a place R which is
next to P and to ascertain that Caitra is absent from R. If we take this reasoning as an anu-
mana in which the paksa is place Q and what is to be proved is “lacking Caitra,” we can take
the neighbouring place R as a similar instance. But the fact that Caitra is absent from R can-
not guarantee the validity of the reason of this anumana, be it “presence of Caitra in P” or
“Q’s difference from P,” because it is practically impossible to ascertain the third character-
istic of the reason, namely, absence in all dissimilar instances. Nobody can exhaustively visit
all placg:s in this world apart from place P in order to ascertain the absence of the reason (vv.
34-45).

I11.

Thus we can say that Kumarila disproves the attempt to reduce his arthapatti to an anumana
by demonstrating that it is impracticable for us to empirically confirm the three characteris-
tics of a valid reason. He does not, however, analyze the process of arthapatti-reasoning in

> With regard to the ascertainment of negative concomitance, an opponent argues that even the inference

for inferring the existence of fire on the ground of perception of smoke is not established for Kumarila inas-
much as he maintains that it is impracticable to ascertain negative concomitance in those cases where the num-
ber of dissimilar instances is infinite (SV, Arthapatti, v. 39). Refuting this objection, Kumarila says (v. 40):

yasya vastvantarabhavah prameyas tasya dusyati |

mama tv adrstamatrena gamakah sahacarinah ||.
“For those who maintain that one should comprehend that [the reason is] absent from other entities (i.e., every-
thing that lacks the s@dhya), this may be fallacious. In my position, however, [there is no fault, since a reason]
has its concomitant known by mere non-perception.” He explains the reason as follows: “Because the concomi-
tance of fire and smoke is well established owing to their limited domain” (v. 42ab: sahitye mitadesatvat pra-
siddhe cagnidhiimayoh |). Cf. Steinkellner 1997: 640-641. In the Anumanapariccheda, Kumarila considers that
a pervasion (vydpti) is the relation between two universal properties within a limited space and time (vv. 10-11:
dese yavati kale va ... tavati); cf. Katsura 1982: 42. Therefore it is sufficient for Kumarila to examine as many
instances as practicably possible to ascertain both positive and negative concomitance. Kumarila expects noth-
ing more than probability from an anumana. He does not expect that the human intellect can empirically dis-
cover the universal regularity in nature (cf. section VI of the present article). As discussed by Steinkellner
(1997), Dharmakirti criticizes Kumarila’s view on the negative concomitance required for an inference in Pra-
manavarttika (PV) 1.31f. Between these two scholars, a brahmin and a Buddhist monk, there is a sharp and
essential disagreement on the ability of the human intellect.
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order to prove it to be a valid means of knowledge (pramana). He just declares that one
should accept the conclusion of an arthdpatti because otherwise there would occur a contra-
diction to a fact one has already accepted as true. From the viewpoint of propositional logic,
however, we can elucidate what is implied in the arthapatti of Caitra’s being outside by set-
ting forth an axiomatic proof. In the axiomatic proofs I will present below, I use the ten rules
of natural deduction listed in the primer of elementary logic by E.J. Lemmon.°

Let us predicate the same subject-term “Caitra” with the three terms P, Q and R used in proof
1, and take the proposition Pc “Caitra is in his house” as A, Qc “Caitra is outside” as B, and
Rc “Caitra is alive” as C respectively. Note that Kumarila frequently uses “existing” (vidya-
manatva, etc.) synonymously with “being alive.”” He asserts that from the premise “Caitra
exists” one can draw a conclusion “Caitra is necessarily outside (bahir eva) inasmuch as he is
shut out (utkalita) from his house.”® The latter sentence, in turn, implies “It is impossible for
Caitra to be neither in his house nor outside.” We may therefore assume that Kumarila would
admit as a presupposition that Caitra is either in his house or outside as long as he is alive.
This presupposition is reduced into the formula C O (A v B).”

Now, the conditional proposition “If Caitra, although being alive, is not in his house, then he
is outside” is reduced to the formula (C A = A) D B. We can logically deduce this formula
from C D (A v B), in other words, we can prove theorem 3, namely, (C D (A v B)) D ((C A

% The ten following rules are listed in Lemmon 1972: 39-40:
1. Rule of Assumptions: “Any proposition may be introduced at any stage of a proof.”
2. Modus Ponendo Ponens: “Given A and A D B, we may derive B as conclusion.”
3. Modus Tollendo Tollens: “Given — B and A D B, we may derive — A as conclusion.” Cf. Lemmon
1972: 62; Noya 1997: 217; Maehara 1998: 46.
4. Double Negation: “Given A, we may derive — — A as conclusion, and vice versa.”
. Conditional Proof: “Given a proof of B from A as assumption, we may derive A O B as conclu-
sion on the remaining assumptions (if any).”
. A-Introduction: “Given A and B, we may derive A A B as conclusion.”
. A-Elimination: “Given A A B, we may derive either A or B separately.”
. V-Introduction: “Given either A or B separately, we may derive A v B as conclusion.”
. v-Elimination: “Given A v B, together with a proof of C from A as assumption and a proof of C
from B as assumption, we may derive C as conclusion.”
10. Reductio ad Absurdum: “Given a proof of B A = B from A as assumption, we may derive — A as
conclusion on the remaining assumptions (if any).”
Y Arthapatti, vv. 21b and 22a: vidyamanatva; v. 24a: sadbhava; v. 24c: satta; v. 26c¢: sattva. In this
chapter, Kumarila neglects the possibility of existence beyond this world.
8 SV, Arthapatti, v. 24:
siddhe sadbhavavijiiane gehabhavadhiyatra tu |
gehad utkalitda satta bahir evavatisthate ||.
“Under the condition that the knowledge of the existence [of a person] is established, [we can conclude] that
[their] existence shut out from their house necessarily remains outside, when we know that this (person) is ab-
sent from their house.”
’ From — A D B, i.e., “Caitra is necessarily outside inasmuch as he is shut out from his house,” = (= A
A — B) is derived on the basis of the interderivability between P D Q and — (P A = Q). Cf. Lemmon 1972: 37.
Further, A v B is derived from — (— A A — B) on the basis of the laws of de Morgan. Cf. Lemmon 1972: 37-38.
From the conditional C D (— A D B) stated in v. 24 we can thus derive C D (A v B) on the basis of the theorem
(P2 Q) A(Q>DR)) D (P>R) which is proved in Lemmon 1972: 10 in the style of a sequence. C D (A v B) is
explicitly asserted by Parthasarathimisra: “There is no doubt that a person is necessarily either in his house or
outside as long as he is alive” (Sastradipika [SD] p. 118,9-10: jivata hy avasyam grhe va bahir va sthatavyam
ity asamdigdham).

(9,

NeJNe BN BEe)
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— A) D B), as follows, if we presuppose and use theorem o, namely, (A v B) A= A) DB, in
the proof. Following the primer by Noya (1997), I give the line numbers of the assumptions
required on each line of a proof in square brackets.

Proof2: (Co>(AvB))D(CA—=A)DB)

(HCo>(AvB) [1] assumption

2)CA—-A [2] assumption

3)C [2] (2) and A-Elimination

4)—-A [2] (2) and A-Elimination

5)AvB [1, 2] (1) (3) and Modus Ponendo Ponens
6)(AvB)A—=A [1,2] (4) (5) and A-Introduction
(MH((AvB)A=A)DB theorem o

8)B [1,2] (6) (7) and Modus Ponendo Ponens
9 (CA=-A)DB [1] (2) (8) and Conditional Proof

(10) (CD(AVvB))D((CA—=A)DB) (1) (9) and Conditional Proof."

Theorem o, ((A v B) A = A) D B, is called a “disjunctive syllogism.”'" If we carry forward
the proof as faithfully as possible to Kumarila, we can reconstruct the process with the help

of a Reductio ad Absurdum as follows:"

Proof3: ((AvB)A—=A)DB

(HDAVB) A=A [1] assumption

2)AVvB [1] (1) and A-Elimination: “Caitra is in his
house or outside.”

B3)-A [1] (1) and A-Elimination: “Caitra is not in
his house.”

4)—-B [4] Assumption for Reductio ad Absurdum:
“If Caitra were not outside” (anyatha).

SG)ADA law of identity'?

(6)B [6] assumption

(H"BA—-B [4, 6] (4) (6) and A-Introduction

@®BA=B)DA theorem of arbitrary derivation from a

contradiction'*

' The conclusion (C A = A) D B is logically equivalent to the premise C D (A v B) because the con-
verted conditional of B, i.e., ((C A = A) D B) D (C D (A v B)), is also proved to be a theorem as follows: If we
assume (C A = A) D B, C and — (A v B), we can derive the contradiction B A — B. In this proof it is necessary
to apply = A A = B, which is derived from — (A v B) on the basis of laws of de Morgan. Cf. Lemmon 1972:
41f.

""" This kind of disjunctive syllogism is called modus tollendo ponens in contrast to the other kind, i.e.,
modus ponendo tollens. Cf. n. 53 below.

"2 Lemmon 1972: 59 and Noya 1997: 217 demonstrate the proof of this theorem in a more concise way
without applying Reductio ad Absurdum. Cf. n. 51 below.

A D A can be proved by means of Reductio ad Absurdum as suggested in Noya 1977: 63:

(HA [1] assumption

2)-A [2] assumption for Reductio ad Absurdum
B)AA-A [1, 2] (1) (2) and A-Introduction

4 --A [1] (2) 3) and Reductio ad Absurdum

S A [1] (4) and Double Negation

(6)ADA (1) (5) and Conditional Proof.

' This theorem warns us that we cannot but allow arbitrary derivation of any proposition if we premise
a contradiction. According to Maechara 1996: 58-59, we can prove it as follows:
(H)BA—-B [1] assumption
2)—-A [2] assumption for Reductio ad Absurdum
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9 A [4, 6] (7) (8) and Modus Ponendo Ponens

(10)Bo A [4] (6) (9) and Conditional Proof

(11) A [1, 4] (2) (5) (10) and v-Elimination: “Caitra
would be in his house.”

(12)AA—-A [1, 4] (3) (11) and A-Introduction (anupapatti)

(13)=—-B [1] (4) (12) and Reductio ad Absurdum

(149 B [1] (13) and Double Negation:"® “Caitra is
outside.”

(15 (AvB)A=A)DB (1) (14) and Conditional Proof.

The conditional sentence ((A v B) A = A) D B is thus proved to be a theorem which is inevi-
tably valid according to its syntax, that is, it is a tautology. No matter what its constituent
propositions, A and B, may semantically state, its validity does not change. The conditional
C D (A v B), however, is invalid because we cannot prove it to be a theorem since it is not a
tautology. Nevertheless, this formula holds true in our world if we use A, B and C for “Caitra
is in his house,” “Caitra is outside,” and “Caitra is alive” respectively and keep observing
Caitra’s everyday life. This conditional becomes false if both A and B are false although C is
true. However, such a situation does not occur in the life of Caitra. Furthermore, regardless
of whether A or B or C are true or false, the conditional (C D (Av B)) D ((CA—=A)DB)is
inevitably valid because this formula is proved to be a theorem in proof 2. Therefore it is
logicl'cél to say: As long as C D (A v B) is true in the life of Caitra, (C A = A) D B is always
true.

B)BA=B)D(=ADBA=B) replacement of P of the theorem P © (Q D P)
(Lemmon 1972: 59) by BA—=Band Qby = A

4)—-A>BA-B) [1] (1) (3) and Modus Ponendo Ponens

(5)BA—-B [1, 2] (2) (4) and Modus Ponendo Ponens

6)-—=A [1] (2) (5) and Reductio ad Absurdum

(7N A [1] (6) and Double Negation

@®)BA=B)DA (1) (7) and Conditional Proof.

!> Because Kumarila declares that the negation of “non-cow” is nothing but the real cow-ness (gotva)
(SV, Apoha, v. 1), he admits the rule of elimination of a double negation. As for the double negation added to a
verb, he maintains that there remains the action indicated by the verb as its svaripa while the particle na which
negates the verb is negated (nisedhasya nisedhanam) by another particle na (ibid., v. 140). Cf. Hattori 1975: 36.

' In the same way, we can prove another example of arthapatti, namely, “Caitra does not eat by day
although he is stout; therefore he eats at night.” Let us take “Caitra eats by day” as A, “Caitra eats at night” as B,
and “Caitra is stout” as C. Because the content of this arthapatti is rendered into the formula (C A = A) D B,
we can say on the basis of proof 2 and 3 that this formula is always true as long as the conditional C O (A v B),
namely, “If Caitra is stout, he eats either by day or at night,” is true. However, one difference should be noted
between these two examples of arthapatti. In the case of the arthapatti of Caitra’s eating at night, we confirm
that Caitra is stout when we meet him in the daytime, not knowing that he eats at night. If we reduce this artha-
patti to an anumana as demonstrated in proof 1, we can confirm the paksadharmata with regard to the reason
“not eating by day, although being stout.” Kumarila himself may have noticed that paksadharmata is possible
in this case. Therefore, he most presumably preferred the first example of arthapatti of Caitra’s being outside to
this example of deriving Caitra’s eating at night when he demonstrated his thesis that the validity of arthapatti
cannot be confirmed through the three characteristics of a valid reason. Nevertheless, nowadays or in the future
it may be possible for us to know, while staying in Caitra’s house, whether he is alive or dead regardless of
where he is, if someone implants a small but powerful wireless pulsimeter which never breaks down into
Caitra’s heart. Thus, the reason why one cannot confirm Caitra’s existence when he is outside should not be
ascribed to the logical structure of this arthapatti, but to the level of technology of the time.
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IV.

Proofs 2 and 3 in the previous section may have left the impression that things have moved
away from Kumarila’s thinking. But if we are allowed to use theorem f3, (C D (A v B)) D ((C
A = A) D B), we can prove formula y, ((C D (A v B)) A (C A = A)) D B, which has only B
“Caitra is outside” as its conclusion:'

Proof4: (C>(AvB)A(CA—=A))DB

(DICDAVB)Y)A(CA=A) [1] assumption

2)Co>(AvB) [1] (1) and A-Elimination

B)CA-A [1] (1) and A-Elimination
@HC>AVB)D(CA-A)DB) theorem [3

B)(CA=A)DB [1] (2) (4) and Modus Ponendo Ponens
(6)B [1] (3) (5) and Modus Ponendo Ponens
(H((COAVB)A(CA=A)DB (1) (6) and Conditional Proof.'"®

Because formula y, ((C D (A v B)) A (C A = A)) D B, is thus proved to be a theorem, the
following statement is logically tenable: If the three propositions, namely, “Caitra is either in
his house or outside as long as he is alive,” “Caitra is alive,” and “Caitra is not in his house
now,” are equally true, it is inevitably true that Caitra is outside now. We do not need any
further observation in order to draw this conclusion. What proof 4 aims at through the pro-
cess from (1) to (6) is to reveal that B is implied in formula (1). Applying this formula y to
Kumarila’s argumentation, we can specify three essential characteristics of arthapatti: (i)
propositional derivation, (i1) deductive reasoning (or a vague idea of it) and (iii) no use of an
inseparable connection (avinabhava), in other words, pervasion (vyapti) between properties
in a specific domain of discourse."’

(1) It should be noted that the constituent elements of arthapatti-reasoning are exclusively
given in the form of sentences. What is to be established by an arthapatti is the relation be-
tween two sentences presenting a premise and a conclusion;? it is not the relation between
two predicates, one appearing in a premise and the other in a conclusion. It is a function of
anumana to make clear the relation between two predicates which indicate two properties
(dharma). One can examine how the two properties are distributed among substrates
(dharmin) within the context of a specific discourse by means of a gradual process, begin-
ning with ascertaining paksadharmata, then proceeding to anvaya, and finally determining
vyatireka. In the case of an arthapatti, however, such a procedure is impossible since an ar-

"7 This formula has already been suggested by Staal (1962: 645): “A — (B v C), A, ~B |- C.” Even
without 3, we can prove y by integrating the process from (3) C to (8) B of proof 2 into proof 4 after its (3), i.c.,
after CA = A.

'8 Proof 4 follows the process of propositional derivation of R from P A Q under the assumption of P D
(Q D R). Contrasted with ((((A A B) D C) A A) A = C) D = B (cf. n. 54 below), formula y can be reduced to
((Co(AvB)A—=A)AC)DB.

" Summarizing vv. 30-33 of the Arthapattipariccheda, Bhatt (1989: 323-324) refers to this point, but he
does not clarify how it is possible to establish this arthapatti without having recourse to pervasion. Also Randle
(1976: 325) briefly remarks: “Arthapatti is not inference from examples.”

% In his commentary on Nyayasitra 2.2.2-6, Vatsyayana (Nyayabhdasya [NBh] p. 579) adduces a pro-
positional arthapatti whereby “If there are clouds, then rain occurs” (P D Q) is derived from “If there are no
clouds, then no rain occurs” (= P D — Q). Dismissing the charge of a “violation of the law of contraposition,”
Claus Oetke construes this arthapatti as presupposing that P and Q are equivalent, and he completes the condi-
tional “If P, then Q” by adding “but otherwise not” (= “if not P, not Q). Cf. Oetke 1992: 196-203.
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thapatti in fact requires neither the analysis of a sentence into a subject—predicate structure
nor the comparison between two predicates within a specific domain of discourse. The fol-
lowing verse suggests this difference between arthapatti and anumana:

purvasiddhah svatantro ‘rthah svatantrena visesitah |
dharmi dharmavisisto®" 'tra nanumeyah pratiyate ||.

[Through anumana it should be proved that] an object (e.g., a mountain®®) of which independent
existence is established beforehand is qualified by another object (e.g., a fire™) [which has also
been] independently [established]. Here [in the case of an arthapatti] one recognizes nothing to
be inferred that would be a substrate qualified by a property.”* (SV, Arthapatti, v. 64)

Kumarila emphasizes that both the premise and conclusion of an arthapatti are given in the
form of sentences (vakya).” We may therefore say that an arthapatti deals with the proposi-
tional derivation of a sentence from another sentence, even though Kumarila himself does not
suggest this, except for mentioning the fact of “not being possible otherwise” (anyathanupa-
patti) to answer the question of how a conclusion should be derived.

(i1) In order to clarify that in the arthapatti of Caitra’s being outside the first characteristic of
a valid reason, viz., paksadharmata, is not ascertained, Kumarila argues that there is a spa-
tio-temporal interval between the confirmation of the two elements of the reason. That is to
say, only after having confirmed one element, namely, that Caitra is absent in his house, can
one confirm the other element, i.e., that he is alive.”® In this procedure, however, one may be
faced with the problem that when Caitra’s being alive is established, the conclusion that he is
outside is as a consequence established as well, because one has to go out of Caitra’s house
to find him alive. In this respect, Kumarila faults his opponent who tries to prove Caitra’s
existence outside by means of an inference, indicating that he falls into mutual dependence
(anyonyasraya) of premise and conclusion (vv. 27-28). Kumarila then contrasts arthapatti
with anumana, focusing upon the relation between premise and conclusion:

anyathanupapattau tu prameyanupravesita |

2! SV as printed in the Kasika (SVK); in the Tatparyatika (SVT) and the Nyayaratnakara (NR): dharma-
dharma-.
22 SVK p. 180,14: parvatadir iva.
3 SVK p. 180,15: agnyadineva.
" Although it is Srutarthapatti that is discussed in the last half of the Arthapattipariccheda (vv. 51-88),
the examples of both drsta- and srutarthapatti quoted here have the same syntax. Cf. n. 16 above.
» Regarding the premise as a sentence, he says in SV, Arthapatti, v. 76:
atah Srutasya vakyasya yad arthapratipadanam |
tadatmalabha eva syad vind nety etad isyate ||
“Therefore, this (i.e., the derivation of a sentence as the conclusion) is acknowledged for the reason that it
would be impossible for a given (Sruta) sentence to bear its meaning unless [the conclusion is true].” Regarding
the conclusion as a sentence, he says, ibid., v. 63:
na ca sattanumanena viseso vanumiyate |
iha vakyavisesasya sattaiva tv avagamyate ||.
“And neither existence nor a particular is inferred [by means of an inference], whereas here (i.e., by means of
an arthapatti) indeed the existence of a particular sentence is recognized.”
2 Sy, Arthapatti, v. 26:
tasmat pratyaksato gehe caitrabhave hy abhavatah |
Jjhdte yat sattvavijiianam tad evedam bahih sthitam ||.
“Therefore, when the house is cognized by means of perception [and] Caitra’s absence, of course, by means of
knowing absence, [Caitra’s] existence, which has been taken for granted, is established outside [his house].”
" SV as printed in SVK and NR; in SVT: pratighatinah.
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In the case of [an arthapatti which is ascertained by means of reduction to absurdity formulated
as] “not being possible otherwise”, however, it does not seem to be a fault in our [system] that
what is to be known (i.e., Caitra’s existence outside™) is implied (anupravesin) [in its premise],
because [what is to be known is] comprehended [by means of arthdpatti] only in this manner. (SV,
Arthapatti, v. 29)

In the case of an arthapatti, it does not matter how one confirms its premise because its truth
is taken for granted. What is important in an arthapatti is that the conclusion is logically im-
plied (anupravesin) in its premise.”” Hence Kumarila includes Caitra’s existence in the
premise of the arthapatti without discussing how it should be confirmed.”® Although his ex-
planation is not sufficient to establish a deductive proof — for he does not explicitly assert
that not only C but also C D (A v B) must be counted in the premise — it is appropriate to say
that he attempted to make arthapatti a form of deductive reasoning which remains partly im-
plicit.

(111) All propositions appearing in proof 4 are combinations of the propositions A, B and C.
These three have only one and the same person, namely, Caitra, as their subject-term. Be-
cause the conditional ((C D (A v B)) A (C A = A)) D B has been proved to be a theorem, it is
consistently valid, no matter who or what becomes the subject-term of A, B and C. In our
proof 1 (cf. above p. 316), it was demonstrated that Caitra’s being outside is comprehended
on the basis of the universal conditional V x ((Rx A = Px) D Qx), namely: “Whoever, al-
though being alive, is not in their house, is outside.” The fact is, however, that the process of
comprehension proceeds conversely. Paying attention solely to Caitra, we are led through the
proof of arthapatti to the conclusion that Caitra is outside. If we wish, we can further postu-
late the universal conditional V x ((Rx A = Px) D Qx) on the basis of this arthapatti, for
there is no restriction as to who or what may become the subject-term of the propositions
forming a theorem.”'

2 NR p. 324,30-31: prameyasya bahirbhavasyanupravesah; SVT p. 394,16: bahirbhavakhyaprameya-
nupravesa iti, SV, Arthapatti, v. 27b: bahirbhavah pravesitah.

¥ Cf. Lemmon 1972: 9 on the Rule of Assumption: “The logician’s concern is with the soundness of ar-
gument rather than the truth or falsity of any assumptions made.”

% In verse 24 (cf. n. 8 above), the existence of Caitra is not considered as something to be confirmed but
only presupposed: “Under the condition that the knowledge of the existence [of a person] is established ...”
(siddhe sadbhavavijiiane ...). We should remember that the Mimamsakas employed arthapatti mainly in their
vedic exegesis. The premises of such arthapattis are given in passages of the Veda, which is established by
itself (svatahpramanya), not by any external factors. Whereas later Mimamsakas argued how to confirm
Caitra’s existence in this world by taking recourse to astrology or other devices, Kumarila did not deal with this
question at all and seems to have neglected it deliberately.

' If we replace A of theorem B by Pt, B by Qt and C by Rt, and then introduce a universal quantifier
into 3, we can derive a universal affirmative V x (Rx D (Px v Qx)) D ((Rx A = Px) D Qx)). In order to avoid
unjustified universalization of some particular instances, a restriction is imposed: “Before we apply Ul (= in-
troduction of a universal quantifier), we should make sure that “a” (= an arbitrarily selected object) does not
appear in any of the assumptions on which the conclusion rests” (Lemmon 1972: 109). Because  is a theorem
and therefore has no assumptions on which it rests, we do not break this restriction when we introduce a uni-
versal quantifier here. Following Maehara 1998: 95 or Lemmon 1972: 108, we can derive V x (Fx) D V x (Gx)
from V x (Fx D Gx):

(1) Vx (Fx 2 Gx) [1] assumption

(2) V x (Fx) [2] assumption

(3) Fao Ga [1] (1) and the rule of universal quantifier elimination
(cf. Lemmon 1972: 104)

(4) Fa [2] (2) and the rule of universal quantifier elimination

(5) Ga [1,2] (3) (4) and Modus Ponendo Ponens
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Kumarila is aware of this process of comprehension. At the beginning of his discussion of the
impracticability of confirming the second and the third characteristics of the reason, he men-
tions the “inseparable connection” (avinabhavita) of the reason with what is to be proved
(sadhya). According to him, the comprehension of the conclusion “Caitra is outside” is not
caused by this inseparable connection. Such a connection is, conversely, presumed (pari-
kalpyate) on the basis of the arthapatti itself which pertains to a particular person:

avinabhavita catra tadaiva parikalpyate |
na prag avagatety evam saty apy esa’’ na karanam II.

And the inseparable connection [of “not being in their house” with “being outside”] in this (do-
main of discourse which consists of all existent persons™) is presumed (parikalpyate) only at this
time [of deriving Caitra’s being outside]; it was not comprehended beforehand. In this way, this
(inseparable connection) is not the cause [of comprehending the conclusion of an arthapatti], al-
though it is already given.** (SV, Arthapatti, v. 30)

Kumarila does not deny that the inseparable connection of “not being in their house” with
“being outside” is already established for all existent persons before one employs the artha-
patti to derive that Caitra is outside. If we dare to reduce this arthapatti into an anumana as
demonstrated in proof 1, we can find similar instances as well as dissimilar instances in this
world. In order to confirm Caitra’s being outside, we have to visit his house in the conviction
that he is alive and nevertheless witness his absence there. However, we do not have to ex-
amine whether others are in their houses or outside. All we need to do is to observe the
Caitra’s everyday life and make sure that he is either in his house or outside it.

V.

In the history of Indian logic, and up to the present, it has generally been overlooked that in
some examples of arthapatti Kumarila discovered the possibility of an alternative way of
reasoning in which one does not have recourse to a universal conditional.®® Santaraksita and
Jayantabhatta, for instance, did not at all understand why Kumarila distinguished arthapatti
from anumana. They erroneously believed that they could refute Kumarila’s position by re-
ducing his Caitra-arthapatti to an anumana like our proof 1, something Kumarila himself had
anticipated.”

(6) V x (Gx) [1,2] (5) and the rule of universal quantifier introduction
(7) V x (Fx) D V x (Gx) [1] (2) (6) and Conditional Proof
8) V x (Fx D Gx) D (V x (Fx) D V x (Gx)) (1) (7) and Conditional Proof.

On the basis of this proof, we can derive V x (Rx D (Px v Qx)) D V x ((Rx A = Px) D Qx) from the universal
affirmative V x ((Rx D (Px v Qx)) D ((Rx A = Px) D Qx)) if we replace Fx by Rx D (Px v Qx) and Gx by (Rx
A = Px) D Qx. Starting from the conditional proposition (C D (A v B)) D ((C A = A) D B) which concerns a
particular person, we can consequently presume the following: V x ((Rx A = Px) D Qx) is always true as long
as V x (Rx D (Px v Qx)), i.e., “All living persons are either in their house or outside,” is true in this world.

32 SV as printed in SVT and NR; in SVK: anyathaisa.

3 Because in the next verse (v. 31a) Kumarila takes the reason and what is to be proved as “absence
from their house” and “presence outside” (grhabhavabahirbhavau) without qualifying the reason by “although
being alive,” he confines the domain of discourse to the class of all persons who are alive.

* Cf. SVT p. 394,20: saty apy atravinabhavitve; SVK p. 170,19-20: sa svariipasaty api na piirvam ava-
gateti; NR p. 325,7: prag arthapatteh sann api.

> The neglect of arthdpatti in the history of Indian logic may be comparable to the destiny of the pro-
positional logic which was developed in the Megarian and Stoic schools, but remained misunderstood with the
bias of Aristotelian term logic in the history of traditional western logic. Cf. Bochenski 1962: 123-124.

3% Tattvasamgraha (TS) vv. 1645-1646; Nyayamarijari (NM) pp. 114,13-115,4.
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What then is Dharmakirti’s position with regard to arthapatti? Dignaga had already asserted
in his Pramanasamuccaya that what the Mimamsakas of his times called abhava, ie., a
means of knowing on the basis of absence, could not be regarded as a valid means of knowl-
edge. This abhava, he claimed, is nothing other than a primitive form of the arthapatti used
to derive Caitra’s being outside, although it does not yet require the qualification of “his be-
ing alive.”” Thus, we can hardly imagine that Dharmakirti did not take note of this contro-
versy between the Buddhists and Mimamsakas. Moreover, it has already been pointed out
that Dharmakirti was acquainted with Kumarila’s views on several topics.”® Indeed, he uses
the term arthdpatti several times in its proper meaning.” Nevertheless, in his works he is
silent on the nature of arthapatti.

Among the eleven types of inference for confirming a negative judgment enumerated in the
second chapter of the Nyayabindu (NB), seven types™ have their reason in an affirmative
judgment based on the perception of something present. Among these seven are the follow-
ing two types: “inference from the perception of a property incompatible with the [property
to be negated] itself” (NB 2.34: svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi) and “inference from the percep-
tion of a property pervaded by an incompatible property” (viruddhavyaptopalabdhi). The
other five types are applied forms of svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi.*' As an example of sva-
bhavaviruddhopalabdhi, Dharmakirti states: “There is no cold temperature here, because
there is a fire” (natra Sitasparso vahner iti).** In the process of svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi
there occurs a reasoning based on one of the two kinds of incompatibility (virodha),”
namely, “impossibility of co-existence” (sahanavasthanavirodha),” which corresponds to

31 Pramanasamuccaya (PS) vv. 2.51cd-52ab. In his Vri, Dignaga cites two sentences, “Caitra is absent
from [his] house” (nag pa khyim na med) and “Caitra is present outside” (nag pa phyi rol na yod), and states
that the derivation of the latter from the former is an arthapatti (don gyi go ba). Cf. Frauwallner 1968: 90-92.
Kellner (1997a: 46-50) terms this type of abhavapramana “the proto-abhavapramana.”

* For the meaning of a word, cf. Hattori 1996; for the refutation of the existence of God, cf. Krasser
1999; with regard to the repeated observance (bhityodarsana) as the means to establish a pervasion, cf.
Steinkellner 1997, and for the limit of the Buddha’s compassion (karuna), cf. Inami 1986.

¥ Cf. Ono et al. 1996: 183; Steinkellner 1973: 34 (don gyis go ba). Dignaga remarks that if one of the
two aspects of pervasion, i.e., anvaya and vyatireka, is established, the other is understood by means of artha-
patti (cf. Nyayamukha [NMu] f. 3a3; Katsura 1981: 71-73). Dharmakirti takes over this view (cf. Pramanavart-
tikasvavrtti [PVSV] p. 18,17; Pramanaviniscaya [PVin] 11 pp. 34,9, 34,31 and 72,11; cf. Steinkellner 1979: 39,
n. 92 and Kajiyama 1999: 11) and additionally remarks that the thesis of a pararthanumdana is understood by
means of arthapatti from the two syllogistic members presenting reason and pervasion (cf. Tillemans 1999:
72-73). Tillemans points out Dharmakirti’s synonymous usage of samarthyat, arthat and arthapattya. We fre-
quently find this usage in Mimamsa literature. Dharmottara glosses arthapatti with samarthya (NBT p. 253,9 on
NB 3.136).

% These are the types besides svabhavanupalabdhi (2.31), karyanupalabdhi (2.32), vyapakanupalabdhi
(2.33; cf. Steinkellner 1991) and karananupalabdhi (2.39). As for the various classifications of negative infer-
ences in the works of Dharmakirti and later logicians, see Kajiyama 1966: 151-154 and Steinkellner 1981.

*' These applied forms are viruddhakaryopalabdhi (2.35), karyaviruddhopalabdhi (2.37), vyapaka-
viruddhopalabdhi (2.38), karanaviruddhopalabdhi (2.40) and karanaviruddhakaryopalabdhi (2.41). In fact,
even svabhavanupalabdhi is impossible without svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi. Cf. n. 54 below.

** With regard to the translation of sparsa not as “sensation” but “temperature,” which is the special ob-
ject of touch, see Preisendanz 1994: 503-504.

“ Cf. NB3.72-75.

* This term is used by Dharmottara; cf. NBT pp. 199,3 and 207,6. Dharmakirti uses the term sahabha-
vavirodha (PVSV p. 5,11; PVin 11 pp. 12,35-13,1: lhan cig yod par ’gal) and defines it in NB 3.73: “If one rela-
tum, which is existing as long as the totality of its causes remains unimpaired, vanishes when another relatum
appears, then one realizes incompatibility [between them]” (avikalakaranasya bhavato ’nyabhave ’bhavad vi-
rodhagatih). Cf. Steinkellner 1991: n. 32. Because anyabhave ’bhavah in this definition can be rendered into
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“contrariety,” — (A A B) in traditional western logic.” The other kind of incompatibility,
namely, “mutually exhaustive exclusion,” is presented as an incompatibility applied in the
example of the viruddhavyaptopalabdhi in NB 2.36.°

That which is, in the sense of contrariety, incompatible with cold temperature (Sitasparsa) is
hot temperature (usnasparsa).” Dharmakirti, however, accepts that fire is incompatible with
cold temperature because “fire” and “hot temperature” are designations for one and the same
real entity that is capable of keeping out the cold.”® Suppose that from the outside we see
Caitra sit in front of a kindled stove in his house.*” Let us take the proposition “Caitra is sit-
ting in front of a fire” as A, and “Caitra feels cold” as B. We then can render the conditional
proposition “If it is impossible for Caitra to sit in front of a fire and to feel cold simultane-
ously, and in addition, if Caitra is sitting in front of a fire, then it is impossible for him to feel
cold there” into the formula (= (A A B) A A) D — B. We can prove this formula as follows:

Proof 5: (- (AAB)AA)D =B

(H=(AAB)AA [1] assumption

2)=(AAB) [1] (1) and A-Elimination (sahanavasthanavirodha)
3)A [1] (1) and A-Elimination
4)-(AAB)D(-Av-B) laws of de Morgan (cf. Lemmon 1972: 41 [g])
5)—-Av-B [1] (2) (4) and Modus Ponendo Ponens™

6)—-A [6] assumption

A D — B, we can prove that — (A A B) is implied in this definition as follows:
(HhA>—-B [1] assumption

2)AAB [2] assumption for Reductio ad Absurdum
B3)A [2] (2) and A-Elimination

4B [2] (2) and A-Elimination

5)—-B [1,2] (1) (3) and Modus Ponendo Ponens
(6)BA—B [1,2] (4)(5) and A-Introduction

(M) = (AAB) [1] (2) (6) and Reductio ad Absurdum

®)(AD=B)D=(AAB) (1) (7) and Conditional Proof.

# Lemmon (1972: 69): “Two propositions A and B are traditionally called contrary if they are never
both true (though they may both be false); that is, if whenever one is true the other is false.”

* This incompatibility, “whose characteristic is constantly established by mutual exclusion” (NB 3.75:
parasparapariharasthitalaksanata), forms the Indian version of the law of excluded middle (A v — A). In NB
2.36 the following inference is introduced: “Destruction (vinasa) of something present or past is uncertain (na
dhruvabhavin) because it depends on extraneous causes (hetvantarapeksanat).” The hetu “dependence on ex-
traneous causes” is pervaded (vyapta) by the sadhya “uncertainty” which is incompatible (viruddha) with “cer-
tainty.” Here the property to be proved which pervades the Aetu and the property with which the former is in-
compatible pervade the whole domain of discourse, in other words, they exclude each other without leaving
room for the third alternative. It is Birgit Kellner (1997b: 503-504; 507) who discovered this exceptional usage
of the term viruddha in NB 2.

" Dharmakirti illustrates sahanavasthana in NB 3.74: Sitosnasparsavat. Cf. PVSV p. 6,1-2: viruddha-
siddhyd yathd na sitasparso ‘tragneh.

* Cf. the example of vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi cited in NB 2.38: “There is no frigid temperature here
because there is a fire” (natra tusarasparso vahner iti). The reason incompatible (viruddha) with the cold tem-
perature which pervades (vyapaka) the frigid temperature (fusarasparsa) is not something pervading fire, but
fire itself.

* Commenting on NB 2.34, Dharmottara asserts that one (= the observer) draws this inference for the
case in which one cannot feel the cold in question (NBT p. 129,12-13: yatra Sitasparso 'drsyah).

0 Applying A-Introduction, we can derive a formula (= A v — B) A A from (3) and (5). If we replace
— A with P and — B with Q, then this formula becomes (P v Q) A — P and thus results in Q, namely, — B, hav-
ing followed proof 3.



KUMARILA’S PROPOSITIONAL DERIVATION WITHOUT PERVASION 327

(MAA=A [1, 6] (3) (6) and A-Introduction

®AA=A)D-B theorem of arbitrary derivation from a contradic-
tion

9 -B [1, 6] (7) (8) and Modus Ponendo Ponens

(10)-A>-=B [1] (6) (9) and Conditional Proof

(1)-B>-=B law of identity

(12)-B [1] (5) (10) (11) and v - Elimination

(13) (- (AAB)AA)D—-B (1) (12) and Conditional Proof.'

It may, therefore, be reasonable to conclude that the inference based on svabhavaviruddhopa-
labdhi is accomplished by way of deduction within the scope of propositional logic, and
without recourse to a universal quantifier, in the same way as the arthapatti used to derive
Caitra’s being outside.”> What is demonstrated in proof 3 is a modus tollendo ponens: “If a
disjunction holds and also the negation of one of its disjuncts, the other disjunct holds.” That
which is, on the other hand, demonstrated in proof 5 is a modus ponendo tollens: “If the ne-
gation (5)3f a conjunction holds and also one of its conjuncts, the negation of the other conjunct
holds.”

31 The process from (5) to (12) follows the proof of a disjunctive syllogism (P v Q) A — P) © Q dem-
onstrated in Noya 1997: 217. If we take “A mongoose (nakula) defeated a serpent” as A, and “A serpent de-
feated a mongoose” as B, we can render the relation between killer and killed (vadhyaghatakabhava), i.e., the
last of the seven possible relations (sambandha) enumerated in the Sastitantra (cf. Frauwallner 1958: 38;
42,19-20; 45-46), into the formula — (A A B). If we know that a mongoose and a serpent are fighting in a hid-
den place and see the mongoose come back alive, we can conjecture that the serpent did not win. We can render
this reasoning too into the formula (= (A A B) A A) D — B. Although the reasoning consists of a series of de-
ductions in the scope of propositional logic, Kumarila includes it in the realm of anumana in his answer to the
question why the Vrttikara did not adduce it as an example of arthapatti (SV, Arthapatti, v. 50).

Kumarila must have been aware of such a Samkhya theory as explained by the author of the Yuktidipika with
regard to the battle between boar and lion, instead of mongoose and serpent: “If the knower has apprehended
the whole which consists of both relata and, perceiving either of the relata, knows the other relatum, this is an
inference” (YD p. 73,15-17: adhigatobhayasambandhisamudayasya hi pratipattuh pratyaksibhitanyatara-
sambandhino ya sambandhyantarapratipattis tad anumanam). The genitive adjective “has apprehended the
whole which consists of both relata” seems to correspond to the major premise, and “perceiving either of the
relata” to the minor premise in a categorical syllogism. Nevertheless, “the whole” (samudaya) in the premise
does not mean a universal conditional established in a specific domain of discourse, but the contrariety between
two incompatible relata. The author of the Yuktidipika does not designate a domain of discourse in this context.
This syllogism is, therefore, not a categorical syllogism, but a kind of disjunctive syllogism called modus po-
nendo tollens. Although Kumarila concedes a point to the Samkhya school in v. 50, this form of reasoning is
not an anumana as long as a pervasion is indispensable for anumana.

2 1t is true that we can presume a universal proposition “Hot temperature and cold temperature do not
co-exist at all in any entities in this world”. If we take the predicate “causing hot temperature” as H, and “caus-
ing cold temperature” as C, this universal proposition is rendered into V x (= (Hx A Cx)). But once = (A A B)
is taken for granted, V x (— (Hx A Cx)) does not contribute to the process of inference from A to — B in proof 5
(lines [3] to [12]). Kumarila would advise us to concentrate on the change of temperature in Caitra’s house.

> Lemmon 1972: 61. Strictly speaking, both modus tollendo ponens and modus ponendo tollens have an
exclusive disjunction (A v B) A = (A A B) in their premise, and they are therefore both called disjunctive syllo-
gism (cf. Craig 1998, Glossary). Because A v B and — (A A B) are connected with a conjunction in this prem-
ise, we can separate them applying the rule of A-Elimination, and use either only A v B or only = (A A B) in
the proofs of both syllogisms. Exclusive disjunction, however, is assumed neither in the example of arthapatti
nor in that of sahanavasthanavirodha. Because it is possible for Caitra to lie sprawled over the threshold of his
house or to eat by day as well as at night, = (A A B) is not assumed in our proof 3. A v B is not assumed in our
proof 5 either, since it is possible that Caitra feels neither heat nor cold in his house.
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Consequently, I propose (not derive) as a “working hypothesis” the following interpretation
for why Dharmakirti kept silent on the nature of arthapatti: Following Dignaga, Dharmakirti
established the thesis that besides perception there is only one kind of pramana, viz., anu-
mana, based on pervasion. He thus had to admit any logical reasoning, inasmuch as it is a
valid reasoning, as an anumana. He regarded even svabhdavaviruddhopalabdhi, which is
based on propositional deduction, as a kind of reason for an anumdna by including it into the
types of inference for confirming a negative judgment.”* It is interesting to note that in his
discussion he carefully avoids suggesting that the process of svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi is

> By means of an axiomatic proof, we can analyze the validity of the stock example of the most basic
inference as a means for a negative judgment, namely, svabhavanupalabdhi (NB 2.32): “In this particular place,
a pot is absent because it is not perceived, although the definition of perceptibility is applied to it” (NB 2.12: na
pradesavisese kvacid ghatah, upalabdhilaksanapraptasyanupalabdheh; cf. also NB 2.45; Katsura 1992: 228-
229). In NB 2.13, Dharmakirti reduces the definition of perceptibility to the conjunction of the entirety of con-
ditions of perception except for the presence of the particular object in question (upalambhapratyayantarasa-
kalya) and its specific property (svabhavavisesa). This “specific property” is defined in NB 2.14: “The specific
property is that property [of a particular object] which, being present in the presence of [the entirety of] other
conditions of [its] perception is necessarily perceived” (yah svabhavah satsv anyesiapalambhapratyayesu san
pratyaksa eva bhavati sa svabhavavisesah). Not only the expression satsv anyesiupalambhapratyayesu in loca-
tive absolute but also san, the nominative singular of the present participle, refers to the condition of pratyaksa.
Cf. sat in PVSV p. 101,19 (Kellner 1997: n. 163) and bhavo hi yadi bhavet in PVSV p. 104,8. Accordingly we
can render Dharmakirti’s idea of the “specific property” of a pot which stands in a particular place into the for-
mula (A A B) D C, taking the proposition “the entirety of other conditions of perception of the pot is present” as
A, “the pot is present” as B, and “the pot is perceived” as C. This stock example of a negative inference taught
in NB 2.12-14 is, in its totality, to be rendered into the formula ((((A A B) D C) A A) A = C) D — B and proved
as follows:

Proof 6: ((WAB)DC)AA)A=C)D—=B

(D (AAB)DC)AA)A=C) [1] assumption

2)(AAB)DC)AA [1] (1) and A- Elimination

B3)(AAB)DC [1] (2) and A-Elimination

@4 -C [1] (1) and A-Elimination

5)=(AAB) [1] (3) (4) and Modus Tollendo Tollens

6) A [1] (2) and A- Elimination

(MH=(AAB)D(wAv-=B) laws of de Morgan

8)—-Av—-B [1] (5) (7) and Modus Ponendo Ponens

®-A [9] assumption for A - Elimination

(1) AA=A [1,9] (6) (9) and A-Introduction

(11)(AA—=A)D—-B theorem of arbitrary derivation from a contradic-
tion

(12)=B [1,9] (10) (11) and Modus Ponendo Ponens

(13)-A>-=B [1] (9) (12) and Conditional Proof

(14)-B>—-B law of identity

(15)=B [1] (8) (13) (14) and v - Elimination

(16) ((AAB)DC)AA)A=C)D=B (1) (15) and Conditional Proof.

From (5) to (15), this proof follows the same process as steps (2) to (12) of proof 5 of the svabhavaviruddhopa-
labdhi: (— (A A B) A A) D = B. In (5) of proof 6, we find the starting point of a reasoning with the help of in-
compatibility in the sense of sahanavasthana: If a pot is not perceived (= C), the presence of the pot (B) be-
comes incompatible with the fact that the entirety of conditions for its perception is present (A). Both A and B
pertain to a particular pot, not to the universal notion of pot. Therefore, this inference based on “non-percep-
tion” contains a series of deductive reasoning within propositional logic. An additional remark: Although
Dharmakirti declares that all ten varieties are included (samgraham upayanti) in the svabhavanupalabdhi (NB
2.42; cf. Kellner 1999: 204), svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi must be theoretically implied in svabhavanupalabdhi.
Dharmakirti, in fact, refers to this implication in PV 1.204 with the expression fadviruddhopalabdhau.
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based on pervasion.”® Most presumably this is so because Dharmakirti noticed that such a
reasoning without pervasion is possible. Nevertheless, he did not mention the Caitra-artha-
patti, another example of reasoning based on propositional deduction, at all. Why did Dhar-
makirti neglect this type of arthapatti? For him, any inference for confirming an affirmative
judgment must be based on one of the two kinds of inseparable connection (avinabhdva), i.e.,
tadatmya and tadutpatti™® Caitra’s presence outside his house is, however, neither an essen-
tial property (svabhdava) nor the cause of his absence from his house, although the former is
necessarily derived from the latter under the condition that Caitra is alive and either in his
house or outside as long as he is alive.”’ I presume that for this reason Dharmakirti did not
accept the Caitra-arthdapatti as a proper reasoning in his own logical system.

VI

A detailed discussion on the reason why Kumarila became aware of the possibility of pro-
positional derivation without having recourse to a universal conditional is beyond the scope
of this paper. Yet we can explain the background: Kumarila, a conservative rationalist of or-
thodox brahmanism, was very cautious about accepting universal laws in nature and opposed
to the laying down of universal norms in society solely in accordance with the human intel-
lect because human beings are only capable of learning a few things from their limited ex-
perience. It is Prof. Wilhelm Halbfass who paid much attention to Kumarila’s criticism of the

> In NB 2.46, Dharmakirti enumerates three kinds of basic relation to be examined when deriving a
negative judgment about “something perceptible” (NB 2.45: upalabdhilaksanaprapta) and distinguishes in-
compatibility (virodha) from causality (karyakaranabhdva) and “absence” (abhava). The “absence” (abhava)
mentioned in NB 2.46 concerns the relation between an entity and its essential property (svabhava). Dharmot-
tara explains this “absence” referring to the stock example of a simsapd tree (NBT p. 146,1-2). In the case of
“absence” and causality (VBT p. 145,10-11) as the basis of a negative judgment from non-perception (anupa-
labdhi), the negative pervasion of the complement of the originally pervading class by the complement of the
originally pervaded class becomes an issue.

Dharmottara comments on the incompatibility (virodha) mentioned in NB 2.46 as follows: “When we know that
in case one is present, the other is absent, we understand that there is incompatibility [between them]” (NBT p.
145,10: ekasamnidhav aparabhavapratitau jaato virodhah). We should not suppose that here Dharmottara is
thinking of pervasion, because in this context he neither uses the term vyapti or related terms, nor designates a
specific domain of discourse. It is true that we can suppose a domain of discourse in which two classes, e.g., the
class of entities (A) which cause hot temperature and the class of entities (B) which cause cold temperature,
exclude each other. And we can even presume that the class of (A) is pervaded by the complement of the class
of (B), namely, the complement which consists of heated entities and entities neither heated nor cold. If, how-
ever, it were based on this pervasion that we infer that something causes no cold temperature because it is
heated, then, just as in the case of viruddhavyaptopalabdhi (NB 2.36, cf. n. 46 above), the incompatibility which
contributes to this inference would be established only between the class of (B) and its complement, not be-
tween the class of (A) and the class of (B). In other words, no room would be left for contrariety (sahanava-
sthana) to be distinguished as a kind of incompatibility that is applicable in a negative inference, since the in-
ference by means of svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi would then be established in dependence on the mutually ex-
haustive exclusion (parasparapariharasthitalaksanata) between a class and its complement and on a pervasion
(vyapti) within the complement.

* Cf. NB 2.18-24.

37 1t is probably inappropriate to assume that Dharmakirti devised a new type of inference by means of
svabhavaviruddhopalabdhi in order to counter Kumarila’s propositional derivation by means of arthapatti. Pra-
Sastapada already uses the term virodha in the sense of contrariety (Padarthadharmasamgraha [PDhS] p. 24,
11-12: sahanavasthanalaksane tu virodhe) and asserts that arthapatti is an anumana in which the notion of a
certain incompatibility is used (PDAS p. 48,16: darsanarthad arthapattir virodhy eva).



330 KIYOTAKA YOSHIMIZU

theory of a universal retribution of karman,”® his theodicy of animal killing (kimsa) in sacri-
fices” and his reply to the vehement rejection of Vedic sacrifice as something bringing
about no result at all.*” In the course of these polemics, Kumarila is confronted by anti-brah-
manical contemporaries who, along with developing their own logico-epistemological theo-
ries, devoted themselves to establishing universal morals to be accepted by all human beings
irrespective of social status.’

Kumarila and his predecessors not only refused to apply the human intellect to criticism of
Vedic authority, but also refused to ascribe the origin of the authority of Vedic passages to
their agreement with inferences based on some universal regularity. In the Tantravarttika,
Kumarila tells us that some Mimamsakas criticize the use of the following inferences refer-
ring to the process of farming and the resulting harvest in order to illustrate the effectivity of
Vedic sacrifices:®® “Whatever is an action causes its result, because it is an action, just like
farming” and “This result is accomplished by an action because it is a result, just like rice.”®
The Mimamsakas assert that in these inferences the pervasion of the reason by what is to be
proved is not at all established. In their view, these inferences rely on an analogy (upamana)
alone; consequently, the reason deviates (anaikantika) from what is to be proved.®* The ef-
fectivity of sacrifices is accessible only through the revelation of the Veda. Based on the rea-
soning of the human intellect, one can neither deny nor prove it.

It may sound paradoxical that it was Kumarila and not scholars of philosophical traditions
orientated to logic who became aware of the difference between propositional derivation and

% Kumarila says: If one sticks to the criteria of giving pleasure or pain in determining whether an act is
good or bad, one cannot condemn illicit drinking (surapana) or sexual intercourse with the wife of one’s
teacher as bad deeds (S'V, Codana, vv. 236¢d-237ab; cf. Halbfass 1991: 90, nn. 13-14). Kumarila also rejects
“habitual familiarity” (lokaprasiddhi) as a criterium for good and bad because in this way one would fall into an
ethical relativism (.S"V, Autpattika, vv. 1-8; cf. Halbfass 1991: 97-98 and 111; nn. 51-52 and 111).

% Kumirila distinguishes “internal” (anga) killing which forms an inevitable part of sacrifices from
“external” (ananga) non-sacrificial killing which is sinful (SV, Codana, v. 258cd), and even regards sacrifices
involved in curses as neutral, comparing them to a sword which is different from the injury caused by means of
it (SV, Codana, v. 205). Cf. Halbfass 1991: 91; nn. 18 and 20.

% In answer to this criticism, Kumarila points out that concerning the citra ceremony for attainment of
cattle nothing is stated in the Veda about when the result occurs after the performance of the ceremony (S,
Citraksepaparihara, v. 21). In the case of the kariri ceremony, when rain fails to fall immediately there must be
some obstacle which results from a previous act related to a Vedic injunction (S¥, Citraksepaparihara, v. 26¢d).
Cf. Halbfass 1991: 305, nn. 60-61.

6! Kumirila calls them “self-conceited with logic” (tarkamanin) and accuses them of not accepting the
Vedic origin of ahimsa. Cf. Tantravarttika (TV) Vol. 2, p. 162,24; Halbfass 1991: 96, n. 40. For Kumarila’s
theory developed to defend the Varna system, see chapter 10 of Halbfass 1991.

62 Although this criticism appears in the opponent’s assertion (7% Vol. 3, pp. 106,8-110,23) on the In-
driyakamadhikarana (Mimamsasitra [MS] 2.2.25-26), we can safely assume that Kumarila supports it because
he does not mention it at all in the siddhanta (TV on MS 2.2.26).

8 TV Vol. 3, p. 109,13-14: yat karma tat phalavat karmatvat krsyadivat. karmasadhyam vedam phalam
phalatvad vrihyadivat.

4 If it were allowed to infer what is to be proved based on analogy, one could infer Yajiiadatta’s dark
complexion if Devadatta has such a complexion because both are human (7V Vol. 3, p. 108,13). However,
analogy is based only on partial resemblance. A gavaya does not have a dewlap although it is similar to a cow.
In the same way, the result of a basic sacrifice (prakrti) cannot be brought about by means of its applied form
(vikrti) (TV Vol. 3, p. 108,15-16). And if the inferences in question are based on close analogy, one may prove
that the sacrifice is an action that brings about a perceptible (drsta) result, such as the harvest of rice (7V Vol. 3,
p. 109,20-21).
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inference (anumana). Kumarila indeed frequently employs the tool of logical derivation from
given information (Srutdrthapatti) in order to clarify what is implied in Vedic sentences.®

Conclusion

The typical example of an arthapatti used in Mimamsa treatises, i.e., the arthapatti of
Caitra’s being outside, can be explained in accordance with the rules of propositional logic.
In the Arthapattipariccheda, Kumarila demonstrates the impracticability of confirming the
three characteristics of a valid reason with regard to this example. He thereby posed an es-
sential problem in logic to his contemporary logicians, although he himself did not elaborate
his method of derivation in order to establish a particular style of formal logic. He main-
tained that in an arthapatti the conclusion is derived from a premise that implies the conclu-
sion. He further noticed that in an arthdapatti it is not necessary to have recourse to a univer-
sal conditional which should be given in the form of a pervasion between two classes in a
specific domain of discourse. It may be supposed that this is why Kumarila refused to reduce
such an arthapatti to an anumana, which is necessarily based on pervasion.*®
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Jean-Marie Verpoorten

La théorie optique au chapitre VI de la Prakaranaparicika de Salikanatha

1. Ouvrage de référence pour la Mimamsa de tendance prabhakara, la Prakaranaparicika
(Pp) de Salikanatha (S) (entre 800 et 950) est d’autant plus prisée que ’oeuvre du maitre de
S — Prabhakara — est difficile et encore peu étudiée. La Pp est un ouvrage assez long de qua-
torze chapitres alternativement en prose et en vers, introduits le cas échéant par une stance ou
apparaissent tantot le nom de Prabhakara, tant6t son surnom de Guru. Ces chapitres ont des
thémes variés, depuis le rituel jusqu’a la théorie de la connaissance, en passant par la philo-
sophie grammaticale. Bref la Pp est une encyclopédie des themes spéculatifs de son époque.

Au centre de 1’ouvrage, figure 1I’exposé des moyens de connaissance droite ou pramana, qui

avaient été recensés sommairement par Sabara, le fondateur de la Mimamsa, dans sa para-
_ o o . —

phrase des sutras 1.1.4-5 de Jaimini,” avant d’étre commentés par Prabhakara dans sa Brha-

-2

t1.

2. Les chapitres que la Pp consacre aux pramanas portent le nom de -pariccheda, sauf le pre-
mier — c’est-a-dire le sixiéme de ’oeuvre — qui s’intitule Pramanaparayana “Investigation
approfondie des moyens de connaissance droite”, et qui rassemble les réflexions de S sur la
notion de pramana et sur le premier et le principal d’entre eux, le pratyaksa ou “perception”.

Quelle est la méthode suivie par S? Il recueille diverses définitions, les discute puis les rejette
et propose a leur place celles de son école. Comme beaucoup de penseurs de son temps et
d’aprés, S est un doxographe. Et comme la philosophie bouddhiste semble marquer les es-
prits, c’est sur elle que S pose en premier son regard critique. Il part de la définition du pra-
mana par Dharmakirti pour la contester. Il passe alors a celles du Nyaya—Vaisesika et a celles
de son collegue en Mimamsa, Kumarila. Il en arrive enfin aux positions de Prabhakara. Mais
ici, double paradoxe, il s’appuie d’abord sur des citations qu’on ne localise pas jusqu’a pré-
sent dans I’oeuvre conservée du Guru® et, ensuite, 1l semble bien mieux connaitre le Boud-
dhisme que sa propre doctrine.

L’extrait traduit et commenté ci-aprés® reléve de la deuxiéme partie du chapitre VI qui traite
de la perception sensible. Avant d’en fournir la définition bouddhique qu’il tire du Nyaya-
bindu de Dharmakirti, S nous propose au préalable celle élaborée dans les cercles de “logi-
que” (Nyaya) et de “physique philosophique” (Vaisesika), témoignant du reste pour cette
derniére d’un incontestable penchant.

" En Sabarabhasya, 1a perception est 1’objet du Mimamsasitra (MS) 1.1.4. Au sein de la glose du sitra 5,
entre les sections désignées traditionnellement comme Sinyavada et Citravada, se glisse la liste des cing autres
pramanas reconnus par la Mimamsa: ’anumana, le sastra, ’'upamana, ’arthapatti et I’abhava. Cf. Frauwallner
1968: 30 et 32. Ajoutons que la glose n’est pas de Sabara seul mais aussi d’un prédécesseur connu comme le
“Glossateur” (vrttikara).

*11 existe & ce jour deux éditions du commentaire de Prabhakara au Sabarabhdsya intitulé Brhati ou
“Grande [paraphrase]”: celle par C. Sastri (incompléte); celle par S.K.R. Sastri et al. (compléte). C’est le texte
de la premiere qui est reproduit, sectionné sous diverses rubriques, par Kevalananda Sarasvati 1952-1976. Les
deux éditions contiennent aussi le sous-commentaire de S sur la Brhati intitulé Rjuvimalapaiicika.

3 Les problémes posés par la définition attribuée par S a Prabhakara du pramana comme anubhiiti ou
“expérience” (Pp pp. 124-125) sont trop complexes pour étre abordés ici.

* Soit les pages 129,2-131,9 de 1’édition standard de la Pp par A. Subrahmanya Sastri.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 337-346.
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3. A travers I’exposé de S, on reconnait le plan suivi par les trés longs commentaires élaborés
autour de Nyayasitra (NS) 1.1.4 par (Paksilasvamin) Vatsyayana dans son Nyayabhdsya
(NBh), Uddyotakara dans le Nydyavarttika (NV), tous deux antérieurs a S, ainsi que par Va-
caspatimisra dans la Nyayavarttikatatparyatika (NVTT), qui lui est sans doute postérieur (en-
tre 950 et 1000).

Puisque selon NS 1.1.4, la connaissance perceptive consiste en un samnikarsa, un ‘“rap-
prochement”, entre sens et objet, S entame son expos¢ par un relevé des divers contacts ou

rapports mis en jeu par 1’acte sensoriel de base et par les étapes postérieures du proce€s cogni-
tif.

Le premier d’entre eux est le samyoga, contact mécanique et contingent entre faculté senso-
rielle et objet concret et impliquant un mouvement (karman, Pp p. 90,9-10).

Puis vient celui entre la faculté sensorielle et les qualités de 1’objet individuel, ce qui postule
un rapport de présence indissociable de ces qualités dans leur support.” La notion générale de
qualité® apparait au terme d’une série de contacts englobés les uns dans les autres.

Méme si la terminologie en question se rencontre dans les traités de Nyaya (NV, NVTT etc.)
ou de Vaisesika (Dasapadarthi, Prasastapadabhasya etc.), la présentation exhaustive et con-
densée qui en est faite ici par S ne laisse pas d’impressionner, et ’on comprend qu’un ouvra-

ge postérieur, comme le Manameyodaya (17° s.), qualifie ces contacts de “prabhakariens”.’

Cette liste, dressée une premiére fois par S (Pp p. 128,11-129,12), semble lui avoir plu, puis-
qu’il la reproduit (Pp p. 132,1-6) aprés avoir expliqué comment 1’oeil contacte le monde ex-
tramental.

4. On n’oubliera pas non plus que, sousjacente aux considérations de S, se laisse apercevoir
la polémique contre les Bouddhistes et leur “idéalisme”.® Pour ces adversaires, surtout s’ils
sont d’obédience vijianavadin—yogdacara, comme Dignaga ou Dharmakirti, les objets con-
crets et les contacts avec eux n’ont qu’un role subalterne. En revanche, les Mimamsakas, qui
sont des réalistes, les placent a la base de la connaissance et se demandent comment les fa-
cultés sensorielles — par exemple la vue ou I’ouie — peuvent entrer en communication avec
eux. C’est a ce point du texte que commence la traduction ci-dessous.’

5. Premier développement. Le toucher est un sens qui opére par contact matériel immédiat.
La peau ressent contre elle une chose et fournit a son sujet des informations, par ex. la tem-
pérature (sparsa) dont le sujet connaissant va tirer parti. C’est sur ce modéle que S et d’autres
penseurs du Nyaya—Vaisesika voudraient voir fonctionner la vue. Une différence pourtant

> Cette “présence indissociable”, connue habituellement sous le nom d’“inhérence” se dit samavaya et
peut étre qualifiée de non-matérielle et de nécessaire. Elle régne donc entre les accidents et la substance. Cf. n.
14.

% Ainsi la blancheur est indissociablement présente dans les divers “blancs”, qui sont eux-mémes des
propriétés indissociablement présentes dans certains objets en contact physique avec 1’oeil. Elle est donc dotée
de samyuktasamavetasamavaya, cf. Pp p. 128,1.

7 Cf. Manameyodaya (MMU) p. 18,13: prabhakaras tu samyogah samyuktasamavayah samavaya iti tre-
dha samnikarsam ahuh.

¥ C’est-a-dire la priorité donnée aux entités conceptuelles sur les entités extramentales jugées imparfaites
ou marginales.

? Les passages traduits sont précédés d’un “T” et d’un numéro d’ordre. Ils sont annotés et introduits par
quelques lignes qui délimitent et éclairent leur contenu.
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saute aux yeux: ici pas d’attouchement constatable.'” Pourtant il existe car ’oeil en a besoin
pour voir son objet. Si celui-ci est a une certaine distance ou a une distance certaine, com-
ment alors imaginer ce contact? En disant de la faculté visuelle qu’elle est prapyakarin,
qu’elle est dotée de prapyakaritva, c’est-a-dire qu’elle se porte vers 1’objet physique méme
lointain pour le contacter sous la forme d’un/de rayon(s) matériel(s) (bhautika)'' mais invisi-
ble(s). S parle aussi de rayons “larges a leur extrémité” qui peuvent saisir plus grand qu’eux.

T 1 (Pp p. 129,2-5):"* Dans cette [liste]," c’est par [simple] contact'* que I’on
saisit via la vue et le toucher les choses qui sont faites de terre, d’eau, de feu et
d’air.

L’oeil, du fait qu’il est, comme la peau,15 une faculté sensorielle [tournée] vers

o 16 . A 17 : 18 .
I’extérieur, ~ contacte ce qui est a contacter. ' Il est de nature lumineuse, ~ puis-
que, comme une lampe, il fait connaitre la forme—couleur etc.

Les rayons de I’[oeil] se diffusent et entrent en contact avec la chose. Comme ils
sont larges a leur extrémité, ' ils atteignent des choses méme [plus] larges
[qu’eux].20

6. Une objection est ici avancée par le bouddhiste sur la question de I’intervalle entre 1’or-
gane sensoriel et la chose perceptible. C’est que nous voyons non seulement des objets, mais
¢galement ’intervalle (santarala) qui nous sépare d’eux. Ce n’est pas compatible avec le
prapyakaritva qui est censé annuler toute distance entre les deux. En effet, nous dit-on en NV

1 Drailleurs en cas d’attouchement entre 1’oeil et tel ou tel objet, la vision est bloquée, comme Patteste le
cas du collyre ou de I’écharde qui sont a la fois contre ou dans 1’oeil et invisibles par lui. Cf. AKBA 1 43c-d (tr.
La Vallée Poussin 1923: Vol. I, p. 87); cf. aussi Preisendanz 1994: Vol. II, p. 446.

"' Cf. Preisendanz 1994: Vol. II, pp. 569-570.

2 tatra samyogat parthivapyataijasavayaviyanam dravyanam caksuhsparsanabhyam grahanam. prapya-
kari caksur bahirindriyatvat tvagindriyavat. taijasam tad rapapratitihetutvad dipavat. tasya rasmayah prasa-
ranto dravyena samyujyante. te ca prthvagra iti prthiiny api dravyani prapnuvanti.

1 tatra renvoie sans doute a la liste des divers contacts et relations qui le précéde immédiatement.

' samyoga, le plus simple et le plus banal des contacts, est celui qui s’établit entre 1’oiseau et le piquet
sur lequel il est perché ou entre deux lutteurs qui s’empoignent. Les déplacements physiques qui 1’accompag-
nent sont nommeés et classés chez nos auteurs. Le samavdaya, traduit ici par “présence indissociable” (plutdt que
par “inhérence”, cf. n. 5) est un contact plus abstrait, comme celui des fils en tant que parties et du tissu qu’ils
forment, congu comme un tout.

" tvagindriya “faculté/sens dermique”.

' Par opposition au manas qui, dans les systémes classiques, est le sens interne, récepteur des
états/impressions comme le bien étre, le désir etc.

' Traduction de prapyakarin, mot essentiel ici qui dénote le mouvement de 1’indriya vers 1’objet. Voir
aussi sur ce mot, Nyayamarijari (NM) VIII (Vol. 11, pp. 271sv.) ou Yuktidipika (YD) pp. 203 et 217 ad Samkhya-
karika 28; cf. aussi Preisendanz 1989: 182sv. et 1994: Vol. II, pp. 446, 453, 455, 490, 569, 574 etc., et Bhatt
1962: 177.

'8 C’est la “faculté sensorielle” (indriya) qui est lumineuse et représentable comme des rayons (rasmi), et
non son si¢ge (adhisthana) organique ou physique, c’est-a-dire (la pupille de) ’oeil. La distinction est faite en
NV ad NS 3.1.51 (ou 50) (Nyayadarsana [ND] p. 780,17sv.; tr. Jha 1984: Vol. 111, p. 1217).

¥ Le mot prthvagra ici usité est-il emprunté & Kumarila, Slokavarttika (SV), Pratyaksa 47? On trouve
prthvagratd en NVad NS11 4 (ND p. 104,19). Cf. Preisendanz 1989: 182-183.

29 Un des arguments contre le prapyakaritva est de dire que si déplacement il y a pour la faculté visuelle,
elle se retrouve bredouille devant un objet plus grand qu’elle. L’idée des rayons a bouts élargis est la pour se
tirer d’affaire.
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ad NS 1.1.4 (ND p. 102,2), “c’est donc parce qu’on appréhende un intervalle que [la faculté

sensorielle] n’est pas prapyakarin” !

T 2 (Pp p. 129,5-7):** Pardon mais ainsi (= s’il y a contact) on ne devrait pas re-
marquer d’intervalle® au cas ol — a ce qu’on dit** — 1’objet est a distance. Car,
quand il y a contact,” il n’y a pas de distance possible, puisqu’il y a contact avec
ce qu’on peut contacter, comme pour le toucher.

7. L’adversaire bouddhiste objecte ensuite que des distances variables — celles de deux objets
par rapport au méme oeil — peuvent passer inapercues alors méme que la faculté se déplace
pour toucher ses cibles. Or, sous peine d’erreur, il conviendrait d’évaluer cette différence. Il y
a ici référence implicite a I’exemple plus d’une fois attesté* ou lune et branche d’arbre sont
apparemment vues a la méme distance, alors qu’elles sont en réalité trés éloignées I'une de
I’autre. Le prapyakaritva serait erronné et a réfuter parce qu’il nous autorise a penser que le
rayon oculaire ne se déplace pas de 1’objet le plus proche vers le plus lointain.

T 3 (Pp p. 129,7-8):*" En outre puisque le contact [physique] repose sur un mou-

vement et que les mobiles se déplacent progressivement du proche au lointain, il

est impossible d’appréhender en méme temps des objets proches et d’autres loin-
2

tains.

8. Réponses de S aux objections précitées. La premiére réponse envisage 1’intervalle organe—
objet; la seconde, la fausse proximité de deux objets.

T 4 (Pp pp. 129,9 et 130,1-3):*° On répond: la prise de conscience de I’intervalle
est possible d’abord en fonction du lieu de I’expérience.™

Mais a propos de la connaissance au méme instant, certains avancent le contre-
argument suivant: aprés avoir touché tous les objets et fusionné avec la lumicre

! tasmat santaragrahandad aprapyakari.

2 nanv evam dire ’rtha iti santaralagrahanam na syat praptau satyam diratvasambhavat prapya-
karitvat sparsanavat.

3 santarala; on trouve aussi santara, par ex. en NV ad NS 1.1.4 (ND p. 101,8).

** Les mots diire 'rtha iti sont-ils une citation?

* prapti, terme venu peut-étre du bouddhisme et qui signifie “atteinte, accession, obtention”. Il peut
convenir comme synonyme de samyoga ou de samavaya; cf. Pp p. 325,2-3 (ch. 8, Tattvaloka).

% par ex. NV et NVTT ad NS 1.1.4 (ND pp. 102,7-108,1, 105,5 et 105,19) et, dans un contexte différent,
NVad NS 2.1.16 (ND p. 437,12-13).

2 kifi ca samyogasya gatinibandhanatvad gatimatam ca kramendsannadiiragamanat samakalam dsedu-
sam daviyasam carthanam grahanam nopapadyate.

2% C’est pourtant ce qui a I’air de se passer pour la branche et la lune.

* ucyate — bhogayatandpeksaya santaralagrahanam tavad upapannam. samasamayasamvedane tu kecit
pariharam evam varnayanti: sakalanarthan prapya yugapad upasthitena bahyena tejasda sahaikibhiitas te ca-
ksusd rasmayo yugapadgrahanahetava iti.

% bhogayatana glosé Sariradesa “emplacement du corps” par le commentateur de la Pp, Narayana (Nya-
yasiddhi [NSi], p. 130,16). Commentant NS 3.1.6 dans son Nyayatattvaloka, Vacaspati Misra II fait du corps
(Sarira) le siége (asraya) de I’“expérience”, de la “jouissance” (bhoga) des actes karmiques, en raison de sa
“qualité résidentelle” (@yatanata) pour ceux-ci; cf. Preisendanz 1994: Vol. I, p. 46.
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extérieure omniprésente, les rayons oculaires [deviennent] causes d’une percep-
. . , 31
tion simultanée.

9. Invalidation des théories précédentes. L’idée que la vision simultanée de la branche toute
proche et de la lune lointaine provient de la fusion des rayons oculaires dans la lumicre exté-
rieure omniprésente et illimitée suscite a son tour des difficultés. En effet, si I’oeil fonctionne
grace a celle-ci, il devrait tout voir. Or il n’en est évidemment rien. Un raisonnement du
méme genre servira a rejeter la thése que I’agent de la vision est la connaissance.

T 5 (Pp p. 130,4-5):* Cela, d’autres le réfutent en disant: si 1’on admet un contact
de cette sorte,” il est difficile d’exclure la perception d’objets extrémement loin-
tains ou occultés.*

10. Considération du facteur temps. Deux opinions sur la simultanéité (yaugapadya) sont
mentionnées sans autre précision sur les éléments entre lesquels elle régne. Pour S on ne peut
mettre sur le méme pied objet proche et objet lointain en raison de la différence des temps
pour les atteindre par la vue.

T 6 (Pp p. 130,6-10):> Mais d’autres affirment: la simultanéité est une impres-
sion fausse®® due a ce qu’on n’appréhende pas les différences de temps a cause de
la trés grande vitesse des rayons [oculaires].

D’aucuns en revanche désapprouvent [la vue ci-dessus] et disent: [Soit!] Quand
les choses sont extrémement proches, que ne soit pas posée de différence dans le
temps de passage [de I'une a I’autre] pas plus [qu’on n’en pose] pour cent feuilles
de lotus.”” Mais, & propos d’objets situés a plusieurs milliers de kilométres™ a la
surface de la terre, et a propos de 1’étoile polaire, ne pas tenir compte d’une diffeé-
rence en temps”® n’effleure jamais la pensée.

11. Reprise de parole par des interlocuteurs qui disent “nous” et qui sont peut-étre S en per-
sonne.”’ Le passage formule I’adhésion de celui-ci a la théorie d’une vision illimitée via la

3 Sur la question du role de la lumiére extérieure, cf. Preisendanz 1989: 188 ou cette doctrine est donnée
comme mimamsiste; voir aussi Preisendanz 1994: Vol. II, p. 260.

32 tad anye diisayanti — ittham praptav abhyupagamyamandayam atidiiravyavahitanam apy arthanam gra-
hanam durnivaram.

33 C’est-a-dire par le truchement de la lumiére extérieure.

* Cest-a-dire dissimulés par un écran. Sur les difficultés logiques provoquées par la transparence ou non
de ce dernier, cf. Preisendanz 1989: 191sv.

3 anye tv ahuh — ksepiyas taya tesam rasminam kalabhedan avagrahad yaugapadyabhimana iti. tad
apare nanumanyante. atisannikystesu vastusu gatikalabhedah padmapatrasatabhedavan ma nama avasayi. an-
ekayojanasahasrantaritesu bhumisthesv arthesu dhruve ca sadaiva kalabhedanavasayo na buddhim anurarija-
yati.

3% abhimana. Le composé yaugapadyabhimana apparait en NVTT ad NS 1.1.4 (ND p. 105,15 et 19). Cf.
aussi Schmithausen 1965: 206-207 et 264, et Van Buitenen 1956: 185.

37 Les cent feuilles sont transpercées d’un coup et il n’y a pas de différence dans le temps de percement
de chacune d’elles. Cf. SV, Sinyavada 157, NV et NVIT ad NS 1.1.4 (ND p. 105,6).

* yojana, qui est une distance effectivement plus longue: sept a neuf kilométres.

** Et donc aussi en distance entre eux et d’autres objets a proximité. Cette formule tortueuse équivaut,
semble-t-il, a dire que la vision d’objets proches et lointains n’est pas simultanée. Sur I’¢toile polaire, cf. encore
T7.

* Selon Preisendanz 1989: 188, la théorie qui suit serait d’origine prabhakarienne. Cf. supra, n. 31.
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lumiére extérieure. Pour celui qui se montrerait sceptique, reste la solution de 1’adrsta, du

“facteur invisible”, deus ex machina de la spéculation en panne d’explication devant tel ou tel
. N

phénomeéne.

T 7 (Pp p. 130,11-13):* Pour notre part nous disons: il n’y a pas de probléme a
ce que [cela]® dépende du facteur invisible. Dés que la lumiére extérieure s’est
fondue aux rayons oculaires, aussi grande soit la partie de celle-ci atteinte grace a
I’adrsta comme cause de perception, aussi grande elle opére pour la perception.**
[Mais la lumiére extérieure] n’[opere] pas toute entiere. Il n’y a ni perception to-
tale ni atteinte simultanée de [tout] ce qui est sur terre et de 1’étoile polaire etc.*’

12. Réflexions sur les problémes qui surgissent pour une vision fondée sur un contact maté-
riel et physique si un obstacle sous la forme d’un écran s’interpose entre le rayon lumineux et
I’objet.*® Pour S, obstacle et écran démontrent a contrario que la vision postule un déplace-
ment, puisque c’est I’arrét de celui-ci a cause de 1’écran qui suspend la vision.

T 8 (Pp p. 131,1-2):* Pardon mais quand, face a la lumiére oculaire chargée de
contacter ce qui peut 1’étre, s’interposent une vitre, un nuage, un voile, des tén¢-
bres,” comment y aurait-il perception puisque le rayon oculaire ne se répercute
pas® sur les [objets]?

13. Pour défendre 1’idée de contact physique sens—objet, on tient le raisonnement par
I’absurde suivant: si I’on n’accepte pas le prapyakaritva, il devient possible de voir des objets
offusqués ou ¢€loignés, puisqu’on n’est plus limité par des conditions physiques de rencontre,
et que la vision s’opére directement par 1’esprit, sans 1’aide d’une faculté sensorielle. Or tout
cela se heurte a I’expérience.

T 9 (Pp p. 131,2-4):> Pour tous ceux qui disent que ce n’est pas la vue’' qui
contacte ce qui peut 1’étre, il est difficile d’exclure la saisie d’objets séparés [de

* adrsta dénote toutes sortes de puissances mystérieuses, par ex. le résultat invisible des actes, rituels ou
non; la source du souvenir etc. Sur ce mot, voir le recueil de Halbfass 1980, ainsi que Bronkhorst 1993 qui trai-
tent de Vaisesikasttra (VS) 5.2.19 et Vakyapadiya (VP) 111, Sambandha, st. 18.

42 vayam tu vadamah — adrstasapeksatvad adosah. nayanarasmibhir ekibhiite 'pi bahye tejasi yavan eva
tasya bhago ’drstavasenopalabdhihetutayopattas tavan evopalabdhaye prabhavati na sarva iti na sarvopalam-
bho yugapadbhaumadhruvadisiddhis ca.

# Le mot “cela” n’est pas dans le texte. On I’introduit ici comme une référence a I’action limitatrice invi-
sible de ’adrsta qui s’exerce pour que la vision, en principe illimitée a cause de et comme son vecteur, la lu-
miére extérieure, n’amene pas a tout voir en méme temps.

* Ces énoncés touffus cherchent sans doute a éclairer le role de I'adrsta, tel qu’il est décrit en n. 43.

* Méme idée que plus haut en T 6. L’impression que deux objets sont contactés au méme endroit et en
méme temps ne vaut pas quand ils sont tres éloignés.

* Sur tout cela, voir Abhidharmakosa (AK) 1 42 (tr. La Vallée Poussin 1923: Vol. I, pp. 141-142); NS
3.1.39 et commentaires (ND p. 767sv.). Cf. Preisendanz 1994: Vol. II, p. 595 (n. 150).

" nanu prapyakarini nayane tejasi kacabhrapatalatimirantaritesu katham upalabdhis tair nayanarasmer
apratighatat.

* Le composé kdca + abhra + patala + timira se retrouve en NS 3.1.45 (ou 43), mais le dernier terme est
ici remplacé par sphatika “cristal”. En NVTT ad NS 1.1.4 (ND p. 101,22), le dernier terme est absent. On pour-
rait aussi donner a abhra le sens plus technique de “mica” et le réunir a patala dans le composé “écran en mi-
ca”.

¥ apratighdta figure encore en NS 3.1.47 (ou 45) (ND p. 775).

0 ve punar aprapyakari caksur Ghus tesam vyavahitaviprakrstarthagrahanam. sannidhana iva viprakar-
se 'pi sphutitaram aniyamso 'py artha grhyeran.
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I’0eil par un écran] ou éloignés.’” Des objets, méme distants, méme microscop-

iques, pourraient étre appréhendés tres distinctement comme s’ils étaient tout
o 33

pres.

14. Explication inverse: grace a la transmission matérielle de la vision, on explique bien la
visibilité relativement faible d’objets lointains ou petits, due a la puissance décroissante ou
. .54

insuffisante du rayon oculaire.

T 10 (Pp p. 131,4-5):> Mais s’il n’y a saisie [que par le rayon oculaire] de ce qui
peut I’étre, il est normal que les [objets] les plus €éloignés soient vus moins dis-
tinctement et que les plus minuscules €échappent a la vue, et cela a cause de la ra-
reté des particules lumineuses.

15. Ce qui suit est la conclusion de I’exposé de S sur le théorie optique. Il nous rappelle que
certaines réalités sont invisibles et explique pourquoi.

T 11 (Pp p. 131,5-9):>° Mais d’ou vient que ni I’atome — celui de terre par exem-
ple’” —, ni I’éther, ni le temps, ni I’espace, ni le soi ne sont perceptibles?

On répond:>® Sont causes de perception la grandeur, la multiplicité des parties
substantielles, une couleur spécifique ainsi que le rapprochement [avec la faculté
sensorielle].”’

1l faut savoir que I’atome subtil® ne se voit pas faute de multiplicité de parties
substantielles et faute de grandeur, tandisque ni la dyade®' ni I’éther [ne se voi-
ent], parce qu’ils manquent de forme—couleur et qu’ils ne sont pas substances de
substances.

16. Conclusion. Aprés cette série de mises au point a propos du prapyakaritva, S reprend la
liste des contacts qu’il avait déja donnée avant ce développement, puis il poursuit avec d’aut-
res problémes. Ainsi

31 Ou I’“oeil”, en skr. caksus.

>2 En effet, le vecteur de la vision est alors illimité puisqu’il s’agit de I’esprit.

> Traduction du texte chez Preisendanz 1989: 188.

S Cf. NVTT ad NS 1.1.4 (ND p. 105,28) ol praksina “épuisé” qualifie la vision (caksus).

> prapyagrahane tu tejovayavanam apracuratayd yuktam asphutadarsanam daviyasam ksodisthanam
adarsanam.

% atha kasmad anu parthivady kasakaladigatmanas ca na pratyaksena grhyante. ucyate — mahatvam
anekadravyatvam ripavisesas ca sannikarsa iva pratyaksahetuh. anekadravyabhavat paramanor adarsanam,
amahattvad dvyanukasya, akasadinam tv ariipatvad adravyadravyatvac ceti veditavyam.

57 Les autres atomes sont ceux de feu, d’eau et d’air.

58 C’est-a-dire S, faisant sienne la doctrine de VS 4.1.6.

% Cette doctrine est celle de plusieurs autres traités. “Multiplicité des parties substantielles” = aneka-
dravyatva ou anekadravyabhava; “rapprochement” = samnikarsa, synonyme virtuel de samyoga, présent en NS
1.1.4, en Prasastapadabhdsya (PBh) 235sv. (éd. Bronkhorst-Ramseier 1994: 44-45) et en Dasapadarthi 145
etc. (éd., tr. Miyamoto 1996: 191, 235 etc.)

% paramanu, synonyme virtuel d’anu “atome”.

® Dans le Vaidesika, ’atome est sans parties, invisible, éternel; la combinaison de deux atomes (dvyanu-
ka, “dyade”) ne manque pas de parties, mais de grandeur (Tiirstig 1982: 30). Pour I’atomisme bouddhique, cf.
par ex. Abhidharmakosa (AKBh) 11 22sv. (tr. La Vallée Poussin 1923: Vol. I, pp. 144-150).

62 Le mot adravyadravyatva reparait en Pp p. 148,11.
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= la perception du vent / de I’air. En effet vayu ne remplit aucune des conditions pour &tre
saisi par prapyakaritva visuel. N’importe. Il le sera par prapyakaritva de la peau puisque, a
défaut de visibilité, il possede la température, laquelle est accessible au tact.

= la perception du mouvement. Selon notre auteur, le karman comme tel ne reléve pas de la
perception, mais de I’inférence. On le déduit en effet du changement constaté dans les con-
jonctions et disjonctions d’un objet par rapport a un autre.

= la perception du son pose des problémes sui generis et ce qu’en dit le ch. vi (= Pp p.
133,6sv.) est a compléter par Pp pp. 324,16sv. (ch. 8 Tattvaloka) et 423,7sv. (ch. 11 Vakyar-
thamatrka, section 2) ou il est question du prapyakaritva sonore.

* ]a perception d’une notion abstraite, comme I’inexistence réciproque de la vache et du che-
val. Ici nous passons a une autre dimension. Nous ne sommes plus au niveau de la sensation,
mais du concept.

Quel que soit le théme abordé, S procéde par de brefs éclairages plus ou moins polémiques
sur les problémes. Cette méthode a ses inconvénients: elle suppose entre autres chez le lec-
teur une connaissance quasi-encyclopédique des données en jeu. Elle a aussi un avantage: la
relative clarté d’un exposé qui va a I’essentiel.
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Jeson Woo

Yogipratyaksa in Vacaspati MiSra’s Nyayakanika

1. Vacaspati Misra was a renowned tenth-century Hindu logician. He possessed a detailed
knowledge of the teachings of both Hindu and Buddhist philosophers, and his mastery of all
facets of classical Indian scholarship induced Indian historians to describe him as one of the
four pillars of the Hindu religious tradition. Vacaspati composed commentaries on the main
texts of the Hindu philosophical systems. He often quoted from previous Buddhist scholars,
such as Dharmakirti (ca. 600-660) and Dharmottara (ca. 750-810), and was himself fre-
quently quoted by later Buddhist opponents like Jianasrimitra (ca. 980-1030) and Ratnakirti
(ca. 1000-1050). His works present a picture of lively scholarly antagonism between Hindu
and Buddhist philosophers.

The Nyayakanika is one of the most significant works of Vacaspati Misra. As a commentary
on the Vidhiviveka by the seventh-century philosopher Mandana Misra, it expounds the Mi-
mamsa view on many issues in the Indian religious tradition. This work of Vacaspati’s is not
only an intellectual masterpiece summarizing the Mimamsa ideas, but also testifies to the
blossoming of scholarly debate in ancient India. Further, it reflects discussions that took
place within the Hindu schools as well as controversies the Mimamsa philosophers had with
their Buddhist counterparts, especially with the philosophers of the Pramana school.

In the Nyayakanika, one of the crucial subjects that Vacaspati Misra argues about with Bud-
dhist philosophers is the omniscience (sarvajiiata) attributed to the Buddha. Central to his
argument that a human being cannot be a god is the concept of yogipratyaksa, which func-
tions as the basis of the Buddha’s omniscience. The purpose of the present paper is to inves-
tigate yogipratyaksa, which has been accepted as a type of perception (pratyaksa) ever since
Dignaga (ca. 480—-540), the founder of the Buddhist Pramana school. I shall focus on examin-
ing the issues that were debated with regard to this concept around the tenth century and how
Vacaspati Misra dealt with the notion from the Mimamsa perspective.

2. First, I would like to briefly introduce the discussion on the concept of yogipratyaksa
which predates Vacaspati Misra. Although Dignaga mentioned yogipratyaksa as perception
in his Pramanasamuccaya (PS)," it is Dharmakirti who elaborated upon this concept in the
Buddhist epistemological context. His ideas on it exerted a strong influence upon later Indian
and Tibetan Buddhist philosophers.” In the Nydyabindu (NB), Dharmakirti places yogipraty-
aksa in the category of perception. He defines it as follows:

yogipratyaksa is [the cognition] which is produced at the termination (paryanta) of the intensifi-
cation (prakarsa) of meditation on a true object.’

Dharmakirti here implies that yogipratyaksa arises through the practice of meditation (bhda-
vana) upon true objects, such as the Four Noble Truths. The process of this practice has three
stage4s: intensification (prakarsa), termination (paryanta), and yogic intuition (yogipratya-
ksa).

' See PS 1.6¢d: yoginam gurunirdesavyatibhinnarthamatradrk.
? For details, see Dreyfus 1997: 331ff.

* NB 1.11: bhiitarthabhavandaprakarsaparyantajam yogijianam.
* See Kajiyama 1989: 53, n. 119.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 347-353.
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The stage of intensification (prakarsa) is characterized by the yogin’s repeatedly interiorizing
the object of meditation. At this stage, the contemplated object begins and continues to reach
a state of clarity in the yogin’s mind.” The stage of termination (paryanta), on the other hand,
1s a moment at the end of intensification. According to Dharmottara, the author of the Nyaya-
bindutika, it is a state in which the object of meditation is almost clear, as if it were covered
by mica.’ This stage is the direct cause of yogipratyaksa. The following stage of yogic intui-
tion is the moment when the clarity of the object is complete. At this stage, the object is ap-
prehended with absolute vividness, like something perceived by sense-perception (indriya-
jnana); the yogin grasps it just as clearly as if he would be looking at a grain on the palm of
his hand. Dharmakirti maintains that since yogipratyaksa is free from conceptual construc-
tion (nirvikalpaka) throughout these stages, it is a sort of perception.

The problem with which the commentators on Dharmakirti’s works, for instance Dharmotta-
ra and Prajfiakaragupta, were confronted was how to prove that yogipratyaksa is perception.
The practice of meditation (bhavana) is concerned with concepts. For this reason, yogi-
pratyaksa has no contact with real things; it does not even have a direct connection with the
mental image that follows upon the sensory cognition of an external object. Thus, although
Dharmakirti subsumes yogipratyaksa under the category of perception, this aspect contra-
dicts his definition that perception is devoid of judgement (kalpanapodha). Further, yogi-
pratyaksa, whose object is based on conceptual construction, does not enable the yogin to
reach an actual thing. Yogic intuition manifests an object in the form of some non-X being X
and thus is not trustworthy, that is, it cannot fulfil the yogin’s purpose of activity. This is
incompatible with the second component of Dharmakirti’s definition, namely, that perception
is non-erroneous (abhranta).’

In order to solve the first problem, the followers of Dharmakirti examine the difference be-
tween determinate (savikalpaka) cognition and indeterminate (nirvikalpaka) cognition. They
try to demonstrate that a criterion for distinguishing these two kinds of cognition can be
found here and to prove that yogipratyaksa belongs to the realm of the indeterminate cogni-
tion. In their view, the criterion consists in having a vivid manifestation (sphu;‘dbhaz‘va).8
Mimamsa philosophers, such as Vacaspati Misra, do not object to this.” An indeterminate
cognition is vivid because it is directly produced by its object, whereas a determinate cogni-
tion is unclear because it is experienced at a time when words are formed. It is established
through the yogin’s experience of meditation that yogipratyaksa appears as something quite
vivid. By including it for this reason in the realm of indeterminate cognition, the followers of
Dharmakirti prove that it is free from conceptual construction.

> See Dharmottarapradipa (DhPr) p. 68,12: sa ca yatsphutatvatadadhikasphutatvading ripena tajjiiana-
syodaya eva.

S NBT pp. 68,4-69,1: abhrakavyavahitam iva yada bhavyamanam vastu pasyati sa prakarsaparyantava-
stha.

7 Non-erroneousness (abhrantatva) consists in not being reverse to the nature of reality, which is causal
effectiveness (arthakriyakaritva). See NBT pp. 41,5-42,1: abhrantam arthakriyaksame vasturipe ’viparyayas
tam ucyate.

¥ See PV 111.283ab: na vikalpanubaddhasyasti sphutarthavabhasita;, PVin f. 259b.7: gan gi phyir | rnam
rtog rjes su ‘brel ba la | don gsal snan ba yod ma yin | rnam par bslad pa’i blo yan run ste brjod pa dan ’dres
pa’i Ses pa thams cad la ni don gsal ba 7iid ldog pa’i phyir ro. It becomes clear in the light of Prajiakaragupta’s
Pramanavarttikabhasya (PVBh) that the criterion for determinateness and indeterminateness rests on the notion
of vividness and its incompatibility with conceptual construction; see PVBh p. 326,24: spastabhatvad evavikal-
pakam tatah pratyaksam.

For instance, see NK, p. 104,26-27: satyam, srutanumanagocaracarini bhavana visadabhavijiiana-
hetuh.
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As for the second problem, the Buddhist philosophers clarify what it means to exist at the
present moment. With this they attempt to undermine the position that it is impossible for a
past or a future thing to be the object of yogipratyaksa.'® The foundation of the Mimamsakas’
argument is that since past and future things are unreal, they cannot fulfil the purpose of the
one who cognizes them.'' According to Prajiiakaragupta, however, something’s existing at
the present moment does not refer to the fact that the thing is connected with the present
moment, but to the fact that it is directly experienced.'” This reiterates Dharmakirti’s defini-
tion of existence (sattva) as causal effectiveness (arthakriyakaritva). In the case of yogipra-
tyaksa, this amounts to producing the image (akdara) of a contemplated object in the cogni-
tion of the yogin. Even though a concept is not limited to the present moment, it becomes the
object of the yogin’s direct experience (saksatkarana) through his intensive practice of medi-
tation. In other words, the yogin is capable of going beyond the realm of time, and his cogni-
tion manifests even a past or future thing at the present moment. In this way, the commenta-
tors on Dharmakirti’s works establish that yogipratyaksa is non-erroneous (abhranta).

3. Regarding the Buddhist view which Vacaspati Misra introduces in his Nyayakanika, it is
certain that in his time the above two issues were still important topics in the context of un-
derstanding yogipratyaksa. However, Vacaspati approaches yogic intuition from a different
angle. He raises the more fundamental question of whether it is really possible to gain yogi-
pratyaksa. In doing so he pays attention to the doctrine that everything is without Self (sam-
astavastunairatmya). In order to argue his point, Vacaspati introduces a logical formula (pra-
yoga) brought forth by Kamalasila (ca. 740-795)."

vyapti: Whatever practices of meditation are done with attention, without interruption and for a
long time, have as their effect a cognition which makes its object appear like an @amalaka fruit on
the palm of the hand, just like for a lovesick man the love for [his] beloved endowed with these
three qualifications is the cause for the fact that [his] cognition which has [his] beloved as object
has a clear appearance.

paksadharmatd: And in the same way the meditational practice upon [the doctrine] that every-
thing is without Self has these three qualifications.'*

The conclusion derived from this formula is that when the practice of meditation upon the
selflessness of all things reaches completion, it produces a cognition which vividly manifests
selflessness. In other words, the yogin’s cognition is perception.

12 See PVBh p. 112,5ff. See also Iwata 1976: 359.

" According to the Mimamsa position the object of perception is only a present thing. Kumarila argues
that if the cognition of past and future objects were to be admitted as perception, cognitions such as remem-
brance (smrti) and the like would also have to be recognized as perceptions. See Hattori 1968: 162, n. 6.2.

12 See PVBh p. 112,1-2: saksatkaranam evasya bhavasyastitvam ucyate, sarvatra saksatkaranat sattvam
bhavasya gamyate. vartamanabhimatasyapi padarthatmani stambhadau saksatkaranad eva gamyate tadasti-
tvam nanyatah. See also Iwata 1976 and Steinkellner 1978.

13 With reference to the concept of yogipratyaksa, Vacaspati Misra’s pirvapaksin is Kamalasila. In his
Nyayakanika, he refers, directly or indirectly, to a number of passages from Tattvasamgrahapaiijika. See Pem-
wieser 1991: 109-147.

" NK, p. 114,1-5: ya sadaranairantaryadirghakaldsevita bhavana sa sarva karatalamalakayamandalam-
bananirbhasajiianaphala, tadyatha kamaturasya kaminibhavana visesanatrayavati kaminivisayavijiianavisada-
bhatahetuh. tatha ca samastavastunairatmyabhavana visesanatrayasaliniti. Despite the slight changes it is clear
that this passage is a direct reference to Kamalasila’s Tattvasamgrahaparijika (TSP, pp. 1060,22-1061,3): ya
sadaranairantaryadirghakalavisesand bhavand sa karatalayamanagrahyavabhdasamanajiianaphala, tadyatha
kamaturasya kaminibhavana. yathoktavisesanatrayayukta ca sarvakarasarvagatanairatmyabhavana karunika-
syeti.
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Now, let us turn to the question Vacaspati asked and see how the Buddhists prove that the
practice of meditation upon selflessness is possible. This is done by demonstrating that the
logical reason (hetu) in the above formula is not non-established (asiddha). For this, Vacas-
pati Misra states the following Buddhist view:

For, the practice of meditation endowed with the three qualifications is possible for people who,
fearing the cause of suffering in the world of samsdara, are firm in the cognition of sravakas, and
for people who have overcome inner obstacles through performing paramitas, such as giving,
who have compassion which removes the causes of all sufferings, and who consider all sufferers
as equal to themselves.'

Here, the Buddhists present the view that because of the whole world’s suffering, people try
to practice meditation either out of fear of suffering or owing to the compassion they feel
toward those who suffer. In Buddhist thought it is possible to become free from suffering
because suffering is not eternal, but has causes.

Yet a question arises regarding the above Buddhist view. Why does the yogin seek to remove
suffering by means of the practice of meditation upon selflessness and to attain yogipraty-
aksa? 1If this question is not properly answered, the conclusion in the logical formula cannot
be established. Vacaspati shows how the Buddhists attempted to solve this problem in the
next logical formula:

vyapti: If a thing [X] which is incompatible (viruddha) with another thing [Y] exists at a certain
place, the other thing [Y] never exists there. For instance, coldness does not exist where fire ex-
ists.

paksadharmata: And the realization of [the doctrine/fact] that everything is without Self, which is
incompatible with the view of an eternal Self, is possible in the mind."

Ever since the time of the Buddha, Buddhists have understood that the cause of suffering
consists in unwholesome qualities (dosa), such as greed and passion. These unwholesome
qualities, which produce suffering and themselves become part of suffering, are based on the
view of a Self (atmadarsana). Hence, suffering disappears when its basis, the view of a Self,
disappears, just as fever goes down when its cause, a cold, goes away. Now, how can one
abandon the view of a Self? For this, Buddhist philosophers turn to the notion of virodha, the
relationship of incompatibility, which is crucial to their logic. The views of Self and non-Self
are incompatible with each other. They cannot belong to the same person. For this reason, the
vogin’s abandonment of the view of a Self is nothing other than his maintaining the view of
non-Self. The meditation upon selflessness is a powerful antidote to both the view of a Self
and the suffering that arises from it.'” Accordingly, Buddhists maintain that by means of the
practice of meditation it is possible for a yogin to achieve yogipratyaksa.

S NK, p. 115,5-8: sambhavati hi bhavana visesanatrayavati samsarikaduhkhanimittad bibhyatam srava-
kabodhipratiniyatanam nikhiladuhkhanimittasamanikarunikanam ca sakalan eva duhkhina atmatayabhyupa-
gacchatam danadiparamitabhydsataniikytantarmalanam. See also TSP, pp. 57,18-58,3: tatra na tavad anarthi-
tvam siddham. tatha hi ye tavaj jatyadidubkhotpiditamanasah samsarad uttrastamanasas tadupasamam atma-
nah prarthayante, tesam sravakadibodhaniyatanam samsarad bhayam eva nairatmyabhavanarthitvanimittam;
NK; p. 110,4-6: na caite svasya paresam va napaninisitah, sravakabodhipratiniyatena va naisargikakaruna-
parddhinacetasa va purusadhaureyakena paradubhkhaduhkhind pratikillavedaniyatvat.

' NK, pp. 110,15-111,3: yatra yadviruddhasamavadhanam tatravasyam taditaranivyttih, yatha virud-
dhavahnisannidhane Sitanivrttih. sambhavati ca citte sthiratmadarsanaviruddhasarvadharmanairatmyasatmi-
bhava iti. This passage is from TSP, p. 55,5-9: yatra yadviruddhavastusamavadhanam na tatra tad aparam
avasthitim dsadayati, yatha diprapradipaprabhaprasarasamsargini dharanitale timiram. asti ca dosagana-
viruddhanairatmyadarsanasamavadhanam pratyaksikytanairatmyadarsane pumsiti.

" See TSP, p. 55,2-3: tena sarvadosavirodhinairatmyadarsane pratyaksikrte sati na tadviruddho ra-
gadidosagano ‘'vasthanam labhate.
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4. Vacaspati Misra does not object to the claim that the yogin experiences the contemplated
object.' He rather directs his criticism at yogipratyaksa, from the point of view that its object
is not an actual thing. The problem to which Vacaspati turns his attention is this object’s dif-
ference from the object in the actual world. For instance, the yogin may continue to meditate
upon the image of fire and clearly manifest it in his mind. Vacaspati argues that this image of
fire is not the same as an actual fire which burns or cooks. He presents the reason as follows:

Therefore it is not the case that this [result of the intensive practice of meditation] does not devi-
ate [from a real thing] because of a relationship of identity with [it], nor [does it not deviate] be-
cause of a causal relationship with it."’

The object of yogipratyaksa is not identical with a real thing because it is an act of mental
consciousness; the thing is obviously distinct from the cognition. Nor is it produced from a
real thing because it originates from a concept that the yogin acquires from the Buddha’s
teaching (dgama) and upon whose meaning he reflects by means of reasoning (yukti). Hence,
the object of yogipratyaksa has no relation with a real thing. On this basis Vacaspati insists
that it deviates from the thing.

Another issue Vacaspati Misra raises regarding yogipratyaksa is related to the Buddhist proof
of the omniscience (sarvajiiatd) of the Buddha. Buddhist philosophers claim that the object
of yogipratyaksa is the fact that everything is without Self (samastavastunairatmya). Because
“cognizing everything” is the condition for “being aware of everything as selfless,” the object
of this cognition is concerned with all things. Thus a question arises: How can the yogin
know everything and manifest it in his consciousness? The following is the Buddhist reply
which Vacaspati Misra uses for his argument:

Sentient beings, who are [now] being seen but exist extending to the limit of the threefold world,
are of the nature of a main cause or effect which is a multitude of aggregates in the past or the fu-
ture obtained during the recurrence of other lives. Hence, the cognition of them [by the yogins]
has even past and future things as its object, as something specified by them (i.c., these past and
future things) inasmuch as they are identical with the [present] things being perceived.”’

This reply reminds one of the concept of alayavijiiana in Yogacara Buddhism which pro-
vides the ultimate metaphysical foundation of the Pramana school. This alayavijiiana is the
storehouse of all seeds of dharmas.*' Sentient beings, transmigrating from beginningless
time, have been accumulating dharmas in this storehouse by way of experience throughout
their lives. Their cognitions are the place where all dharmas are located. Being produced
from the continuum (santana) of the yogin’s mind, dharmas themselves are the object-
condition (alambanapratyaya) for yogipratyaksa.

Vacaspati argues against this Buddhist view, making two points. First, he does not agree that,
like the present thing, past and future things are the object of yogipratyaksa. Vacaspati’s po-
sition is that “the fact that a thing is the object-condition for a cognition” is pervaded by “the
fact that it depends on senses.””” In other words, the object of perception is what is present

'8 See NK, p. 104,26-27: satyam, Srutanumanagocaracarini bhavanda visadabhavijiianahetur iti nava-
janimahe; NK, p. 105,16-17: satyam, sambhavaty anubhavah.

1 NK, p. 105,22-23: tan na tadatmyad asyavyabhicarah, napi tatkaryatvat.

* NK, p. 106,18-21: atha drsyamana dhdatutrayaparyantapanndh pranabhrto janmantaraparivarto-
pattatitanagataskandhakadambakopadanopadeyatmana iti taddarsanam drsyamanatadatmyena tadvisesanata-
yatitanagatany api gocarayati.

I'See TV 2¢d: tatralayakhyam vijiianam vipakah sarvabijakam.

2 NK, p. 106,10: arthasya alambanapratyayatvam vijianam pratindriyapeksatvena vyaptam. From the
time of Jaimini, the author of the Mimamsasiitra (MS), the contact of sense and object has been one of the es-
sential factors for perception according to the Mimamsa. See MS 1.1.4: satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanam
buddhijanma tat pratyaksam animittam vidyamanopalambhanatvat.
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(vidyamana).>> Vacaspati refers to the idea that although a certain fuel is the cause of smoke,
it cannot produce smoke without a fire even after hundred attempts. Past and future things do
not depend on the senses. They are included in the realm of concepts. Thus it is not proper to
claim that all dharmas are the object of yogipratyaksa.

Further criticizing the Buddhist view, Vacaspati asks: If all dharmas are the object-condition
for the cognition of yogins, why do they not function thus for the cognition of ordinary peo-
ple? Buddhists may answer that the difference lies in the presence or the absence of klesas.
Although all dharmas are potentially the object-condition for the cognition of both yogins
and ordinary people, they do not become the object of ordinary people’s cognitions because
these are covered by the impurity of klesas.** Arguing against this Buddhist view, Vacaspati
rejects the idea that the absence of klesas allows for the perception of real things. He argues
that if the yogin gets rid of klesas, he may indeed see all dharmas. However, this does not
mean that he is capable of turning something unreal into something real.

But it is not proper [to maintain] that the [yogin] has the skill to turn unreal things [into some-
thing real] owing to this [removal of klesas, etc.]. For it is suitable [to claim that] klesas, etc.,
cover the truth. However, they do not have any relation to changing concepts [into real things].”

What the Buddhists are confused about is the difference between perceiving something
clearly and perceiving a real thing. The removal of klesas is related to the purity of mind, but
it is not concerned with the true character of reality. The yogin may continue to practice and
purify his mind of all klesas. This results in the vivid manifestation of all dharmas. However,
they remain fictional concepts (vikalpa). Vacaspati concludes that it is therefore impossible
for Buddhists to establish the validity of yogipratyaksa.

5. The concept of yogipratyaksa occupied a special position in Indian philosophy because as
the link between theory and practice it was an object of proof for logicians as well as an ob-
ject of experience for yogins. The approach to this concept changed over the course of time.
While Dharmakirti tried to define yogipratyaksa and demonstrate its epistemological struc-
ture, his commentators, such as Dharmottara and Prajiakaragupta, attempted to justify how it
fulfils the two conditions of perception, namely freedom from conceptual construction and
non-erroneousness. Vacaspati Misra, on the other hand, taking the Mimamsa perspective,
discussed yogipratyaksa quite differently. His argument is based on the position that percep-
tion is the apprehension of a present object (vidyvamanopalambhana). He doubted the possi-
bility of meditation on the selflessness of all things for two reasons: 1) the object of yogi-
pratyaksa deviates from the actual thing and 2) the yogin cannot perceive all dharmas. These
reasons made Vacaspati negate the yogin’s attainment of yogipratyaksa. Subsequently, his
ideas with respect to this cognition became a crucial target of criticism for Buddhist philoso-
phers such as Jianasrimitra and Ratnakirti.

3 See Slokavarttika (SV) IV.20:
yato ’sti tatra dharmo ‘yam vidyamanopalambhanam |
tasmat tena prasiddhena gamyatam animittata ||.

* See TSP, p. 53,3-4: klesajiieyavaranaprahanato hi sarvajiatvam. tatra klesa eva ragadayo bhitadar-
Sanapratibandhabhavat klesavaranam ucyante, NK, p. 106,21-24: na ca asmadadidarsanasyapi tathatva-
prasangah, ragadimalavrtatvat. tasya ca bhagavato nirmrstanikhilaklesopaklesamalam vijiianam anavaranam
paritah gradyotamdnam alambanapratyayam sarvakaram gocarayat.

» NK, p. 107,5-7: na punar asmad asadarthanirmanakausalam asya yujyate. tattvavarakata hi sulabhd
klesadinam, na punar vikalpanirmanapratibandhata.
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Shujun Motegi

Asita Devala, a Samkhya Teacher

(1) It is well known that before I$varakrsna, the author of the Samkhyakarika (SK), there
were other Samkhya teachers who transmitted Samkhya ideas, said to have been originally
propounded by Kapila, the mythological founder of the school. In the present paper I shall
focus upon Asita Devala (AD) and discuss his teachings in order to infer earlier stages of
Samkhya thought.

(2) Before examining AD’s teachings, let us pay some attention to his name, which appears
in different forms in the Mahabharata (MBh). The most frequently used form is the combina-
tion asito devalas caiva,' which implies the existence of two different persons. However, the
combined forms asitasya devalasya and asito devalah often appear as the name of one and
the same person.2 The sequence of the two words, that is, asita and devala, is not fixed. We
can also observe the reverse word order, that is, devalas tv asito (’bravit).” Thus the name
AD does not have a single constant form. As the word asifa may be used as an adjective, the
original meaning seems to be “black Devala.” Owing to the familiarity of the name either of
the two components could have been used to denote AD. This would explain the occurrence
of the forms asita or devala.* For the present I presume the existence of one and the same
person with a variety of names.’

(3) In SK 71 it is stated that Samkhya thought came down to I$varakrsna through Sisya-
parampara (a succession of disciples). Mathara explains this succession of disciples as fol-
lows: tasmdad bhargavolukavalmikiharitadevalaprabhrtinam agatam.® Though other com-
mentaries on the SK do not refer to his name, AD is listed in the Epic as a Samkhya teacher
together with another well-known Samkhya teacher, Varsaganya. In MBh XI1.306, Yajiiaval-
kya, in response to a question posed by Visvavasu, refers to a theory which has “the twenty-
fifth” as its highest principle, that is, the Samkhya theory. He then lists certain teachers as
sources of Samkhya knowledge:

Jaigisavyasydsitasya devalasya ca me Srutam |

parasarasya viprarser varsaganyasya dhimatah ||57)||

bhiksoh paiicasikhasyatha kapilasya sukasya ca |

gautamasyarstisenasya gargasya ca mahatmanah ||58||

naradasyasures caiva pulastyasya ca dhimatah |
sanatkumarasya tatah sukrasya ca mahatmanah ||59]|.

It is far from certain that all the teachers mentioned here really were Samkhya teachers, but it
should be noted that this list contains the name of Varsaganya, who is the most important
teacher in the history of the Samkhya school, and the names of the first three teachers men-

' MBh 1.48.8, 111.83.103, VI1.69.45, XI1.281.15, XII1.18.14, XII1.65.22 and XIII.18.14.

> MBh11.53.6, 111.13.43, V1.32.13, XI1.200.4, X11.222.4 and XI1.306.57.

> MBh V1.64.6, 11.49.10 (devalam casitam) and XII1.153.13 (devalendsitena ca).

* MBh1.60.25,1.174.2, 11.64.5, X11.1.4, X11.222.3, X11.222.8, XII1.154.16 and XIV.94.32.

> However, in view of the large number of places where the name Devala appears, and which are
discussed below, there remains the possibility that there may have been a person or persons called Devala who
was/were different from AD.

S Cf. Math p. 62,22.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 357-371.
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tioned in the SK, that is, Kapila, Asuri, and Paficadikha. It is clear that the purpose of this list
is to identify these well-known teachers as Samkhya teachers. It is thus safe to say that AD
was also regarded as a Samkhya teacher at an early stage of the school.

(4) The teachings of AD are recorded in Chapter 267 of the Moksadharma section of the
MBh’s Santiparvan. In this chapter we find a rather long speech by AD directed at Narada,
who sometimes appears together with AD in the MBAh. 1 shall first summarize the teachings of
AD,” and then discuss some important topics or terms in relation to Samkhya thought.

In the beginning of the chapter Narada asks AD what the universe was created from and
where living beings go at the dissolution of the world. In answer to this question, AD begins
his teachings with a cosmological description. Citing the ideas of a/the adhibhiitacintaka he
states that Time (kala), compelled by its own nature (bhavapracodita), creates beings from
the five material elements, and emphasizes that it is wrong to assume a different creative
principle. AD describes the five material elements as being eternal, immovable and unchang-
ing, and as being aggregates of great energetic power (mahat tejas); they have Time as their
sixth (v. 6). Subsequently, AD declares that eight elements, consisting of the five material
elements, Time, life and death (bhava-abhava), make up the creation and dissolution of exist-
ing beings (v. 9).

AD then analyses the human being in relation to the five material elements (vv. 10ff.). The
human body is made of the five material elements. A human being has five sense organs,
three organs of knowledge, six organs of action, and an individual soul. The sense organs
themselves do not cognize external objects; it is the field-knower (ksetrajria, individual soul)
who cognizes them. The process of cognition is explained as follows: man perceives an ex-
ternal object by means of the sense organs; the object is then made an object of awareness by
citta, is examined by manas and is finally decided upon by buddhi.

The next topic is sleep and dreams. Man dreams when his sense organs have become weary®
and manas is active and directed at external objects. Human beings have three kinds of condi-
tion (bhava) called sattvika, rajasa and tamasa. They are characterized by these conditions
which are connected with their actions, and the memory in dreams is also characterized by
them.

Furthermore, human beings are said to consist of seventeen elements, that is, eight organs of
knowledge, six organs of action, and the three conditions. The eighteenth component is the
soul which is eternal in the human body. It is further explained that human beings consist of
twenty elements, including bodily heat.

Next, the life and death of a human being are explained. The human body is kept alive by
mahan with the help of wind: wind, connected with bhava, is the force that binds together the
bodily elements. It is not clear here to what the term mahan refers. When the effects caused
by actions of merit and demerit cease, man dies. Subsequently, his bodily elements are
dissolved into “the five.” The soul (ksetrin), impelled by Time (kdlasamcodita), transmi-
grates from the original body to another body, like a man moves to a new house. It takes
some time to be born again after the soul has reached the new body. As the soul itself is
neither born nor dies, we should not lament death. The soul is described as independent, not

7 This chapter is summarized by Hopkins (1901a: 155-157) and translated into English by Edgerton
(1965: 287-290).
¥ The term indriyasannydya is found only here in the MBh.



ASITA DEVALA, A SAMKHYA TEACHER 359

belonging to anyone. It experiences pain and pleasure in the body and at some later time will
proceed to the highest stage which is Brahman. It attains this state by abandoning the body,
which is made of merit and demerit. The method by which the soul may abandon merit and
demerit is Samkhya knowledge.

(5) I shall now examine some terms and concepts to be found in the teachings of AD. The
first of them is Time (kala), which plays an important role in the cosmology of this chapter.
The principal role of Time goes back to the Atharvaveda where it is the principle that sets the
whole world revolving.” However, the idea that Time has a creative function did not survive
in later systematized philosophical thought. In the MBA, Time is often seen as the principle of
destiny'® or as something connected with destiny, for example, Death. In the Moksadharma
Nahusa and Bali, two demons defeated by Indra, respectively tell Indra that everything, in-
cluding their defeat, has been determined by Time. Human efforts have no influence on the
course of life.'" A sort of pessimism that everything is predetermined is expressed rather fre-
quently at the beginning of the Moksadharma section in which renouncement of the world is
strongly recommended for keeping the mind in a state of steady tranquility. It could be said
that in the Epic it is the pessimistic view of ascetics that tends to lend emphasis to the func-
tion of Time as destiny."”

In the teachings of AD, Time is not the ultimate cause or creator of the world. However, even
though it does not create the five material elements, it creates all existent beings from the five
material elements which are eternal.”” It is therefore supposed that Time is the principle that
causes motion and change in things which do not move and change by themselves; it is said
to be one of the eight basic elements which cause the creation and dissolution of living be-
ings.

Nevertheless, we should not assume that Time is the principle of destiny in the teachings of
AD. Although some verses seem to explain transmigration in a pessimistic manner,'* AD
does not seem to accept destiny as the ultimate principle inasmuch as Brahman is said to be
the final goal attainable by certain efforts. Time thus plays the role of a basic principle which
causes change in things, but is not the ultimate principle. The idea that Time is accepted as
one among several principles is also seen in the teachings of Paficasikha in Chapter 212
where, however, the precise role or function of Time is not stated.”

 Cf. AVIX.53 and 54; Edgerton 1965: 130-132; Bedekar 1961.

10 The idea of Time as the creator of the world is still seen, for example, in MBh 1.1.187-190 and 1.3.151
(kalacakra) where destiny is also implicitly indicated. In Maitrayani-Upanisad (MaiUp) 6, Time is not the
ultimate principle of creation although it occupies a very high position; it is regarded as the source of food, and
the sun as the source of Time (6.14). Further, Time is considered to be an aspect of Brahman (6.15-16).

"' MBh X11.217 and 219. Cf. Hopkins 1901a: 103 and Bedekar 1961: 1-6.

12 In the Svetasvatara-Upanisad (SvetUp), Time, together with other principles such as svabhava, niyati
and yadrccha (SvetUp 1.2 and 6.1), is denied as cause of the world. In MaiUp 4.5, it is treated as one of the
forms of formless Brahman, next to other entities such as agni, vayu, aditya, prana and anna.

" Hopkins (1901: 155) takes the function of Time here to be the creation of the five material elements.

' The thirty-third verse of this chapter runs as follows:

hitvahitva hy ayam praiti dehad deham krtasrayah |

kalasamcoditah ksetri visirnad va grhad grham ||. (MBh X11.267.33)
The expression kala(sam)codita is frequently used to emphasize the capability of destiny to influence human
life.

15 Bedekar (1961) tries to explain the appearance of the concept of Time in these chapters as a reaction of
orthodox thinkers to heterodox thinkers who maintain the notion of destiny (pp. 14-15).
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Time cannot be considered a Samkhya concept. The Yuktidipika, a later commentary on the
SK, in the context of proving the existence of prakrti clearly denies Time as the world’s
cause.'® On the basis of the Ahirbudhnyasamhita@’s (AS) testimony, Chakravarti maintains
that Time may possibly have been one of the sixty topics of the Sastitantra."” The Ahirbudh-
nyasamhita lists six topics which are quite different from those referred to in commentaries
on the SK, with Time appearing together with sakti and niyati. Inasmuch as it is listed
alongside niyati, the concept of kala must here be related to destiny, unlike in Chapter 267 of
the Moksadharma.'®

The Ahirbudhnyasamhita has another verse that refers to Samkhya. In it, Time is said to be
one of four principles, together with vyakta, avyakta and pum. The verse runs as follows:

vyaktavyaktapumakhyabhis tatha kalakhyaya mune |

uktd catasrbhih saiva Saktir vai samkhyayogayoh ||."”’
Although the role of Time is not clear here,” the testimony of the Ahirbudhnyasamhita sug-
gests the possibility that in the earlier period there was a certain Samkhya or Yoga school
which regarded Time as a basic principle. As for the role of Time, it seems possible to as-
sume that, like in Chapter 267, it is a principle that causes modification in immovable things.
Time may have been adopted to explain the manifold phenomena of the primary matter be-
fore the appearance of parinamavada, or the notion of time may have been introduced as an
alternative to it. The existence of such a school may be assumed on the basis of the evidence
provided by the Ahirbudhnyasamhita. But even if a similar function of Time were presup-
posed, there would be a difference between this assumed school and the teachings of AD that
never refer to basic Samkhya terms such as vyakta, avyakta and pum (purusa) which are
found in the above verse.

Regarding material principles, we note only the five material elements in AD’s teaching in
Chapter 267 of the Moksadharma which are supposed to be eternal. Later on in the SK they
are treated as one of the evolutes of the ultimate material principle (prakrti). There is no ref-
erence in the teachings of AD to this higher principle which contains the five material ele-
ments in latent form.

The term guna deserves examination. The SK maintains parinamavada which explains the
manifold phenomena as the combination of three constituents (gunas), that is, sattva, rajas
and tamas of the ultimate material principle (prakrti). The same term guna is used here in
Chapter 267 of the Moksadharma, but it has various meanings. First, guna is used to refer to
the functions of the sense organs, that is, seeing, hearing, smelling, touching and tasting (v.
12). The function of the organs of knowledge and action is also called guna (v. 22).*' Second,

' Yuktidipika (YD) pp. 161,24-26 and 247,12. In addition, Varahamihira in Brhatsamhita (BS) 1.7 refers
to the kalavadins as thinkers distinct from the pradhanavadin Kapila.

"7 Chakravarti 1951: 117-118; cf. AS 12.21.

'8 Cf. AS 12.21ab: trini tantrany athanyani Sakter niyatikalayoh. As Chakravarti (1951: 120) clarifies,
this list is coloured by Bhagavata speculation where the three concepts, that is, sakti, niyati and kala, play an
important role. The extent to which Samkhya thought is properly reproduced here is therefore questionable.

' AS 51.42; cf. Chakravarti 1951: 257.

% The four principles are regarded as forms of the supreme God Visnu in the literature of Paficaratra; cf.
Visnupurana (ViP) 1.2.14-18ab (pp. 5-6), specifically vyaktam visnus tathavyaktam purusah kala eva ca
(1.2.18ab).

2L Cf. MBh 267.22¢d: jianacestendrivagunah sarve samsabdita maya. Edgerton (1965: 289, n. 1) takes
guna used in verse 12 to refer to the characteristics of material elements. However, even if this interpretation is
accepted, the usage in verse 22 still supports the assumption that the function of organs is also called guna.
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the characteristics of the five material elements, that is, color, odour, taste, contact and sound,
are called guna (vv. 13-15); the sense organs perceive these five characteristics. This usage is
very frequent in the Moksadharma. Thirdly, three dispositions (discussed below) and four-
teen organs are referred to as the seventeen elements (guna) which constitute a human being
(v. 28). Although it seems unreasonable to combine mental dispositions with organs, perhaps
this is necessary for justifying that a human being consists of a certain number of elements.*
Alternatively, AD refers to the idea that there are twenty constituent elements (v. 30).> In
this case, too, he seems to use guna in the meaning of constituent elements of a human being.

Thus the term guna is applied in various senses. However, upon closer observation of the
usages of the term it becomes apparent that AD uses this term whenever he refers to the na-
ture or function of something substantial. This usage is very common in the Moksadharma
but differs from that of the SK.

One should also examine the term bhava in relation to guna. bhava is used in the SK to refer
to the dispositions of buddhi which determine the next birth. They are of three natures: sam-
siddhika, prakrtika and vaikrtika. The specific appearances of bhava are eight in number,
dharma, jiiana, vairdagya, aisvarya and their opposites (SK 43-45), and are considered to ex-
plain transmigration.

In Chapter 267 of the Moksadharma, the term bhava is used in different meanings. First, it is
used in a compound to qualify Time (v. 4): kalo bhavapracoditah. In the next verse, Time is
qualified by another compound: kala atmapracoditah. The two expressions must have the
same meaning. Thus bhdva here means “own nature,” comparable to svabhava.* Second, the
term bhdva is used together with its negation in the compound bhdavabhavau (v. 9). Because
the relevant verse explains the death and rebirth of living beings made of the five material
elements, the meaning of bhdva is “birth” or “life.”** Third, bhdva refers to the mental dispo-
sitions or conditions of a human being which are closely connected with his activities (v. 25).
There are three dispositions of bhava, namely, the clear (sattvika), the dark (tamasa) and the
active (rajasa), among which only the sattvikabhdava is explained. The three kinds of disposi-
tions are discussed in detail in Chapter 187, with duplicates in Chapters 239-241. Frauwallner
(1925) regards these chapters as Samkhya chapters. In Chapter 187, the dispositions are
specified as modified forms of the psychic organ buddhi: when buddhi changes into the three

*? That the human being is made of seventeen or sixteen elements is often stated in the Moksadharma.
Cf. Hopkins 1901a: 167-170.
3 The verse runs as follows:
atha va samnipato ’yam Sariram panicabhautikam |
ekas ca dasa castau ca gunah saha saririnam |
ismana saha vimso va samghatah paricabhautikah ||. (MBh X11.267.30)
The meaning of the verse is not clear. The body is made of five material elements, and for the soul there are one,
ten and eight elements. By adding bodily heat to the list, a human being possesses twenty elements. Referring to
Deussen’s suggestion (1906: 481) that eka is ksetrajiia, Edgerton (1965: 290, n. 1) comments that he cannot
make sense of these enumerations.
** Cf. Edgerton 1965: 287.
» Regarding this usage, it has already been pointed out that there is a parallel passage in MBh X11.244.2
which reads (cf. Edgerton 1965: 287, n. 1):
akasam maruto jyotir apah prthvi ca panicami |
bhavabhavau ca kalas ca sarvabhiitesu paiicasu ||.
Here, Time is conceived as the innate nature of the five material elements, rather than as an independent
principle. Frauwallner (1925: 192) points out that this verse is influenced by another sphere of ideas.
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dispositions, it becomes another psychic organ, the manas.”® Here, in Chapter 267, though
not explicitly stated, bhava seems to refer to the dispositions of buddhi.”’

Taking all these occurrences of the term bhdva into consideration, I am compelled to con-
clude that the chapter is not well systematized as regards its terminology because in its mere
thirty-eight verses the same important term has several different meanings. However, we can
see that bhava is predominantly used to refer to mental dispositions, which is similar to the
usage in Chapter 187.%*

The purpose of referring to mental dispositions seems to be to prepare for an explanation of
emancipation which relies on the simile of a dream. Although the verses 23-27 are obscure to
me, it can be assumed that AD tries to explain emancipation with the simile of a dream, the
latter being interpreted by the three dispositions of mind.* A human being in general experi-
ences waking, sleep with dreams, and deep sleep without dreams. In the first two states the
mind is still active and confused, which would refer to the dispositions of rajas and tamas.
However, in deep sleep worldly affairs mean nothing, which is the very state of emancipation
comparable to the disposition of sattva. Emancipation is described in terms of the uncon-
scious condition of deep sleep, a simile which is also found in the Middle Upanisads.*

The process of perception of an external object also needs examination. In SK 30-35 it is said
that several psychic organs work successively to cognize an external object, which presup-
poses a certain hierarchical order among them. This successive hierarchically ordered func-
tioning of the senses and psychic organs is a characteristic feature of perception in Samkhya.
In Chapter 267 of the Moksadharma, as in the SK, several psychic organs function succes-
sively to cognize an external object. Hierarchically ordered psychic organs are first men-
tioned in the Katha-Upanisad (KathUp).>' Here the hierarchy is part of a sequence which

?® The relevant verses in Chapter 187 read:

purusadhisthita buddhis trisu bhavesu vartate |

kaddcil labhate pritim kadacid anusocati ||21||

na sukhena na duhkhena kadacid api vartate |

evam naranam manasi trisu bhavesv avasthita ||22||.
“buddhi governed by purusa exists in the three conditions. Sometimes it experiences pleasure, sometimes it
grieves. And sometimes it exists with neither pleasure nor pain. Thus [buddhi] remains in three conditions in the
mind of human beings.”

*" Edgerton (1965: 289, n. 1) assumes that the meaning of bhdva is the same as that of guna in Samkhya
usage.

% The abstract meaning of the term bhdva must have opened the way for a wide application of its triple
classification. In Chapter 187, the concept of three dispositions is used to interpret a Buddhist concept of three
kinds of vedana, called sattviki, rajasi and tamasi (v. 28). This explanation of vedana using the notion of three
dispositions is again found in the teachings of Paficasikha. Moreover, Paficasikha uses this notion to explain
conditions of the mind (citta) or body (MBh XI1.212.211f.). In Chapter 302, this classification is applied to the
kinds of individual selves (pratyagatman) by persons called adhyatmacintah (302.3), and in Chapter 313 it is
used by King Janaka when describing human faults and the proper way to be followed (313.28). In Bhagavad-
gita (BhG') 7.12-13 the three dispositions are said to be born from Bhagavat and to put the whole world in a
state of confusion.

* The twenty-seventh verse is especially unclear:

Jjantusv ekatamesv evam bhava ye vidhim dasthitah |
bhavayor ipsitam nityam pratyaksagamanam dvayoh ||. (MBh X11.267.27)

0 Cf. Prasna-Upanisad (PraUp) 4.5-6 and MaiUp 6.25 and 7.11. In MBh XI1.187, dreaming is determin-
ed to be the consequence of the workings of tamas as well as of laziness (v. 35).

3! The verses in KathUp 3 run as follows:

indriyebhyah para hy artha arthebhyas ca param manah |
manasas tu pard buddhir buddher atma mahan parah ||10||
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leads to the highest principle as the final goal to be known or to be identified with one’s own
Self. Again, in Chapter 187 of the Moksadharma, the psychic organs and the soul, called the
field-knower, are hierarchically listed in order to indicate the highest principle in a human
being. Subsequently, with the concept of the hierarchically ordered psychic organs and the
soul presupposed, the process of perception is explained as follows:

caksur alokanayaiva samsayam kurute manah |
buddhir adhyavasayaya ksetrajiiah saksivat sthitah ||12].

Eyes are for seeing (an external object), manas doubts, buddhi determines, and the field-knower
stands like an on-looker.

If one compares the process of perception as described in Chapters 187 and 267, it can be
stated that both descriptions basically follow a similar scheme, though they differ in some
details. The differences are that in Chapter 187 citta is not known as a psychic organ, and in
Chapter 187 the field-knower is included in the process of perception.* It is peculiar that the
field-knower has no function in the process of perception described in Chapter 267 because it
is included in the hierarchical order of psychic organs and because in the preceding verse it is
emphasized that it is not the sense organs but the field-knower who perceives objects.*® Some
confusion or interpolation in the course of textual transmission may have occurred. In this
respect the scheme of perception presented in Chapter 267 may be said to be inconsistent.
However, Chapter 267 at least testifies to the concept of perception by hierarchically ordered
psychic organs, which is also found in Chapter 187 and later in the SK.

The term karmendriya is found in SK 26 and Yogabhdsya (YBh) ad YS 2.19,”* and not in any
other system of philosophical thought. It is thus possibly a Samkhya or Yoga concept. The
term itself does not appear in the literature of the Upanisads, but the functions of parts of the
human body are noted there, and the terms referring to individual karmendriyas can already
be found in the Old Upanisads.”® In the Prasna-Upanisad, one of the Middle Upanisads, all
the organs of action are listed together with the material elements, sense organs and psychic
organs:

mahatah param avyaktam avyaktat purusah parah |

purusan na param kinicit sa kastha sa para gatih ||11]].
Cp. KathUp 6.7-8.

32 The verse in question runs:

purvam cetayate jantur indriyair visayan prthak |

vicarya manasda pascad atha buddhya vyavasyati |

indriyair upalabdharthan sarvan yas tv adhyavasyati ||17)|.
The same process of perception is described in MBA 111.201.18, V1.25.42 (BhG 111.42), X11.244.10 et passim.
Incidentally, when comparing these descriptions of the process, one has to note that the function of buddhi is
almost fixed, while manas has different functions in each of them. This reflects the wide range of meanings
associated with manas.

33 The relevant verses run:

indriyani na budhyante ksetrajiias tais tu budhyate ||15cd||

cittam indriyasamghatat param tasmat param manah |

manasas tu pard buddhih ksetrajiio buddhitah parah ||16]|.
The term citta is used in the teachings of Paficasikha in Chapter 212 in which the process of perception is not
treated.

** YBhp. 199,15.

35 The Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad (BAUp) 2.4.11 (= 4.5.12) reads: ... evam sarvesam karmanam hastav
ekayanam | evam sarvesam anandanam upastha ekayanam | evam sarvesam visarganam payur ekayanam |
evam sarvesam adhvanam padav ekayanam | evam sarvesam vedanam vag ekayanam |. In the Taittiriya-Upani-
sad (TaiUp) 3.10 Brahman as food is said to appear in the acts of parts of the human body: ... | ksema iti vaci |
vogaksema iti pranapanayoh | karmeti hastayoh | gatir iti padayoh | vimuktir iti payau | iti manusih samajiah |.
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... | vak ca vaktavyam ca | hastau cadatavyam ca | upasthas canandayitavyam ca | payus ca

visarjayitavyam ca | padau ca gantavyam ca | manas ca mantavyam ca | buddhis ca boddhavyam

ca | ahamkaras cahamkartavyam ca | cittam ca cetayitavyam ca | tejas ca vidyotayitavyam ca |
-, = . 3

pranas ca vidharayitavyam ca |. (PraUp 4.8)

It is only a small step from this to the point where organs of actions are placed in a category
named karmendriya. In the MBh the term karmendriya occurs in eight chapters, six of which
are apparently Samkhya chapters, so to speak.”’ The remaining two chapters are Chapters
212 and 267 of the Moksadharma, both of which lack typical Samkhya concepts, such as
purusa, prakrti, triguna and so on. Unlike in Chapter 212 where the names of karmendriyas
are only listed, in Chapter 267 they are given a detailed treatment. Chapter 267 therefore
places a certain emphasis upon the karmendriyas, without providing an explanation of other
specific Samkhya concepts.

The term bala is used to refer to the power which results from the activities of the organs of
action. This way of thinking is very similar to the notion of the samanyakaranavrtti of the
three kinds of organs mentioned in SK 29, which explains the five bodily winds as the result
of the common activity of the three kinds of organs.”® In the YBA on YS 39, the activity of the
five bodily winds is identified with life (jivana), which is also considered to be the result of
the common activity of the organs (samastendriyavrttih).*

With regard to the elements forming a human being, AD introduces several explanations in
the context of treating transmigration. According to the first, living beings consist of eight
elements: five material elements, birth, death and Time. This explanation only relates to the
birth and death of living beings (v. 9), that is, it presupposes a rather mechanical kind of
transmigration without the assumption of any psychic principles. According to the second
explanation a human being consists of eighteen elements (guna) (v. 22), of which the eight-
eenth is the eternal soul (dehin). The soul is called ksetrajiia, perhaps in the context of cogni-
tion. With the third explanation AD introduces the idea of a human being made up of twenty
elements, but it is unclear which elements are meant (v. 30). Here, the embodied soul is
called saririn. According to this explanation, the principle called “the large one” (mahan),
together with wind (breath), keeps the body alive.*” Wind further dissolves the physical body
into the material elements at the time of death. Among these three alternative explanations of
the human being, the third seems conclusive. It assumes an eternal soul which has nothing to
do with birth and death, but nevertheless transmigrates, as an embodied soul, from body to
body with its experience of pleasure and pain intact.*' The concept of soul here is that — while

36 The same type of list is seen again in the Kausitaki-Upanisad (KauUp) 3.5.

37 They are MBh X11.203.6, 287.9, 291.27, 292.44, 295.4 and XIV.42.15.

3% Nilakantha expresses a similar view in his comments on MBh X11.267.22: tena samanyakaranavrttih
pranadyavayavah pariiceti samkhyanam sammatah pranasyendriyanatirekapaksah parastah (cf. BhD p. 156,51.).
Frauwallner (1925: 191) offers a suggestion as to why the term bala is used.

%% As to the sense organs, they seem to be composed of the material elements, though this is not explicitly
stated. In v. 267.11, it is said that the body is born from earth, the ears from space, the eyes from fire (sirya),
the breath from wind, and blood from water. This idea is different from that of the SK, according to which sense
organs, organs of actions and manas are born from a psychic organ, that is, ahamkara (SK 25) (cf. Frauwallner
1925: 188-192).

* 1t is not clear what is meant by mahan here. This term is often used for buddhi or atman. It would
therefore be natural to take it to refer to an embodied soul responsible for life.

4 Regarding the terms used to refer to the soul, four are used in different contexts, that is, dehin, Saririn,
ksetrin and ksetrajiia. This may partially be due to the fact that various sources have been cited. A number of
expressions are used in this chapter to refer to other sources: ahur bhiitacintakah (v. 4), kavayo viduh (v. 12),
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being essentially eternal and pure — it transmigrates until emancipation is reached. This is
somewhat analogous to the notion of the soul according to the SK. However, there is nothing
equivalent here to the SK’s concept of a subtle body (siksmasarira), within which an eternal
soul transmigrates without contact with the material world.

Emancipation is attained after death by reaching Brahman. To reach Brahman, it is necessary
to leave the body which is made of merit and demerit (punyapapamaya). In order to destroy
the merit and demerit of the body, the knowledge of Samkhya is taught (vv. 36-38). In the
last verse the term samkhya appears, referring to the means by which the merit and demerit in
the body accumulated over a lifetime can be destroyed. According to the SK, on the other
hand, emancipation is attained by means of the knowledge by which one distinguishes purusa
from prakrti, as a result of which the three kinds of pain, irremovable by other means, may be
expunged. Thus these concepts of emancipation differ markedly from each other. The term
punyapapa is rather rare in the literature of the Upanisads.* It occurs often in the Epic, espe-
cially in the Moksadharma section. Chapter 267 is unique because in it merit and demerit are
said to belong to the body, not to the mind.* As a result, the eternal nature or purity of the
soul seems to be maintained even during the process of transmigration. Even though accord-
ing to this system of thought the eternal soul remains in a pure state, which is similar to that
of the SK, it has to be pointed out that the terms and the frame of thought are quite different.

(6) The close relationship between AD and Jaigisavya (Jai.), who is also regarded as a Sam-
khya teacher, necessitates the examination of Jai.’s teachings. The teachings of Jai. can be
found in two chapters of the MB#A. First he lectures to AD in MBh 1X.49.

The story of MBh 1X.49 provides us with a description of AD. AD is said to be an ideal
householder (cf. garhasthya) who lives in a hermitage (@srama) at a tirtha. He is rich in as-
cetic merit (tapas) and practises dharma, is religiously pure and without anger, and treats all
living beings equally. He considers censure and praise to be the same, and gold to be equal in
value to clay. He always worships gods, guests and brahmanas. Satisfied with brahmacarya,
he is constantly engaged in his duties (vv. 1-4). He is called muni, mahamuni and bhiksuka.
Although absorbed in austerities, he cannot reach the world of Brahman where Jai. can easily

go.

Jai. visits AD’s hermitage, engages in yoga practice and attains perfection (siddhi). He is also
called muni or mahamuni, but not yogin; nonetheless he possesses great power born of yoga
by means of which he can fly up to the highest world of Brahman. The main feature of Jai.’s
yoga is, therefore, his miraculous power (prabhava) (vv. 22, 43 and 51), which enables him
to fly through the skies with tremendous speed.*

Because AD’s miraculous powers are not as perfect as those of Jai., AD makes up his mind
to follow Jai. and pursues the moksadharma, leaving garhapatya. His decision is described in
terms of a contradiction between the duties of a householder and the quest for emancipation.

ahur etany adhyatmacintakah (v. 18), iti samsabdyamanani (v. 19), prasamsanti (v. 25) and atha va (vv. 29 and
30).

*2 1t only occurs in the Mundaka-Upanisad (MuUp) 3.1.3, which is parallel to MaiUp 6.18.

# Other usages are rather standard general expressions such, as punyapapavivarjitah (MBh X11.327.6,
332.13 and 336.2) and punyapapena manusena (X11.291.47 and 302.4).

* Hopkins (1901b: 337) discusses the ability of certain persons to fly. It has already been pointed out by
Chakravarti (1951: 127-128) that later literature sees Jai. as a yoga teacher who teaches concentration of mind.
Cf. also Johnston 1937: 9.
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The decision causes fear of a food shortage among living beings because of the renounce-
ment of the householder’s duties. AD therefore changes his mind and decides to renounce
emancipation, but now some fruits, flowers and herbs fear that they will be plucked or cut for
the householder’s sacrifice. Undecided about whether he should seek emancipation or remain
a householder, AD finally chooses emancipation and attains perfection (siddhi) and the high-
est yoga. At the end of the story Narada appears and tells the divine beings that Jai. no longer
possesses fapas because it has been transmitted to AD.

The term moksadharma must here refer to the method by which man attains Brahman,
though this is not clearly stated; Jai.’s actual lesson is not specifically reported either. We
know from the words of Narada that Jai. transmitted his accumulated power of austerity (fa-
pas) to AD. In the chapter under discussion tapas is most important, and yoga seems to be a
method to obtain the majestic power of tapas; yoga is not the means of mental concentration
as in the YBA. Even the power of yoga ascribed to Jai. can be regarded as a result of fapas.*”
In any case, Jai. is presented as having a connection with yoga.

The teachings of Jai. addressed to AD are again presented in Chapter 222 of the Moksa-
dharma. In this chapter Jai. is described as a sage free from anger and desire who has a great
liking for the power of tapas. In his teachings as a whole, he stresses indifference towards
people and worldly affairs, which is emphasized by means of various maxim-like expres-
sions. Jai.’s main points are that a person should be of equal mind towards everyone, and that
one should be indifferent to praise and blame. If one adheres to these attitudes, Jai. states, one
can sleep tranquilly even if one has been insulted, and reach the final goal, that is, Brahman.
As this goal is beyond the realm of matter (prakrti), it can only be attained by the strict sup-
pression of anger and the senses (cf. jitendriya).

One frequently comes across the basic idea that indifference is to be praised in earlier chap-
ters of the Moksadharma section.*® From the above chapter emerges an image of Jai. as the
teacher of AD who preaches indifference, perhaps attained by means of practising austerity
and restraining the senses. Thus his image in these chapters is that of an austere sage or
yogin, rather than that of a Samkhya teacher.

(7) The name of AD is encountered not only in the Moksadharma, but also elsewhere in the
Epic and in other literature. These occurrences need to be examined in order to obtain a more
complete understanding of his personality.

First, let me examine the occurrences of the name in the Epic. AD is a son of Vasu Pratyiisa
(MBh 1.60.25) and has a younger brother Dhaumya (MBh 1.174.2).* Together with Vyasa

* In MBh X11.312.8, Suka, who is described as a dharmatma munih, is prohibited by his father from
using the power to fly in the sky.
* For example, the idea that praise and blame should be treated as equal occurs in Chapters 213, 215,
237 and 313. The first two verses of Chapter 222 are the same as those of Chapter 269 in which Harita praises
the sage (muni) who wanders about as a beggar. The two verses are:
kimsilah kimsamacarah kimvidyah kimparayanah |
prapnoti brahmanah sthanam yat param prakrter dhruvam ||222.1||
moksadharmesu niyato laghvaharo jitendriyah |
prapnoti brahmanah sthanam yat param prakrter dhruvam |222.2||.
The first verse is referred to in Brough 1962: 282. The term laghvaharo jitendriyah of the second verse is
repeatedly used in the Moksadharma (MBh X11.227.8,232.12 and 267.17).
*"According to the Harivamsa (HV), AD married Ekaparna, one of the three daughters of Himavat
(12.22). Jai. married another daughter called Ekapatala (13.23). Cf. Hopkins 1915: 11.
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and other brahmanas, AD is invited to the snake sacrifice of Janamejaya as a priest (sadasya)
(MBh 1.48.8). In the same book of the MB#h he is said to be a reciter of the Mahabharata to
the ancestors, while Narada recites it to the gods (MBh 1.1.64 and XVIII.5.42). He is one of
many guests at the pizja of Yudhisthira (MBh 11.4.8), at the abhisekha ceremony of Yudhi-
sthira (MBh 11.49.10) and at the asvamedha sacrifice (MBh X1V.94.32). He further appears as
one of the maharsis (MBh 111.83.103, VII.69.45 and XII.1.4), as one of the rsis who praise
Visnu (MBh XI1.281.15), as one of the storytellers who narrate the wonder of Krsna (MBh
XI1.200.4), and as one of the sages (munis) in the sesame worship (MBh XI11.65.22). AD is
also one of the members of the procession which sets out to meet the dying Bhisma (MBh
XIII.153.13), and he participates in the funeral procession for Bhisma together with Vyasa,
Narada and others (MBh XII1.154.16).

In the passages just mentioned, only AD’s name appears, with qualifications such as muni
and rsi. As AD seems to be treated as a great seer (rsi) in almost all of the above passages, it
may be assumed that he was a seer highly esteemed in the orthodox Hindu religious tradition
of the days of the Epic.

Furthermore, some fragmentary statements are ascribed to AD in the Epic, but they are too
short and too general to allow for any conclusive interpretations. The words ascribed to AD
are as follows:

(a) Yudhisthira, while gambling, quotes AD in order to justify gambling:

evam ahayam asito devalo munisattamah |

imani lokadvarani yo vai samcarate sada ||

idam vai devanam papam mayaya kitavaih saha |

dharmena tu jayo yuddhe tat param sadhu devanam ||. (MBh 11.53.6-7)

The great muni Asita Devala, who always goes through these gates of the world, said: “Gaming
deceitfully with gamblers is a sin. But winning in battle by a righteous act (dharma) is excellent,
virtuous gaming.”

(b) AD is quoted by Bhimasena when the wife of the Pandu brothers has been insulted:

trini jyotimsi purusa iti vai devalo "bravit |
apatyam karma vidya ca yatah systah prajas tatah ||. (MBh 11.64.5)

“Man has three lights,” said Devala, that is, offspring, action and learning, because living beings
are created from them.

(c) Krsna (Draupadi) quotes AD when she asks Krsna for protection:

piirve praja nisarge tvam ahur ekam prajapatim |
srastaram sarvabhiitanam asito devalo bravit ||. (MBh III.13.43)48

You (Krsna) are said to have been the single creator when living beings were formerly created.
Asita Devala said that you were the creator of all living beings.

(d) MBh V1.32.13 quotes words of various sages including AD on the nature of Bhagavat:

param brahma param dhama pavitram paramam bhavan |
purusam Sasvatam divyam adidevam ajam vibhum ||12||
ahus tvam rsayah sarve devarsir naradas tatha |

asito devalo vyasah svayam caiva bravigi me ||13]].

*® This verse has a parallel in MBh V1.64.5:
purve prajanisargesu daksam ahuh prajapatim |
srastaram sarvabhiitanam (cf. MBh X.17.12c) angiras tvam tato ’bravit ||.
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(Arjuna said:) You are the highest Brahman, the highest residence, the highest purifier, the eternal
holy purusa, the first god [and] unborn Lord. All the sages as well as the divine sage Narada,
Asita Devala and Vyasa called you thus. And you tell me thus yourself.

(e) MBh V1.64.6 is a verse in praise of Brahman sung by AD and other sages such as Narada,
Bhrgu, Dvaipayana and Angiras:

avyaktam te Sarirottham vyaktam te manasi sthitam |
deva vaksambhavas ceti devalas tv asito "bravit ||.

Asita Devala has said of you that the Unmanifest is in your body [and] the Manifest is in your
mind, and that the divine beings were born from [your] speech.

(f) AD is quoted praising Siva’s power together with other sages including Vi§vamitra, Jai.
and Parasara:®

asito devalas caiva praha pandusutam nrpam |

Sapac chakrasya kaunteya cito dharmo ’'nasan mama |

tan me dharmam yasas cagryam dyus caivadadad bhavah ||. (MBh X111.18.14)

And Asita Devala told the king, the son of Pandu (Yudhisthirg), that Bhava gave him back the ac-
cumulated merit which had disappeared due to the curse of Sakra, o son of Kunti, together with
glory and long life.

It is impossible to postulate the existence of a systematic framework of thought from the
fragments just quoted because they are drawn from different contexts. However, these quota-
tions show that AD was accepted as an authority in mental instruction or in the belief in
God — Visnu and Siva —, perhaps owing to his career as an ascetic. Additionally, the fact that
he is often quoted together with other sages shows that he was accepted as one of the authori-
tative sages in the Hindu religious tradition.

(8) The name Asita often appears in Buddhist literature in an almost formulaic manner. In the
episode of the Buddha’s birth, Asita is the sage (isi, rsi, maharsi) who laments that he is too
close to death to watch the newly born son of King Suddhodana grow up and become a Bud-
dha. Hence, he is supposed to possess the power to foresee the future.”

(9) Devala is given as the name of the author of a Dharmasiitra in the Brahmasitrabhasya
(BSBh) ad BS 1.4.28.°" In the Brhatsamhita (Bs), the name Devala appears twice. First, his
opinion on the motions of Mercury is quoted. Second, he is mentioned, together with other
sages, as being the source for Rsabha’s knowledge of omens based on the observation of
birds and other animals.”

Taking into consideration the different, though not necessarily contradictory, characteristics
ascribed to Devala, it seems inappropriate to assume that all these references to Devala are to

¥ Hopkins (1901: 155) understands this verse to be connected with one of the many epithets of Siva,
samkhyaprasada, listed in MBh XI111.17.61a.
°% The story and relevant literature are discussed in Windisch 1916: 1-13.
°! The relevant portion (BSBh p. 139,9-11) reads: devalaprabhrtibhis ca kaiscid dharmasitrakaraih sva-
granthesv asritah, tena tatpratisedhe yatno ’tiva krto nanvadikaranavadapratisedhe. For Devala as the author
of a Dharmasiitra, see Chakravarti 1951: 128 and Bhattacharyya 1964: §8-10.
52 The relevant verses of the Brhatsamhita are:
rjvy ativakra vakra vikala ca matena devalasyaitah |
paiicacaturdvyekaha rjvyadinam sadabhyastah ||7.15||
yac chakrasukravagisakapisthalagarutmatam |
matebhyah praha rsabho bhagurer devalasya ca ||86.1]].
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one and the same person. However, rather than postulating the existence of several Devalas, I
take the variety of appearances as an indication of the fact that AD’s fame as a seer with su-
pernatural powers had been officially accepted and had spread in the Hindu tradition.

(10) Let me conclude the present paper with the following assumptions:

1) The personal attributes of AD gleaned from the passages discussed above indicate that he
was a well-known austere sage in the Hindu religious tradition. He appears as an excellent
brahmana together with other mythological rsis. The sages close to AD are Jai. and Narada.
AD, like his teacher Jai., is characterized as a rsi or a muni who is full of fapas. This is a ba-
sic characteristic which both of them have in common and around which legends were cre-
ated. For example, AD is said to have abandoned the life of a householder (garhapatya) in
order to attain emancipation (moksadharma) by practising yoga as a disciple of Jai.>

2) The teachings ascribed to AD in Chapter 267 of the Moksadharma should be regarded as a
form of pre-Samkhya thought which is more advanced than the ideas found in the Middle
Upanisads. It contains concepts which are partly analogous to those of classical Samkhya,
albeit rudimentary or fragmentary, but lacks the basic concepts that form the basis of Sam-
khya thought.

3) The analysis of the episodes which feature AD throughout the Epic provides no evidence
which conclusively shows that he was a Samkhya teacher. The teaching in Chapter 267 of the
Moksadharma is isolated from other passages referring to AD; and even in this chapter he
does not expound a theory by which he could be regarded as a Samkhya teacher. Moreover,
as both AD and Jai. are excellent practitioners of austerities, which are considered as yoga in
MBh IX., it appears that they have a greater affinity to an early Yoga school than to Samkhya
teachings.”* The reason why AD was considered a Samkhya teacher in the days of the Epic
should not be sought in his specific theory, but in his role as one of the well-known ascetics,
whose name was used to lend authority to the newly born Samkhya school of thought.

3 In this episode, the stage of the householder is the only one that is specifically named a life-stage
(asrama); the other three are ignored. It seems that in the story of Jai. and AD only the life of a householder is
regarded as an asrama. Cf. Hara 1997: 221-235.

> The name of Jai. occurs in the YBh (ad 2.55 and 3.18) as that of an authoritative person. Vacaspati-
misra (Nyayavarttikatatparyatika [NVTT] ad NS 3.2.41) refers to him as the author of a dharanasastra (cf.
Chakravarti 1951: 128). AD is not referred to in the literature of the classical Yoga school. Narada is also a
great sage, but he appears in too wide a range of contexts to allow for a connection with a particular school of
philosophy. Hopkins maintains that there was an independent sect, Samkhya—Yoga, so to speak, which was
distinct from both Samkhya and Yoga and which pronounced a theistic monism with an ultimate principle as the
twenty-sixth. But as “this doctrine belongs only to the later part of the pseudo-epic,” this sect cannot be con-
nected with the teachings of MBh X11.267 which must belong to an earlier stage of thought (cf. Hopkins 1901a:
133-138 and 1901c: 380-389).
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Johannes Bronkhorst

On the Nature of Pradhana

In the middle of his refutation of the Samkhya philosophy which he presents in his Brahma-
sutra Bhasya on sitra 2.2.1, Sankara attacks one aspect of his opponents’ view in the follow-
ing words:'

tatha parimitanam bhedanam milankurdadinam samsargapirvakatvam drstva bahyadhyatmika-
nam bhedanam parimitatvat samsargapirvakatvam anumimanasya sattvarajastamasam api sam-
sargapurvakatvaprasangah, parimitatvavisesat.

Deussen (1887: 318-319) translated this passage as follows:

Ferner: wenn man aus der Wahrnehmung, dass die begrenzten Unterschiede, z.B. die Wurzel und
die Pflanze, ein gemeinschaftliches Erschaffensein zur Voraussetzung haben, darauf schliesst,
dass die dusseren und inneren Unterschiede der Dinge, weil sie sich gegenseitig einschrinken, ein
gemeinschaftliches Erschaffensein zur Voraussetzung haben (vgl. Sankhyakarikd 15), nun dann
folgt, dass auch die drei Guna’s Sattvam, Rajas und Tamas [nicht wie die Sankhya’s meinen, die
urspriinglichen Bestimmungen der Urmaterie sind, sondern] ein solches gemeinschaftliches Er-
schaffensein zur Voraussetzung haben, weil sie ebenso gut sich gegenseitig einschrinken.

This translation is problematic for various reasons. To begin with, it is not clear why things
that limit each other (sich gegenseitig einschrdnken) should for that reason have been created
together (gemeinschaftliches Erschaffensein). Moreover, the Sanskrit term translated as ge-
meinschaftliches Erschaffensein is samsarga, which does not normally have that meaning ac-
cording to the dictionaries. The translation Pflanze (“plants”) for ankura, finally, which
really means “sprout,” is incorrect; we will see below that this is more than a minor point.

Other translators propose different interpretations. George Thibaut (1904: 366-367) trans-
lates:

(Turning to the next Samkhya argument which infers the existence of the pradhana from the limi-
tation of all effects), we remark that he who concludes that all inward and outward effects depend
on a conjunction of several things, because they are limited (a conclusion based on the observa-
tion that some limited effects such as root and sprout, etc., depend on the conjunction of several
things), is driven to the conclusion that the three constituents of the pradhana, viz. Goodness,
Passion, and Darkness, likewise depend on the conjunction of several antecedents; for they also
are limited.

Swami Gambhirananda (1972: 370) translates, similarly:

Similarly if somebody infers that “since limited products like roots, sprouts, etc. are born out of a
combination of many materials, therefore all external and corporeal modifications too must have
been similarly formed out of the combination of many materials; for they too are limited,” then
one will be faced with the predicament of sattva, rajas, and tamas also spring-ing out of a combi-
nation of many materials, they too being equally limited.

A.J. Alston, finally, translates (1989: 179):

A further point is that if from observation of the fact that all limited effects involve a composite
cause (samsarga), as in the case of the seed and the sprout, one infers that the cause of the whole
world and of external objects and mental phenomena (i.e. Nature and all its evolutes) must also
be composite (composed of the three constituents, sattva, rajas and tamas), because it is also lim-

! Perhaps because the Samkhya argument and its rejection by Sankara cover no more than a few lines, it
does not figure in the summary of the Brahmasiitra Bhasya by Karl H. Potter in EIP, Vol. III, Delhi 1981, p.
153.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 373-381.
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ited, then it would follow that the constituents sattva, rajas and tamas themselves must also have
a composite cause, since they, too, are limited.

These translations are to be preferred to the one by Deussen. They agree, moreover, with
some of the Sanskrit commentaries. Thibaut cites in a note (p. 367, n. 1) the following words
from Anandagiri’s Nyayanirnaya (NyaNir p. 416,43):

samsargapurvakatvaprasanga iti gunanam samsrstanekavastuprakrtikatvaprasaktir ity arthah.

The expression samsargapiirvakatvaprasangah means: the consequence that the [three] constitu-
ents (guna,) (i.e., sattva, rajas, and tamas) are [, each of them,] by nature composite and plural.

Govindananda’s Bhasyaratnaprabha states, similarly (BhRaPra p. 416,11):

buddhyadinam parimitatvena samsargapurvakatvasiddhau samsystany anekani sattvarajasta-
mamsi sidhyanti.

If it is established that [divisions] like the buddhi etc., are samsargapirvaka for being limited,
then it is established that sattva, rajas and tamas are [, each of them,] composite and plural.

And yet these interpretations are not fully satisfactory. They leave us with the question why
roots and sprouts are given as examples of composite things,” rather than whole plants or
mountains, not to speak of the among Indian thinkers favourite chariots and houses. More
problematic is that Sankara’s passage presents a Samkhya argument in order to refute it; it is
open to doubt whether the specific argument that appears in these translations has ever been
used by the Samkhyas.

Deussen was no doubt right in drawing attention to Samkhyakarika 15, which enumerates a
number of reasons from which the existence of the unmanifest (avyakta) can supposedly be
deduced. The first of these two reasons are parimana and samanvaya.” As a matter of fact,
the above passage in Sankara’s commentary occurs immediately after another one which
deals with, and rejects, samanvaya as a factor from which the Samkhya believes to be able to
infer the existence of pradhana as ultimate cause of the world. It seems therefore likely that
Sankara criticises here the arguments that are presented in that verse of the Samkhyakarika
(which does not necessarily imply that he took them from the Samkhyakarika; see below).

Samkhyakarika 15 gives no explanation of what exactly is meant by parimana in this con-
text. Its commentaries do, but most of these explanations are so different from Sankara’s pas-
sage that little help in understanding our passage can be derived from them (see the appen-
dix). Note however that the Yuktidipika, which is known to sometimes preserve early inter-
pretations,’ provides in this context the following enumeration (YD p. 141,18-19): ... milan-
kuraparnanaladandabusatusasikapuspaksiratandulakananam “.. of roots, sprouts,
leaves, stalks, sticks, chaff, husk, awns, flowers, sap, rice-grains ... .” Whatever the reason
why this enumeration is given,’ it is clear that it can be looked upon as an extension of Sai-
kara’s milankuradinam. And it is also clear that all the items of the enumeration designate
parts of plants, or of a plant.

More help may be derived from the commentary called Jayamangald of a certain Sankara,
who is different from the author of the Brahmasiitra Bhasya. Here the words bhedanam
parimanat of karika 15 are explained as follows (JayMan p. 80,23-26):

2 Alston referring to Belvalkar, observes in a note: “Seed, soil, water, air, and light, etc., are involved”
(Alston 1989: 326, n. 76).

3 SK 15-16: bhedanam parimandt samanvaydt ... karanam asty avyaktam ... .

* Cf. Bronkhorst 1999a: 46, n. 113.

> The immediate context in the Yuktidipika provides no clue; see the appendix below.
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... | bhidyanta iti bhedah, karyavisesas tesam ekas samsargi drstah parimandc ca | bhedanam
parimitatvad ity arthah | yena ca parimitas tesam ekah samsargi drstah | yatha milankurapatra-
kandaprasavapuspa(tu)satandulakananam bhedanam vrihih ... .

Divisions (bheda) [are so called] because they are divided (bhidyante); [they are] special prod-
ucts. Of those [special products] it is observed that one thing combines them (samsargin), be-
cause of their measure (parimana). This means: because the divisions are limited (parimita). And
that by which they are limited, [that] is the one thing that combines them; this much has been ob-
served. An example is the rice plant [which is a combination] of roots, sprouts, leaves, stem, blos-
soms, flowers, husk and rice-grains.

The explanation in the Jayamarngala of the argument parimanat is exceptional among the
commentaries on the Samkhyakarika, so much so that Solomon’s study of these commentar-
ies (1974: 39-40) does not even mention it. For our present purposes it is however important,
for the author of the Jayamangalda, like his namesake the author of the Brahmasutra Bhasya
and like the Yuktidipika, gives an enumeration of the parts of a plant; moreover, the first two
of these authors use the term samsarga. This is not likely to be mere coincidence, and we are
entitled to ask whether the Brahmasiitra Bhasya borrowed from the Jayamangalda or vice
versa, or whether perhaps both borrowed from an earlier text.

Unfortunately little is known about the date of the Jayamangala. The volume on Samkhya of
the Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies says the following about it (EIP IV, p. 272):

The date and authorship of Jayamangala is simply an open question, although Chakravarti’s
[(1951: 164-168)] claim that it precedes Vacaspati and comes after Yuktidipika appears to be the
most likely avenue for further research.

If Chakravarti’s claim is correct, the author of the Brahmasiitra Bhasya may not have bor-
rowed from the Jayamangala. However, borrowing in the opposite direction is highly im-
probable, given that the Brahmasiitra Bhasya presents the argument under consideration only
in order to reject it. It seems much more likely that both these texts drew upon an earlier text
that may no longer exist today.

About the earlier history of Samkhya we owe a great deal to the work of Erich Frauwallner.
His article “Die Erkenntnislehre des klassischen Samkhya-Systems” (1958) in particular is of
considerable importance. In this article Frauwallner draws attention to passages in Jinendra-
buddhi’s commentary on Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya and in Simhasiiri’s commentary on
Mallavadin’s Dvadasaranayacakra (DNC) which are cited or summarized from a Samkhya
work which no longer exists. This work may have been the Sastitantra of Ve‘trsagar-lya.6 For
our present purpose it is particularly important that some of the passages from this text pre-
served in Simhastri’s Nyaydagamanusarini deal with proofs of the existence of pradhana.
Unfortunately Simhasiiri’s presentation of the Samkhya arguments is corrupt and condensed,
sometimes beyond comprehension.’ It is however clear that there are five direct (vita) proofs,
which are dealt with in the following order: (i) bhedanam anvayadarsanat (NAgAnu 1, p.
314,7), (ii) bhedanam parimanat (NAgAnu 1, p. 314,15), (iii) bhedanam karyakaranabhavat
(NAgAnu 1, p. 318,7), (iv) Saktimadavasthamatratvac chaktinam (NAgAnu 1, p. 319,7), (v)
vaisvaripyasyavibhagaprapter desakalapramanabalaripapratydsatter avasyambhavyucche-
danucchedabhyam ca nivrtteh (NAgAnu 1, p. 320,1-2). Samkhyakarika 15 has what would
seem to be the same enumeration, but in a different order: bhedanam parimanat (= [ii]),
samanvayat (= [i]), Saktitah pravrttes ca (= [iv]), karanakaryavibhagat (= [iii]), avibhdagad
vaisvariipyasya (= [v]) [karanam asty avyaktam 16a]. Sankara’s commentary on Brahmasii-

® On the name of this author, see Chakravarti 1951: 135ff.; Wezler 1985: 14, n. 6.

" Frauwallner 1958: 92-93 (= Kleine Schriften, pp. 231-232): “Der Text dieses ganzen Abschnittes ist
vielfach entstellt und schwer verstandlich. Simhasiiri hat ndmlich stark gekiirzt. Besonders die direkten und in-
direkten Beweisfiihrungen sind teilweise bis zur Unkenntlichkeit zusammengestrichen.”
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tra 2.2.1 deals with the first three of these arguments in the following order: anvaya, pari-
mana, karyakaranabhava; argument (iv) is dealt with under Brahmasiitra 2.2.2. This is the
order which we also find in Simhasari’s Nyayagamdnusarini, but not in the Samkhyakarika.®
It suggests that Sankara followed the same text that is criticised by Simhasiiri and, presuma-
bly, Mallavadin, probably the Sastitantra.’

This impression is confirmed by the presence, in Simhastri’s Nyayagamanusarini, of the
following specification of the proof bhedanam parimanat (NAgAnu 1 p. 318,4-6):
tasmat parimitatvat samsargapurvaka bhedah, vrihav iva samsrsta miulankuraparnanalakanda-
prasavatusasukapuspaksiratandulakanabhavah, yatha va sukrasonitasamsrstah kalalarbuda-
mamsapesisariravyithabalyakaumarayauvanasthavira bhava iti.

Therefore, because they are limited (parimita), the divisions presuppose their combination (sani-
sarga), just like the states of root, sprout, leaf, stalk, stem, blossom, husk, awn, flower, sap and
rice grain that are combined in a rice plant, or like the states of [embryonic] bodily disposition
called kalala, arbuda, and mamsapesi, as well as the states of infancy, childhood, youth and old
age, which are combinations of sperm and blood.

This passage is close both to what we find in the Jayamangala and to the position ascribed to
his Samkhya opponent by the author of the Brahmasiitra Bhdsya. 1t can therefore no longer
be denied that Sankara the author of the Brahmasitra Bhdsya, and the author of the Jaya-
mangald, as well as the author of the Yuktidipika to at least some extent, drew upon an earlier
Samkhya text which may well have been the Sastitantra of Varsaganya. It is now further pos-
sible to translate the passage from the Brahmasiitra Bhasya cited above in the light of the
passages from the Jayamangala and the Dvadasaranayacakra, as follows: ™

tatha parimitanam bhedanam miulankuradinam samsargapurvakatvam drstva bahyadhyatmika-

nam bhedanam parimitatvat samsargapiirvakatvam anumimanasya sattvarajastamasam api sam-

sargapurvakatvaprasangah, parimitatvavisesat.

For someone who infers — having seen that divisions, such as roots, sprouts, etc. (which are divi-
sions of a plant), being limited, presuppose their combination (samsarga) — that external and in-
ternal divisions, because they are limited, presuppose their combination, it would follow that
sattva, rajas and tamas, too, presuppose their combination, for they are equally limited.

k %k ok

The different passages presented above present us with a Samkhya doctrine in which pra-
dhana is apparently conceived of as the combination, perhaps we can say the totality, of all
that exists. This is again confirmed in a passage of Simhastri’s Nyayvagamanusarini which
gives the following résumé of the five proofs (NAgAnu 1 p. 320,7-8): tasmad asti pradhanam
ity ebhih paricabhir vitaih samanvaya-parimana-upakara-saktipravrtti-vaisvaripyagatya-
khyaih samanya-samsarga-ekakartr-saktimacchakty-avibhagasamjiiam pradhanam siddham.
This doctrine appears to have been held by Samkhya thinkers at some time but has been all

¥ One should not conclude from this that Sankara did not know the Samkhyakarika. On Brahmasiitra
1.4.11, for example, he cites the whole of Samkhyakarika 3 (without however mentioning the name “Samkhya-
karika”).

? Note in this connection that Bhaskara’s commentary on Brahmasiitra Bhasya 2.2.1 attributes the fol-
lowing words to the Samkhyas, without specifying their source (BSiBha/Bha p. 109,17-18): anvayat pari-
mandc chaktitah pravrttes ca | karanakaryavibhagad avibhagad vaisvaripyasya ||. This quotation has the first
two items in the order used by Sarkara, to be sure, but is otherwise so close to Samkhyakarika 15 that one is en-
titled to wonder whether it is an alternative version of that verse. It is clear from Bhaskara’s subsequent discus-
sion that he did indeed read the first two items in this order.

' One is here reminded of Maha-bh 1 p. 321,2-3 (on P. 1.4.21): bahusu bahuvacanam ity ucyate | kesu
bahusu | arthesu | yady evam vrksah plakso ’trapi prapnoti | bahavas te 'rtha miillam skandhah phalam paldsam
iti |.
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but lost in the surviving texts.'' According to this doctrine, the things that derive from pra-
dhana are its divisions. Sankara’s criticism of this position is not that sattva, rajas and tamas
would be composite and plural, as several commentators have proposed, but the opposite:
there would be no place for these three constituents in a single pradhana.

It will be of interest to cite here another passage from Sankara’s Brahmasiitra Bhasya, this
one on sitra 2.1.29. Here too Sankara criticises the Samkhya:
pradhanavadino ‘pi hi niravayavam aparicchinnam sabddadihinam pradhanam savayavasya pari-
cchinnasya sabdadimatah karyasya karanam iti svapaksah.
The own position of the Samkhya (pradhanavadin), too, is that pradhana — which has no parts, is

undivided and without [qualities] such as sound — is the cause of an effect which does have parts,
which is divided and which does possess [qualities] such as sound.

We know from Samkhyakarika 10 that the non-manifest (avyakta = pradhana) is the opposite
of the manifest (vyakta) and that the latter has parts (savayava); this confirms that pradhana
has no parts. Sankara’s passage adds to this that pradhana is undivided (aparicchinna), its ef-
fect divided (paricchinna). This strongly suggests, once again, that the creation of the world
out of pradhana consists in the division of pradhana.

Consider now the following remark in the Yuktidipika (YD p. 155,17-18):'* svakaryad dhi
prathiyasi prakrtir bhavatiti ca nah samayah. “For it is our doctrine that a prakrti is larger
than its effect.” In the derivational scheme of things adhered to by Samkhya all but the final
evolutes are prakrtis. The present sentence states that each prakrti is larger than its evolutes.
pradhana, being the mitlaprakrti, must as a result be larger than all its evolutes, and therefore
presumably larger than all other existing things. Indeed, we also learn from Samkhyakarika
10 that the non-manifest (which is pradhana) is omnipresent (vyapin).”> These statements fit
in well with the idea that pradhana is the totality of all there is, even though they do not
prove it.

The associated idea that all that is limited in size is therefore non-original and therefore cre-
ated finds expression in the following line of the Yuktidipika (YD p. 155,32): iha yat pari-
cchinnadesam tat krtakam drstam tad yatha ghatah. “In this world it is observed that what
occupies limited'* space has been made/created, as for example a jar.” This observation,
which is far from evident to impartial outsiders, clearly reflects a fundamental attitude of the
Samkhya school of philosophy, at least of the branch represented in the Yuktidipika.

This same statement, in combination with the idea that pradhana is the totality of all there is,
suggests that each prakrti is — or was at an earlier time, perhaps at the time of the Sasti-
tantra — thought of as the combination of its evolutes. This in its turn would imply that the
process of evolution out of pradhana is — or was in the Sastitantra — an ongoing division, in
which the final evolutes are the final parts. This last conclusion finds an interesting confirma-
tion in the writings of a number of classical authors, who ascribed a position to the Samkhyas
which is no longer part of its classical doctrine. According to these authors, Samkhya held
the opinion that material objects — and therefore the material elements themselves — are col-
lections of qualities. Other texts teach us, moreover, that the qualities (sound, colour, etc.)

" The only modern full-length study dedicated to prakrti (Jacobsen 1999) is not aware of it either. Lar-
son (1987: 69), on the other hand, observes: “Analytically, each manifest component is a ‘part’ of the ‘whole’
that is primordial materiality.” See further Bhaskara on Brahmasitra 2.1.10: niravayavam ... pradhana[m], and
note 13 below.

'2 Cp. Bronkhorst 1999: 685ff.

1 Sankara’s Brahmasiitra Bhasya on sitra 2.2.38, speaking of “Samkhya with God,” confirms this:
pradhanapurusesvaranam sarvagatatvan niravayavatvac ca.

" Note the use of paricchinna-, lit. “divided.”
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were at one time thought of as the final evolutes.”” It goes without saying that the idea of
qualities as final evolutes and at the same time as “parts” of elements fits in well with a vi-
sion of evolution as an ongoing division.

Appendix: Other Explanations of Parimanat in SK 15

As stated above, the commentaries on the Samkhyakarika different from the Jayamangala do
not offer any help in understanding Sankara’s statement in the Brahmasiitra Bhasya. The
Yuktidipika, usually the most detailed and in general most important surviving commentary,
explains the words bhedanam parimanat of the karika as follows (YD p. 141,18-21):

yat parimitam tasya sata utpattir drsta | tad yatha milankuraparnanaladandabusatusasiukapus-

paksiratandulakananam | parimitas ca mahadahamkarendriyatanmatramahabhiitalaksanabhe-
dah | tasmat satkaranapiirvakah | yad esam karanam tad avyaktam |.

The problematic nature of the enumeration in the second sentence has been mentioned in
note 5. If one insists on interpreting this enumeration in the context provided by the Yukti-
dipika, all the parts of plants here enumerated must then illustrate the fact that limited things
arise out of existing things, or out of an existing thing, which is strange. In the light of our
preceding reflections we may now assume that this enumeration is what is left of an argu-
ment that has somehow disappeared in the Yuktidipika but has survived in the Jayamangala,
in Sankara’s commentary on the Brahmasiitra, and of course in Simhasiiri’s Nyayagamanu-
sarini.

The Matharavrtti comments as follows (MathVr pp. 25-26):

asti pradhanam | kutah | bhedanam parimanat | loke yatra kartasti tasya parimanam drstam |
yatha kulalah parimitan mrtpindat parimitam eva ghatam kurute prasthagrahakam adhaka-
grahakam va | evam vyaktam parimitam | eka buddhir eko ’hankarah paiica tanmatrany eka-
dasendriyani paiica mahabhutaniti trayovimsatikam | evam etat parimitam vyaktam drstva-
numanena sadhayamo sty asya karanam pradhanam yad vyaktam parimitam utpadayati | yadi
ca pradhanam karanam na syan nisparimanam idam vyaktam syat | asti casya parimanam ta-
smad asti pradhanam |.

The Gaudapadabhasya (GaudBha) repeats this passage in almost exactly the same words, as
do the Samkhya-saptati-vrtti (V1) and the Samkhya-vrtti (V2). The commentary preserved in
Chinese translation and translated into French by J. Takakusu seems to have been close to the
above (Takakusu 1904: 999):

“Parce que les classes spécifiques sont finies.” Dans ce monde une chose produite a une mesure,
une dimension, un nombre; ainsi avec une quantité¢ d’argile donnée, le potier fabrique des vases,
d’un nombre limité. Supprimez la matiére originelle (argile), et il n’y aura plus de mesure numé-
rique ni de vase. Voyant que les vases ont une mesure numérique, nous savons qu’ils ont une ma-
tiére originelle. La comparaison des fils constituant un vétement est également applicable. Parmi
les (vingt-cinq) principes, les principes évolués, le Mahat et les autres, possédent également une
mesure numérique. Quelle est cette mesure numérique? Le Mahat est un, le Sentiment du moi est
un, les éléments subtils sont cing, les organes sont onze et les grands éléments sont cing. Quant a
ces principes évolués, nous voyons qu’ils ont une mesure numérique. En raisonnant par analogie,
nous savons qu’il y a une Nature (origine). S’il n’y avait pas une Nature, les principes évolués
n’auraient pas de mesure numérique et ces principes eux-mémes n’existeraient pas.

The Tattvakaumudi of Vacaspati Misra (TatKaum) has, in Ganganatha Jha’s edition (for im-
portant variants cf. Srinivasan’s edition):

15 See Bronkhorst 1994: 311, with references to As$vaghosa’s Buddhacarita, the Mahabharata, as well as
to Strauss 1913 and Frauwallner 1927. A passage from the Sastitantra regained by Steinkellner (1999: 670-671;
675, n. 8) confirms the view that these qualities were thought of as evolutes: sabdasparsariparasagandhah
parica trayanam sukhaduhkhamohanam sannivesavisesah.
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parimanad iti | parimitatvat, avyapitvad iti yavat | vivadadhyasita mahadadibheda avyaktaka-
ranavantah, parimitatvat, ghatadivat | ghatadayo hi parimita myddadyavyaktakaranaka drstah |.

The Candrika of Narayana Tirtha (Can) explains:

parimanat parimitatvad avyapitvat, anekatvarupabhedavattvad va, yad yad anekam avyapi ca tat
tat karyam, bhavati ca mahadadikam pratipurusaniyatatvad anekam avyapi ca, atas tatkaranam
yogyataya nityam ekam pradhanam eveti bhavah.
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Masanobu Nozawa

On the VaiSesika Definition of Moksa

1. Vaisesikasiitra (VS) 5.2.20 gives the following definition of emancipation (moksa): tad-
abhave samyogabhavo 'pradurbhavah sa moksah, while the Vaisesikas of the post-Prasastapa-
da period set forth a different one, which is found in the following sentence of the Nyaya-
kandali (NK) (p. 273,17): mokso navanam datmavisesagunanam alyantocchea’ah.1 It is gener-
ally accepted that the Vaisesika system underwent a remarkable change sometime between the
second half of the fifth and the first half of the sixth centuries, which constitutes the period of
transition from the early stage to the classical period of the system, and that this change was
mainly due to Prasastapada’s reform of the system. Thus it would be natural to suppose that the
new definition of moksa first occurs in the Padarthadharmasamgraha (PDhAS). However, this
is not the case. The present paper aims to shed some light on the question of the time of the
appearance of the new definition and on the relation between the two definitions.

2.1 VS 5.2.20 occurs in the context of VS 5.2.18-20% which originally formed the section on the
“activity of atman.” The Vaisesikas abandoned this concept before the formation of Nyaya-
siitra (NS) 3.2.59-71 in the fifth century at the latest.” VS 5.2.19 is interpreted as discussing the
“activity of manas” in NS 3.2.67-68.° This corroborates the dating of VS 5.2.20 to the pre-
classical period.

2.2 VS 5.2.20 is alluded to with a Samkhyistic modification in Sarirasthana 1.142 of the
Carakasamhita (CS),° which most probably belongs to the so-called “dark period” of Vaise-
sika,” although we cannot say anything definite about the date of this part of the CS which is
supposed to have undergone a very complicated process of composition. The preceding verses
of Sarirasthana 1.138-139 correspond to 7S 5.2.16-17,% and thus the assumption that the for-
mer passage is based on the latter is corroborated, even though the expression in 1.142 is rather
different from that of V'S 5.2.20.

2.3.1 The Buddhist literature preserved in Chinese translation contains several pieces of in-
formation about the Vaisesika theory of emancipation. I would first like to discuss the refer-
ence in chapter 70 of the Ddi zhi dii lin (DL).” The DL is ascribed to Nagarjuna by tradition,
but its authenticity is doubtful. It has been pointed out by Lamotte that the original Sanskrit text
was written in India and its title was *Mahaprajiaparamitopadesa; Lamotte further deter-
mined that since the work contains citations from Nagarjuna’s disciple Aryadeva and the

" In this paper I will term this definition the “classical definition.”

2 VS 5.2.18: kayakarmanatmakarma vyakhyatam; VS 5.2.19: apasarpanam upasarpanam asitapitasam-
yogah karyantarasamyogas cety adrstakaritani; VS 5.2.20: tadabhave samyogabhavo 'pradurbhavah sa moksah.

* Nozawa 1981: 460f.

* Ruben 1928: 209, n. 237; Bronkhorst 1993: 90. For the date of the Nyayasiitra and Nydyabhasya see
Franco and Preisendanz 1995: 86.

3 Bronkhorst 1993: 89; Nozawa 2000: 116.

6 CS Sarirasthana 1.142: mokso rajastamo’bhavad balavatkarmasamksayat. viyogah sarvasamyogair
apunarbhava ucyate.

7 Matilal 1977: 59.

¥ Nozawa 1996: (17).

? This passage is not included in Lamotte’s translation which covers only chapters 1 to 34.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 385-399.
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latter’s disciple Rahulabhadra, its author could not have lived before the beginning of the
fourth century.'® The DL was translated into Chinese by Kumarajiva in AD 405, which means
that the DL predates the PDAS and that its testimony belongs to the dark period of Vaisesika.

Cf. DL pp. 546¢29-547a4:

Next, some say that in the beginning the world is what is called atoms. Atoms are eternal, inde-
structible, incombustible, non-inflammable and imperishable because of their being subtle. How-
ever, having a relation to the causes *dharma and *adharma they produce bodies in heaven or hell,
etc. They are dissociated into pieces when the causes *dharma and *adharma are exhausted be-
cause they are lacking father and mother."'

2.3.2 It is interesting to note that an explanation of the Lokayata theory of svabhava follows
this passage.'> A similar concurrence of the Lokayata theory with that of the Vaisesika is found
several times in the NS, i.e., 3.1.17f., 3.2.59f,, and 4.1.59f. It should also be noted that dhar-
madharma are referred to as the cause of connection with a body in the next birth. This role is
allotted to adrsta in the VS, but there is no sitra identifying adrsta with dharmadharma.”
adrsta characterized as dharmadharma is critically referred to as a cause of the body in the
Nyayabhasya (NBh)."* A similar mention of dharmadharma as a cause of retribution is found
in the Abhidharmakosa (4K)."

2.4.1 The Wai dao xiao chéng nié pan lun (WXNL) is another Buddhist work preserving a
reference to an early VaiSesika theory of emancipation. Tradition ascribes the WXNL to Arya-
deva; it is also adorned with the name of the alleged author and called Di po pu sa shi léng jia
Jjing zhong wdi dao xido chéng nié pan lun, but few scholars believe in its authenticity.'® The
translator of this treatise was Bodhiruci, who arrived at Loyang in AD 508,'” which places the
original text in the fifth century at the latest. The WXNL contains introductory remarks on the
theories of moksa adopted by twenty Hinayana Buddhist and Hindu sects, one of which is the
Vais$esika theory.

Cf. WXNL p. 157a28-b5:

Question: Which heretic is the one who says that emancipation is to see everything according to
specific features as well as common features? Answer: The seventh heretic, a proponent of the Vai-
Sesika philosophy, makes the following assertion, namely that the ten principles, that is, earth,
water, fire, wind, ether, atoms, substance (dravya), quality (guna), action (karman), particularity
(visesa) and so on, are eternal, in order to unite with each another to produce the whole world with
both sentient and non-sentient entities included. Everything arises in sequence from two atoms.
Without them no construct exists, and when there is no construct, they are dissociated. Dissociation
is nothing but emancipation. Therefore the proponent of Vaisesika asserts that atoms, which are
eternal, are capable of producing everything and are the cause of emancipation.'

' Lamotte 1970: xI; Nakamura 1980: 239 and 240, n. 28.

' Cp. Ui 1917: 48.

'2 DL p. 547a4: “Some say that nature is the primary cause of the world and that being poor and rich is not
the result of wishes and actions.”

'’ Halbfass 1991: 313; Bronkhorst 1993: 90; Nozawa 2000: 124

'* According to NBh p. 173,3f., the Naiyayikas conceived the cause of the body to be samkalpa. Cf.
Oberhammer 1987: 18; Nozawa 2000: 121.

B 4K p. 477,7: katham asaty atmani vinastat karmana dayatyam phalotpattih. atmany api sati katham vi-
nastat karmana dyatyam phalotpattih. tadasritad dharmdadharmat.

' Hirakawa 1979: Vol. 2, p. 53.

" Mochizuki 1936-1963: 4671; Nakamura 1980: 245; Tillemans 1990: Vol. 1, p. 7.

'8 Cp. NBh pp. 237 and 238.
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2.4.2 The testimony of the WXNL presents three interesting problems. The first one is the
expression in the first sentence, that is, “seeing everything according to specific features as
well as common features,” which is equivalent to a phrase in the opening sentence of the PDAS,
that is, sadharmyavaidharmyatattvajiiana."”® This sentence seems to be a Vaisesika adaptation
of NS 1.1.1, but the relevant expression sadharmyavaidharmya does not appear in the NS.*° As
the WXNL antedates the PDAS, this suggests that the concept of sadharmyavaidharmyatattva-
jhiana as a cause of emancipation also predates the PDAS. We know that the idea that true
knowledge of six categories is a cause of bliss (Sarman) is mentioned in Siitrasthana 1.28-29 of
the CS;*' this part seems older than CS Vimanasthana 8.29 because the latter refers to it.”
Furthermore, the logical theory contained in Vimanasthana 8.26f. is said to be older than that
of NS.2 If therefore Siitrasthana 1.28-29 predates NS 1.1.1, we may assume that the origin of
sitra 1.1.4 according to the Upaskdara (VSU) is very old.**

2.4.3 Next, it is unclear what is denoted by “ten principles.” This may possibly refer to ten
padarthas like Candramati’s. The items which are enumerated happen to be ten: earth, water,
fire, wind, ether, atoms, substance (dravya), quality (guna), action (karman), and particularity
(visesa). However, it is highly improbable that the enumeration ended with visesa; the fol-
lowing word ding, which means “and so on,” indicates some further principles not mentioned
here.

2.4.4 The third problem is the understanding of emancipation as the dissociation of atoms. This
idea seems to be based on an atomistic interpretation of V.S 5.2.20 and is conceptually similar to
the idea referred to in the DL, cited above. From this one can infer that some time before the
fifth century there were certain Vaisesikas who interpreted V'S 5.2.20 in a very peculiar at-
omistic way.

2.5 A similar Vai$esika view of moksa with an atomistic tendency is criticized in the NBA.>
Cf. NBh pp. 237-238 on NS (POS) 3.2.68 (= NS 3.2.67):

tad adrstakaritam iti cet kasyacid darsanam. adrstam nama paramaniunam gunavisesah kriyahetuh.
tena preritah paramanavah sammircchitah sariram utpadayantiti. tan manah samavisati svagu-
nendadystena preritam. samanaske Sarire drastur upalabdhir bhavatiti. etasmin vai darsane guna-
nucchedat punas tatprasango ’pavarge. apavarge sarirotpattih, paramanugunasydadrstasyanu-
cchedyatvad iti.

Someone may think that it (i.e., the body) is produced by adrsta. In his opinion adrsta is a specific
quality of atoms and the cause for their motion. Being stimulated by it, atoms are united and pro-
duce the body. The mind enters it, being stimulated by its own quality adrsta. When the body is

' PDhS p. 6,14.
* NS 1.1.1: pramanaprameyasamsayaprayojanadrstantasiddhantavayavatarkanirnayavadajalpavitanda-
hetvabhasacchalajatinigrahasthananam tattvajiianan nihsreyasadhigamah.
*! CS Sutrasthana 1.28-29:
maharsayas te dadyrsur yathavaj jianacaksusa |
samanyam ca visesam ca gunan dravyani karma ca ||
samavayam ca taj jiatva tantroktam vidhim asthitah |
lebhire paramam Sarma jivitam capy anitvaram ||.
22 CS Vimanasthana 8.29: dravyagunakarmasamanyavisesasamavayah svalaksanaih Slokasthane piarvam
uktah. slokasthana is another name of Sutrasthana.
Ui 1924-1930: Vol. 2, p. 430 (“Caraka Honju ni okeru Ronrisetu [Logical Theory of Carakasamhital”).
* YSU 1.1.4: dharmavisesaprasitad dravyagunakarmasamdanyavisesasamavayanam paddarthanam sa-
dharmyavaidharmyabhyam tattvajiianan nihsreyasam. Bronkhorst (1993b: 164) argues for the antiquity of this
sitra. See Potter 1977: 32.
3 Halbfass 1991: 313; SBh on BS 2.2.12; Vyo 11, p. 230,15.
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endowed with mind, perception arises for the knower. Since in this view [that adopts the rule that
qualities of eternal substances are eternal] the quality (i.e., adrsta) is never destroyed, it (i.e., a
body) results again in liberation: [in other words] in liberation the body is produced [again] because
adrsta, a quality of the atoms, is indestructible.

2.6 An atomic theory of moksa is also preserved in the PDAS; it is presented in the chapter on
“creation and destruction of the world.”

Cf. PDhS p. 48.8:

brahmane manena varsasatante vartamanasya brahmano ‘pavargakale samsarakhinnanam sar-
vapraninam nisi visramartham sakalabhuvanapater mahesvarasya samjihirsasamakalam Sariren-
driyamahabhitopanibandhakanam sarvatmagatanam adystanam vrttinirodhe sati mahesvarec-
chatmanusamyogajakarmabhyah Sarirendriyakarananuvibhagebhyas tatsamyoganivrttau tesam
aparamanvanto vinasah. tatha prthivyudakajvalanapavananam api mahabhitanam anenaiva kra-
menottarasminn uttarasmin sati piurvasya purvasya vinasah, tatah pravibhaktah paramanavo 'va-
tisthante dharmadharmasamskaranuviddha atmanas tavantam eva kalam.

At the end of a century by the measure of Brahma there occurs the time of emancipation for the
Brahma existing at that time, when Mahe$vara, the Lord of the whole world, wishes for destruction
in order to give a rest at night to all living beings fatigued from their transmigration. At the same
time, there occurs a cessation of the operation of the unseen forces (adrsta) of all Selves that are the
constituting causes of [their] bodies, sense organs and the gross elements. And then the actions
caused by Mahesvara’s wish and the conjunction of Selves and atoms bring about disjunction
among the atoms that are the causes of their bodies and sense organs, which are all destroyed down
to the atoms due to the disappearance of conjunction. Moreover, the gross elements, i.e., earth,
water, fire and wind, are also destroyed one after the other in this very manner, each preceding one
being destroyed after the destruction of each succeeding one. After this, the atoms remain in an
isolated condition, as do the Selves pervaded by dharma, adharma and the faculty to reproduce
previous acts of cognition, for exactly this time (i.e., a century by the measure of Brahma).

2.7 Akalankadeva’s Tattvarthavarttika (TAV) presents some literal quotations from the V'S; one
of them is of VS 5.2.20 with a fairly detailed elucidation in accordance with Candrananda’s
annotation.”® However, Akalanka provides a more detailed explanation than Candrananda’s
which he must have taken from some unknown VaiSesika work. The citation shows that the
definition of moksa in the VS had not yet been completely discarded and was still maintained
by some Vaisesikas around the time of Akalanka, who seems to have flourished in the seventh
century.”’ The siitra text cited by Akalankadeva is slightly different from that read by Can-
drananda; it has ca before sa, which is the same reading as that of Vadindra (cf. VSV).?

Cf. TAV p. 11,20:

icchadvesabhyam aparesam |44| icchadvesapiirvika dharmadharmayoh pravrttis (VS 6.2.17) ta-
bhyam sukhaduhkham tata icchadvesau. na ca vimohasya tau mithyadarsanabhavat. mohas ca-
Jjhanam. vimohasya yateh satpadarthatattvajiiasya vairagyavatah sukhaduhkhecchadvesabhavah,
icchadvesabhavad dharmadharmabhavah,” tadabhave samyogabhavo ’pradurbhavas ca sa mo-
ksah (VS 5.2.20), tayor dharmadharmayor abhave bhavaty apavargah. katham? pradipoparame
prakasabhavavat.®® yad dhi yadbhavam pratityatmanam pratilabhate tat tasyoparamat tirobhavam

% YSC p. 43,12: evamripasyanadyapasarpanddinimittasyddrstasyabhave jivanakhyasya atmamanah-
samyogasyabhavo ‘nyasya ca Sarirasyapradurbhavo yah sa moksah.

*" The editor of the T4V discusses Akalankadeva’s date on p. 5 of the introduction and places him around
700 of the Vikrama era, which is equivalent to AD 643. Akalanka lived during the reign of the Rastrakita king
Sahasatunga Dantidurga; cf. Winternitz 1985-1993: Vol. 2, p. 478, n. 4, and p. 581.

% The sitra text in VSU has only ca and omits sa. See Rasayana (VSR) on V'S 5.2.19 (p. 180,1).

¥ Cf. PDhS p. 281,21.

3 Cf. PDhS p. 282,4;Vyo 1, p. 2,6; NK p. 4,12; Kir p. 7,6. Cf. also MBh 12.180.1-18 and Frauwallner 1956:
Vol. 1, p. 130.
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yati, tad yatha pradipoparamat prakasabhavah. bandhas cadrstad bhavati. katham? adharma-
sanjiad adrstad ajiianam bhavati, ajiiandac ca mohah, mohavata icchdadvesau jayete, icchadve-
sabhyam dharmdadharmau, sa esa bandhah, atah samsarasya prasitih. tasmad bhavaty adrsta-
bhave samyogabhavah. katarasya samyogasyabhavah? jivanasaiijiiakasya. dharmadharmapeksah
sadehasyatmano manasa samyogo jivanam,”' tasya dharmadharmayor abhavad abhavo "pradur-
bhavas ca pratyagrasarirasyatyantam abhavah sa moksah. katham abhavo dharmadharmayoh?
andagatanutpattisanicitanirodhabhyam. (1) anagatanutpattih (2) sasicitanirodhas ca dvividho 'bha-
vah.* (1) tatranagatanutpattis tavad dharmadharmayoh — $arirendriyamanovyatiriktarmadarsa-
nad akusalasyadharmasyanutpattis, tatsadhananam paravarjandt, dharmasyapi tatsadhananam
anabhisambandhat, nanabhisamhitam karma badhnatiti. (2) saficitanirodho ’pi — tadudvegapari-
khedaphalad adharmandsah, tasmat samsardad udvegah. Sariratattvavalokanac chitosnasokadi-
nimittam Sariraparikhedam pradayadharmo tiricyate. bhogadosadarsanat sannam ca padartha-
nam tattvavinirnayat pritim arabhya dharmasya vinasah,”* ato moksa ity aparesam darsanam.

[Activity] towards the others (i.e., dharma and adharma) [is preceded] by desire and aversion (44).
Activity towards dharma and adharma is preceded by desire and aversion; from these [arise]
pleasure and pain, [and] from them desire and aversion. And these two do not belong to a person
who has got rid of delusion because he does not have false views. And delusion is ignorance. An
ascetic who has got rid of delusion, inasmuch as he possesses true knowledge of the six categories
[and] indifference towards worldly desires, is free from pleasure, pain, desire and aversion. Since
[he] has no desire and aversion, [he] is free from dharma and adharma. Emancipation is this:
absence of conjunction and appearance when these (i.e., dharma and adharma) are absent (VS
5.2.20). When these two, i.e., dharma and adharma, are absent, emancipation arises. How? It is like
the disappearance of brightness when a lamp is put out. For when something arises dependent on
the existence of some other thing, it disappears because of the latter’s disappearance, just as the
absence of brightness follows the extinction of a lamp. And bondage occurs because of adrsta.
How? From adrsta, which is technically termed adharma, arises ignorance, and from ignorance
delusion. For a person who is deluded, desire and aversion arise, [and] from desire and aversion
dharma and adharma [arise]. This is bondage, and because of it transmigration comes about.
Therefore, when adrsta is absent, the absence of conjunction [results]. What kind of conjunction is
absent? [The conjunction] technically termed “life.” Life is the conjunction between the Self
possessed of a body and the mind that depends on dharma and adharma as its requirement. Because
dharma and adharma are absent, this [conjunction] (i.c., life) is absent and does not appear, that is,
perfect absence of a new body [results], which is emancipation. How does the absence of dharma
and adharma [come about]? It results from the non-occurrence of what is future and the destruction
of what has been accumulated. Absence is of two kinds, i.e., (1) the non-occurrence of what is
future and (2) the destruction of what has been accumulated. (1) First, the non-occurrence of what is
future is [of two kinds] relating to dharma and adharma — [one is] the non-occurrence of evil, i.e.,
adharma, due to the view of the Self as different from the body, sense organs and mind, which is
dependent on abstaining from the means for bringing it about, and [the other is the non-occurrence]
of dharma due to [one’s having] no relation to the means for bringing it about; karma does not bind
anyone who has no relation to it. (2) Next, the destruction of what has been accumulated is the
vanishing of adharma on account of [the enjoyment of] its fruit, such as fear and weariness.
Therefore there is fear of transmigration. Because one views the true/real nature of the body,
adharma, after it has discharged weariness of the body caused by cold, heat, anxiety and so on, is
overcome. Because one sees the defects of enjoyment and ascertains the true/real nature of the six
categories, dharma causes bliss and then perishes; from this emancipation results. This is the view
of others.

31 Cf. NBh on NS 3.2.26, p. 208,1: sadehasyatmano manasa samyogo vipacyamanakarmasayasahito jiva-
nam igyate; VSC p. 43,12: ... jivanakhyasyatmamanahsamyogasya ...; TJ(P) f. 274a8-274b1: lus dan bcas pa’i
bdag yid da | ldan par gyur pa ni ’tsho ba yin la; NK p. 263,12: sadehasyatmano vipacyamanakarmdasayasahi-
tasya manasa saha samyogah sambandho jivanam. Cf. further Preisendanz 1994: 238-239.

32.Cf. PDhS p. 281,22.

3 Cf. PDhS p. 282,2.
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2.8.1 It may seem strange to propose that the theory of moksa in the PDAS is mainly based on
the VS and has the appearance of a pre-classical theory, but this becomes clear when one
compares it with the quotation in the 74V given above.

Cf. PDhS pp. 281,19-282.5:

yam upasangamyotpannasatpadarthatattvajianasyajiananivrttau viraktasya (A) ragadvesady-
abhavat tajjayor dharmadharmayor anutpattau pirvasaiicitayos copabhogan nirodhe santosa-
sukham Sariraparicchedam cotpadya ragadinivrttau nivrttilaksanah kevalo dharmah paramartha-
darsanajam sukham krtva nivartate. (B) tada nirodhan nirbijasyatmanah sariradinivrttih. punah
Sariradvanutpattau dagdhendhananalavad™ upasamo moksa iti.

Someone who is born in a family of pure lineage because of his acting with due knowledge and
without intention of its fruit approaches a teacher with the wish to know the means for the cessation
of pain. When the true knowledge of the six categories occurs to him, he becomes free from worldly
desires because of the disappearing of ignorance. And then, because greed, anger and so on dis-
appear, dharma and adharma originating from them stop arising and [those] accumulated in the
past are destroyed by virtue of their enjoyment, when the pure dharma with the specific feature of
the suppression of activity brings forth the bliss of satisfaction and detachment from the body, [and]
then, because of the cessation of greed and so on, [the pure dharma] ceases after having produced
the pleasure from insight into the truth. At the same time, the body and so on disappear for the Self
that has become seedless due to the complete annihilation [of the senses]. When the body and so on
occur no more, being calm like an [extinguished] fire whose fuel has been burnt up is emancipation.

2.8.2 The underlined sentence (A) might be the logical starting point for the classical definition
of moksa, namely that moksa is the annihilation of the nine specific qualities of atman, i.e.,
cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, volition, dharma, adharma, and latent impression
(bhavana). However, when one compares it with the underlined sentence from the 7AV (cf.
2.7), it becomes clear that it is an inversion of VS 6.2.17: icchadvesapiirvika dharmadhar-
mayoh pravrttih. Sentence (B) explains moksa as the annihilation of the body, a statement
which has the same connotation as VS 5.2.20 (tadabhave samyogabhavo 'pradurbhavah sa
moksah). As a whole, Prasastapada’s theory of moksa is closely related to that of the VS.

2.8.3 However, there is the problem that VS 6.2.17 (icchadvesapurvika dharmadharmayoh
pravrttih) may be a later addition. In the present edition of the sitra-text, V'S 6.2.12-19 form a
section treating “causes of transmigration and liberation from it.” First, sitras 12-16 enumerate
various causes of desire. The two following sitras explain that activities which come about due
to desire and aversion are conducive to dharmadharma (17) and produce conjunction and
disjunction with bodies (18). The last siitra concludes that liberation has been explained in the
section concerning the “activity of atrman” (19). As has been pointed out by Hattori (1989: 49),
this explanation of transmigration is almost in accordance with that of the Naiyayikas.

2.8.4 VS 5.2.19-20 (apasarpanam upasarpanam asitapitasamyogah karyantarasamyogas cety
adrstakaritani [19]; tadabhave samyogabhavo 'pradurbhavah sa moksah [20]) explain trans-
migration and emancipation in a way which is criticized in NS 3.2.67-68 (tad adrstakaritam iti
cet punas tatprasango ‘pavarge [67]; manasah karmanimittatvdac ca samyoganucchedah [68]),
whereas VS 6.2.12-19 explain transmigration and emancipation in accordance with the Nai-
yayika theory. The former siitras state that transmigration is caused by adrsta; according to the
latter passage it is caused by desire, activities and dharmdadharma. adyrsta and dharmadharma
are not identical in the VS unless one presupposes that these two theories of transmigration are
actually only one, or were interpreted to be the same. What makes the theory of transmigration

3* See n. 31 above.
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in VS 6.2.12-19 look like that of the Naiyayikas are the sentences VS 6.2.17 and 18 (iccha-
dvesapirvika dharmadharmayoh pravrttih [17]; tatah samyogo vibhdgas ca [18]). Without
them, the sitras would stand in a completely different context.

2.8.5 In the NBh on NS 3.1.25, Vatsyayana criticizes the Vaisesika theory of desire and refers
to V'S 6.2.13, 15 and 16.%> VS 6.2.12-16 treat various causes of desire such as pleasure (12),
indulgence (13), satisfaction (14), adrsta (15) and particularity of birth (16), while in the
Naiyayikas’ view desire is solely produced by sankalpa, i.e., imaginary representation condi-
tioned by what was experienced in a previous life.*® Vatsyayana criticizes V'S 6.2.13, 15 and 16
as if they had no relation with transmigration, i.e., as if he did not know V'S 6.2.17-18. In the
present edition of the VS, they are clearly related to transmigration. If V'S 6.2.12-19 would have
had its present form with sitras 17 and 18 included, Vatsyayana would not have voiced his
criticism in this way. At the time he criticized the Vaisesika theory of desire, V'S most probably
lacked siitras 6.2.17 and 18. These two siitras seem to have been added soon after the com-
position of the NBh, with the aim of changing the context of 6.2.12-19 and thus making the
sequence fit the Naiyayika theory of emancipation. Influenced by Buddhism, the Naiyayikas
preferred to describe the attainment of emancipation by tracing the causes of transmigration in
reverse.”’ The classical Vaiesika definition of moksa may have been produced in the same
manner by reversing and expanding the chain of causes of transmigration, as explained in VS
6.2.17 and 18. Had these sitras been added after the composition of the PDAS, they would
have, influenced by the classical definition of moksa, taken a fairly different shape.

3.1 The classical definition of moksa seems to have been widely accepted and is found nu-
merous times in the literature of the post-Prasastapada period.* The nine specific qualities of
atman are not clearly stated in the VS. Only Candramati and Prasastapada make the categorical
statement that cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, volition, dharma, adharma and latent
impression are the specific qualities of the Self.** However, they do not explicitly mention in
their works that annihilation of these qualities means emancipation.

3.2 What is the oldest evidence for the classical Vaisesika definition of moksa? It may occur in
the Sui xiang lun (SXL) (*Laksananusarasastra) of Dé hui (Gunamati), translated by Para-
martha (499-569). The SXL is a commentary on part of the seventh chapter of the Abhi-

35 Nozawa 2000: 121. Cf. NBh p. 173,3: athapi sankalpad anyad ragakaranam dharmadharmalaksanam
adrstam upadiyate, (cf. VS 6.2.15: adrstat) tathapi purvasarirayogo ‘pratyakhyah. tatra hi tasya nirvrttih, nasmin
Jjanmani. tanmayatvad raga iti (cf. VS 6.2.13: tanmayatvat) visayabhyasah khalv ayam bhavanahetus tanmaya-
tvam ucyata iti. jativisesac ca ragavisesa iti (cf. VS 6.2.16: jativisesac ca ragavisesah) karma khalv idam jativise-
sanirvartakam tadatmyat tacchabdyam vijiiayate. tasmad anupapannam — sankalpad anyad ragakaranam iti.

%% Oberhammer 1987: 18. On sankalpa cf. also Preisendanz 1994: 389-392.

7 Cf. NS 1.1.2 and Halbfass 1991: 246.

3 Cf. SBh on BS 2.3.50 (p. 561): tatratmadravyanam manodravyanam ca samyogan navecchadayo vai-
Sesika atmagunda utpadyante. te cavyatikarena pratyekam atmasu samavayanti. sa samsarah. tesam navanam
atmagunanam atyantanutpado moksa iti kanadah; NM 111, p. 1,11: navanam atmagunanam buddhisukhaduh-
khecchadvesaprayatnadharmadharmasamskaranam nirmitlocchedo ’pavarga ity uktam bhavati; NBhis p.
594,1f.: kah punar ayam moksa iti. eke tavad varnayanti — samastatmavisesagunocchede samharavasthayam
akasavad atmano ’tyantavasthanam moksa iti; VSC p. 2,3: nihsreyasam apy atmano (see Isaacson 1995: 159)
vaiSesikagunabhavaripo moksah; Vyo 1, p. 4,26: navanam atmavisesagunanam atyantocchittir nihSreyasam, see
also Vyo 1, p. 2,6; NK p. 273,17: mokso navanam atmavisesagunanam atyantocchedah, see also p. 4,11 and p.
287,15. As to the definition in Navya-Nyaya literature, see Wada 2000: 112.

¥ Miyamoto 1996: 255; Ui 1917: 253; PDhS pp. 281-282. See also PDAS p. 95,24 and VSC on VS 3.2.17.
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dharmakosabhasya.*® Ui doubts Gunamati’s authorship of the extant SXL and regards the work
as Paramartha’s commentary on Gunamati’s ”‘Laksandnuscz'ras'cz'stm.41 Mochizuki criticizes
this opinion and affirms that the SXL is a translation of Gunamati’s work.** Ui dates him to
420-500," but Mochizuki considers the time of his activity to be “from the latter half of the
fifth to the first half of the sixth century,”** while Frauwallner makes Gunamati “a little older
than Sthiramati (c. 510-570).” * Hattori regards Dignaga (c. 480-540) and Gunamati as con-
temporaries.*® Ejima follows Frauwallner’s dating for Sthiramati and gives the date of c.
460—540 for his preceptor Gunamati.”’ Paramartha arrived in Kwang Tung in southern China
in 546 at the age of 47 or 48:* at that time he must have been in possession of the original
Sanskrit text of Gunamati’s SXL.

Gunamati mentions zi zai tian (iSvara) and describes the Vaisesika cosmology in fair detail;
because a precise equivalent to his description is not found in any extant Vaisesika work he
must have taken his information from some unknown Vaisesika work. If this source would
have been a commentary on the PDAS, we could fix the date of PDAS and SXL rather decisively.
The logical theory of the PDAS has been influenced by the Pramanasamuccaya,” Dignaga’s
last work,”® and thus the PDAS must have been composed sometime around 540 and the
original text of SXL written between 540 and 546. If this is the case, we have to place the end of
Gunamati’s life some five years later and assign the earliest reference to the classical definition
of moksa to the early 540’s. However, given that we know of several lost Vaisesika works
which existed in the days of Prasastapada, such as the Vakya, the Tika, the Katandi, etc.,51 there
is an equally strong possibility that Gunamati used one of them as his source. In this case a
much earlier date must be assigned to both his treatise and the classical definition of moksa,
and we will be confronted with the question of why Prasastapada kept silent on the classical
definition.

Cf. SXL p. 165a5-b26:

(Question): What is the use of the Self of the heretics? If it had any use, it should be known by
means of inference. (Answer): They say that the Self has five external features and nine internal
features (as inferential marks of its existence).>? Uliika and others adhere to this opinion.

% 4K p. 400,1-401,11. This section corresponds to the nineteenth chapter of Paramartha’s translation (4 pi
da mo jii she shi lun, Taisho No. 1559), p. 288b1-288c7.

*1'Ui 1924-1930: Vol. 5, pp. 137-138, and Vol. 6, p. 96.

2 Mochizuki 1936-1963: Vol. 3, p. 2872; see also Hirakawa 1979: Vol. 2, p. 248, n. 5. Nakamura (1980:
280) assigns the approximate date of 557-569 to the SXL.

Ui 1924-1930: Vol. 5, p. 136.

* Mochizuki 1936-1963: 3929b.

* Frauwallner 1961: 137.

“° Hattori 1968: 6.

*" Ejima 1980: 195.

* Ui 1924-1930: Vol. 5, p. 130, and Vol. 6, p. 13; Hirakawa 1979: Vol. 2, p. 229. According to the Dai
tang xi yu ji (Taisho No. 2087, Vol. 51, f. 913c¢.), Gunamati came from South India and stayed in Nalanda as well
as in Valabhi, a prosperous city in Gujarat, during the reign of the Maitraka dynasty. His disciple Sthiramati is said
to have built a temple named Sti Bappapadiya Vihara. See also Hirakawa 1979: Vol. 2, p. 13, and Ui 1924-1930:
Vol. 6, p. 9. Paramartha is said to have been a native of Ujjain, which is not far from Valabhi. A Chinese tradition
regards Paramartha as a disciple of Sthiramati, but Hirakawa denies this; cf. Hirakawa 1979: Vol. 2, pp. 229-230.

* Hattori 1968: 136-138; Nozawa 1982: 76.

** Hattori 1968: 3.

31 8, introduction p. 10.

52 The nine “internal features” or qualities are buddhisukhaduhkhecchadvesaprayatnadharmdadharma-
bhavana, which are included in the list of specific qualities (vaisesikaguna) of the Self in PDAS p. 95,24.
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[165a7] The external features are five, i.e., 1) exhalation, 2) inhalation, 3) the shutting of the eyes,
4) the opening of the eyes, and 5) life.”> From these five features we know that the Self is real. The
five features are five functions (of living things). Now we refute this. If the reality of the Self were
known from the first four features, how could eggs, inasmuch as they do not have the first four
features, be said to have a Self? In order to protect their tenet they may say that although the first
four features are lacking, possession of the fifth feature (i.e., life) makes it known that they have a
Self. Again we refute this. Life is always connected to a body. When the Self as you expound it
attains emancipation, the Self leaves the body. When the Self leaves the body, it has no life either.
How could it be proved from life that the Self is real?

[165a14] The internal features are [as follows]. They say that the Self is eternal. The mind is atomic
in size. The mind is also eternal. Moreover, there are *dharma and *adharma. *dharma is good,
*adharma is evil. *dharma and *adharma urge the Self and the mind to be connected. The
connection of Self and mind produces nine qualities. From Self and mind arises 1) cognition, since
they are capable of cognizing. From cognition arise 2) pain and 3) pleasure. From pain and pleasure
arise 4) desire and 5) aversion. Desire arises in pleasure, aversion arises in pain. From desire and
aversion arises 6) volition. Exercising volition [one] wants to remove pain and to gain pleasure.
When one thinks of the body’s being eternal, one takes into account existence in the future and
performs various austerities. This is named 7) *dharma. When one thinks of the body as perishing,
one does not take into account existence in the future and becomes willful and does evil. This is
named 8) *adharma. From *dharma and *adharma arises 9) latent impression (bhavana).>* When
latent impression has already ripened, it works very quickly. Quick latent impression is a causal
power. Because of its being quick, latent impression reminds one of one’s own past affairs in an
instant. From the connection to this (latent impression) there arise further *dharma and *adharma.
Thus *dharma and *adharma are included in the nine qualities. Sometimes one concerns oneself
with good and sometimes with evil.

[165a25] There are other kinds of *dharma and *adharma. They are five in all.” The first one
makes fire flame upwards. The second one makes wind blow horizontally. The third one makes
earth and water fall down. The fourth one makes atoms connect with and disconnect from each
other. The fifth one makes the Self and the mind connect firmly.

[165a28] The heretic asserts that there are two destructions (of the cosmos). One is the intermediate
destruction’ and the other is the fire-destruction.”” The intermediate destruction continues for three
hundred thousand *kotis. The three hundred thousand *kotis consist of one hundred thousand *kotis
of the fire (world) and one hundred thousand *kofis of the water (world) and one hundred thousand
*kotis of the wind world. During the time of the fire (world) the world disappears for one *koti and
appears for one *koti. It is the same with the time of water and wind. When the world disappears,
large matter disappears. Basic atoms® remain apart from each other. When the world appears,
*dharma and *adharma make them unite. Conjunction by *dharma leads to virtue and conjunction
by *adharma leads to evil.

[165b5] When the basic atoms have been united, they promote growth and various elements appear
and construct the world. The Self and the mind also enter into conjunction with and disjunction
from the outer elements. After three hundred thousand *kofis have passed, the intermediate de-
struction is completed and the period of fire(-destruction) arrives. And after a further three hundred
[thousand] *kotis have passed, the world disappears completely. The basic atoms remain apart

3.Cf. VS 3.2.4: prandapananimesonmesajivanamanogatindriyantaravikarah sukhaduhkhe icchadvesau
prayatnas cety atmalingani.

3% Paramartha translates bh@vana as xii xi, “meditation,” in accordance with Buddhist terminology.

53 This is a rare and remarkable statement in that it restricts dharmadharma or adrsta to five varieties. It
seems to be based on VS 5.2.14: agner iirdhvajvalanam vayos ca tiryakpavanam anumanasos cadyah karmety
adrstakaritani.

% Cf. AK p. 179,23: antahkalpa.

STCf. AK p. 189,1: tejahsamvartani. Here Vasubandhu enters into criticism of the atomic holism of the
Vaisesika, according to which something must remain even at the time of complete destruction of the cosmos.

58 beén lin xii = paramanu? Paramartha usually translates anu as /in xii. The meaning of bén is “stem, root,
origin, source, basis, foundation,” which is equivalent to miila in Sanskrit.
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from each other, and the Self and the mind also remain apart from each other: that is, the
Self is temporally emancipated. After three hundred thousand *kotis have passed, the fire-
destruction is completed, and *dharma and *adharma make them (i.e., the Self and the mind)
united again.

[165b10] Question: Why does fire move upward? Why does wind blow horizontally? Why does
earth move downwards?

[165b11] Answer: Fire heats and ripens things. If fire did not move upwards, people could not cook
food and drink. And because of having brightness and being dominant in wisdom fire stays above.”
The omnipotent lord (*isvara) is in possession of six realms of existence in the body: that is, the
part above the heart is [the realm of] human beings (*manusya) and gods (*deva), the part between
heart and navel [that of] demons (*asura) and ghosts (*preta), and the lower part from the navel to
the feet [that of] animals (*#iryasic) and hell creatures (*naraka).”® The human beings, gods and
brightness stay above because they possess wisdom. Fire has brightness and is dominant in wisdom
and in this way stays above. If wind did not blow horizontally, people could not come and go, like
ships on the sea. If wind would go downwards or upwards, ships could not sail. Because wind blows
horizontally, coming and going are possible. If earth and water did not stay below, people could not
take up their abode. Earth, water and darkness cause delusion, and delusion belongs to the hell
creatures and to animals; therefore it stays below. Hells, animals and darkness cause delusion;
therefore they stay below. Earth, water and darkness cause delusion; therefore they stay below.

[165b22] Because of seeking emancipation for a long time one observes the four [kinds of] pre-
scribed conduct,®" that is, moral conduct, donation, asceticism, and meditation. From the four
[kinds of] prescribed conduct arises virtue (*dharma). The man of virtue attains the way to that (i.e.,
emancipation). From virtue arise pleasure and wisdom. One who has pleasure and wisdom enjoys
the pleasant fruits [of his conduct] in heaven. If wisdom later on destroys *dharma and *adharma,
the Self eternally separates from the mind and the nine qualities [of the Self] do not arise
again. This is eternal emancipation.®” If we destroy the view of *arman and atoms, this tenet will
collapse by itself.

3.3 The Tarkajvala (TJ) refers to the classical Vaisesika definition of moksa. Ejima (1980: 34),
in support of Ui’s dating,*® places Bhavaviveka c. 490-570, Hattori (1994: 706) 510-570.
However, because Bhavaviveka’s authorship of the 7./ is doubted by Ejima it may be a much
later work. In any case, Bhavaviveka quotes from Gunamati’s commentary on the Madhya-
makakarika in his Prajiapradipa.®*

Cf. TJ(P) f. 274b7-275a1:%

blo sogs bdag gi yon tan bcad druns nas phyun ba’i rnal "byor pa yid la bdag ces gnas pa ni bye brag
pa yis thar par Zes gsuns te. blo dan bde ba dan sdug bsnal ba dan 'dod [274b8] ba dan zZe sdan
dan "bad pa dan chos dan chos ma yin pa dan ses pa dan ’dus byas ses bya ba ni bdag gi yon tan
dgu’o. de dag gi bcad pa ni ma "ons pa na ma "byun ba dan bsags [275al] pa 'gog pa’o.

> Punctuation marks inserted by the editor should be disregarded here.

5 This corresponds to the Buddhist theory of “six realms of existence” (sadgati). There is a reference to
devamanusyatiryaiic in the NBh on NS 1.1.7 (p. 21). PDAS pp. 280,20-281,3 mentions brahmendraprajapati-
pitrmanusyaloka, pretatiryagyonisthana and devamanusyatiryannaraka. Furthermore, PDAS p. 49,14 refers to
Prajapati whose body is the origin of the four varnas and various beings.

5! There is no mention of these four types of religious conduct in the PDAS. Instead, PDhS p. 272,17
mentions sacrifice (ijya), studying (adhyayana) and donation (dana).

62 Note that the absence of atmamanahsamyoga is given as the cause of disappearance of the nine qualities
of atman.

Ui 1924-1930: Vol. 5, pp. 148-149.

64 Kajiyama 1963: 37 and 1964: 106, n. 5; Ejima 1980: 160.

% This passage follows upon the section discussed in Hattori 1994. Because elements not found in the
PDhS are referred to, the author’s source may not have been the PDAS, but rather some commentary on it.
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The *yogin, who has completely extirpated the qualities of the Self, such as cognition, etc., firmly
fixes the Self on the mind,*® which is called emancipation by the Vaisesikas. Cognition, pleasure,
pain, desire, aversion, volition *dharma, *adharma, and what is produced together with knowledge
(*bhavanad = ses pa dan ’dus byas) are the nine qualities of the Self. Extirpation of these [qualities]
means [their] non-occurrence in the future and the consumption of what has been accumulated.

4.1 Is emancipation in terms of Vaisesika blissful? According to the widely accepted view the
answer is definitely “no.” However, in the Guang bai lun shi lun (GBLShL), Dharmapala
mentions some VaiSesikas who maintained emancipation accompanied by eternal bliss. Al-
though there is no extant Vaisesika work that contains an explicit statement about blissful
emancipation, this reference assures us of the existence of such a tenet in the sixth century.

Cf. GBLShL p. 193b6:

Next the Vaisesikas make the following assertion: If the causes [of transmigration, such as] pleasure,
pain and so on, are uprooted forever, [the Self], abandoning everything, exists in complete solitude
(*kaivalya), and being calm and almighty does nothing and remains in eternal pleasure, which is
called emancipation. This kind of emancipation should definitely be admitted, because if [emanci-
pation] were nothing but the extirpation of pain and if the Self did not exist, it would be total anni-
hilation. How could it [then] be called emancipation? And for us emancipation is characterized by
freedom from all bondage and by almightiness, and is therefore welcomed with joy by the man of
wisdom.

4.2 We know that in the NBh on NS 1.1.22%7 criticism is voiced against a theory of emancipa-
tion accompanied by eternal bliss. This part of the NBA has generally been understood as a
criticism against the Vedantic view, probably because of a similar argument found in NK pp.
286-287; however, as has been pointed out by Marui (1989: 42), this understanding is doubtful.
Several expressions in Vatsyayana’s argument seem to be Vaisesika terms, such as dharma-
dharma, atmamanahsamyoga and yogasamdadhijadharma. Further, as will be shown in the
next section, the Nyayavarttika (NV) on this passage rejects a Vaisesika theory. Dharmapala’s
testimony may indicate that the proponents of blissful emancipation criticized by Vatsyayana
belong to a group of the Vaisesika.

4.3 When Uddyotakara criticizes the theory of blissful emancipation, he obviously denounces
the VaiSesika because he refers to the peculiar Vaisesika term samavaya and the theory of
samyoga as conveyed in VS 1.1.15: dravyasrayy agunavan samyogavibhagesv akaranam an-
apeksa iti gunalaksanam.®® 1t is noteworthy that he presents kaivalyavirodha as a decisive
reason for the denial of eternal pleasure.

4.4 We cannot know for certain whether the classical Vaisesika definition of moksa was for-
mulated in order to reject emancipation with eternal bliss, but it appears certain that once the
classical definition had been established kaivalya® was understood in line with this definition
and it became difficult to reconcile kaivalya and eternal bliss, as attempted by the opponents
mentioned by Dharmapala (cf. 4.1). In this respect it is interesting to note that santosasukha
and paramarthadarsanajam sukham are mentioned in the PDhS™: they are produced just

% The relation of Self and mind is inverted; see V'S 5.2.17.

7 NBh pp. 33-37.

8 NV p. 81,11: yadi manyase — atmamanahsamyogo jiianasya karanam iti, tasya tarhy apeksakaranam
vaktavyam. na hi dravyagunakarmasv arabdhavyesu samyogo nirapeksam karanam iti. atmamanahsamyogah
sukhapekso jianakaranam iti cet, na, kaivalyavirodhat.

5 NBhiis p. 594; NK pp. 286,3-287,15.

™ PDhS pp. 281,23 and 282.2.
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before emancipation is attained, but it is not clearly stated when they disappear. We also find a
reference to priti in the last sentence of Akalanka’s citation given above (cf. 2.7), and here also
the problem of the time at which it fades away remains unaddressed. Is it possible that these are
rare cases of statements on blissful emancipation? At any rate, Dharmapala’s testimony assures
us that there existed such a theory among the VaiSesikas in the sixth century. It probably sur-
vived for some time in the classical period and exerted some influence, as observable in the
case of Bhasarvajfia, but went out of use with the prevalence of the notion of stone-like
kaivalya,” which is compatible with the classical definition of moksa.

Postscript

Without Prof. Preisendanz’s correction of my English expression and illuminating remarks on
my argument, this article would not have been completed in the present form. I wish to express

my deep appreciation for her kindness.
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Elliot M. Stern

Padarthasangrahatika of VyomasSiva:
A Partial Reconstruction of Folia 2-3a"

While visiting the library at the Oriental Research Institute, Mysore, early in 1982, I had the
good fortune to see the ancient manuscript of Padarthasangrahatika (PAST). A copy of this
manuscript made early in the twentieth century and now kept in the collection of Sarasvati
Bhavan in Varanasi, served as the source for the first edition, and was also consulted for the
second edition. Notice of the Mysore manuscript was published on page 395 in the Catalogue
of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Government Oriental Library, Mysore (Mysore: printed at the
Government Branch Press, 1922). The manuscript is number C1575 in the collection. The
material is thick handmade paper that has been colored yellow. The extant folios are 2-9, 11-
59, and 61-257. Folios 1, 10, and 60 are missing. The folios are, except for folio 2, about
8.5 cm long by 28 cm wide. Folio 2, now about 8 cm long and 25.3 cm wide, was probably
the same size as the others, when in its original condition. There are nine lines on each side.
Full lines (lines 1-3 and 7-9) are generally 68-70 characters. Lines 4-6 have a phullika
somewhat left of center. The center of the phullika is colored with red powder on both sides
of each folio; a black ink design appears on the b side of each folio. No hole was ever pierced
to run a cord through. The left and right margins are marked by thin double black lines.
Similar lines mark the margins for the phullika; these lines often extend down to line 7. The b
sides of the folios are numbered at line 5 both on the left and right. Pratikas are underlined by
red wax pencil or marked with red powder. The colophon on folio 257a states that the
manuscript was completed in Varanasi on Wednesday, the fourth day in the bright fortnight
of Magha, Samvat 1445. This date corresponds to 1 January 1389 CE.

At some time before the manuscript was copied in the early twentieth century, black ink was
spilled on the manuscript. The ink spill caused considerable damage to the text of folio 2
(especially side a), and folio 3. A partly unsuccessful attempt was made to remove or erase
spilled ink. Writing and the prepared surface of the paper on which it lay have been lifted off,
especially on folio 2a. There is a hole in the paper on the left side of folio 2 at lines 4 and 5
on either side. The reduced size of folio 2 is probably in some way a consequence of the
accidental spilling. It seems likely, as well, that the total loss of folio 1 may be attributed to
this event. While there is some evidence of the ink spill elsewhere in the manuscript, it seems
unlikely that the ink spill is a significant factor in the loss of folios 10 and 60.

The text presented below falls into two sections. In the first section, Vyomasiva, while
arguing for the purposefulness of the Vaisesika, and so on, gives an account of circumstances
leading to the composition of the Vaisesikasitrani, and then those leading to Prasastapada’s
composing Padarthadharmasangraha (PADAS). The text of this section is very much dis-
turbed, as many characters are lost both at the beginning and end of most lines on folio 2a. I
have included this section, because it is now possible to make a few improvements in the
readable portions, and to estimate the number of characters lost in each of the gaps. I have

* 1 would like to thank Assistant Professor Harunaga Isaacson of the University of Pennsylvania for
several valuable suggestions offered in response to a draft of this paper.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 401-413.
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brought attention to comparable material found elsewhere, and, in one instance, have found a
cited passage that may have been drawn from Vyomasiva’s work.

The second section is the beginning of Vyomasiva’s exposition of moksa. A careful exami-
nation of the manuscript, considerably aided by comparison with freely rendered versions of
the text found in Abhayadevasiiri’s Tattvabodhavidhayini (TBV), and Prabhacandra’s Prame-
vakamalamartanda (PKM) and Nydayakumudacandra (NKC), allows a nearly complete re-
storation of this section. The passages from 7BV, a collation of substantially identical PKM
and NKC passages, and passages from PKM appear on the odd pages facing the source text,
together with other testimonia, such as the Nyayakandali (NK), the Nyayavarttika (NV), the
Nyayasudhd (NSu), the above mentioned PADAS and PAST, and the Vakyapadiyapaddhati
(VPP). I have frequently noted readings from 7BV in the variants of the text, as it reads, in
general, as an abridged near quotation of PAST. I have presented the text up to the end of the
argument at folio 3b4, even though folio 3b is fully readable.

Curled brackets {} indicate damaged portions of the manuscript. Within the curled brackets, |
have indicated an estimate of the number of characters that would fit, or suggested a partial
reconstruction plus an estimate of the additional characters that would fit, or a full recon-
struction. Square brackets [ ] supply missing characters. Angle brackets <> enclose folio and
line numbers.

The manuscript generally has no punctuation, aside from the danda used at the end of re-
cognized half-verses. Punctuation in the reconstruction is, accordingly, an editorial addition.

The use of spaces in the roman transcription of the reconstruction follows the conventions for
spacing in a printed devandgari text. These conventions avoid the visual isolation of the
effects of sandhi and the creation of unpronounceable visual units, that are characteristics of
the prevalent styles of roman transcription. The absence of avagraha reflects its absence in
this and most other manuscripts, and an understanding that the avagraha in Sanskrit texts is
merely a prevalent editorial convention.

Abbreviations and Bibliography

ChuU Chandogyopanisat, in Chandogyopanisat Anandagirikrtatikasamvalitasan-
karabhdasyasameta, ed. Kashinath Shastri Agashe, Poona 1934,
TVB Tattvabodhavidhayini, in Acaryasiddhasenadivakarapranitam Sanmatitarka-

prakaranam Jainasvetambararajagacchiyapradyumnasurisisyatarkaparica-
nanasrimadabhayadevasurinirmitaya Tattvabodhavidhayinya Vyakhyaya Vi-
bhiisitam, ed. Sukhlal Sanghavi and Becardas Dosi, Vol. 1, Ahmedabad

1980.
DBhHP Devibhagavatapuranam. Ed. Pushpendra Kumar. Delhi 1986.
NK Nyayakandali, in Prasasastapadabhasya (Padarthadharmasangraha) with

Commentary Nyayakandali by Sridhara Bhatta along with Hindi Transla-
tion, ed. Durgadhara Jha, Varanasi 1977.

NKC Nyaya Kumud Chandra of Srimat Prabhachandracharya. Ed. Mahendra
Kumar. Vol. 2. Bombay 1941.

NBh Nyayabhdasya, see NSii.
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Nyayavarttika, see NSii.

Nyayasudha: A Commentary on Tantravartika by Pandit Someswara
Bhatta. Ed. Mukunda Sastri. Benares 1901-1909.

Nyayasitra, in Nyayadarsanam, ed. Taranatha Nyaya-Tarkatirtha and Ama-
rendramohan Tarkatirtha, 2 vols., Kyoto 1982 (repr. of the Calcutta Sanskrit
Series edition).

Padarthadharmasangraha, see PAST.

Padarthasangrahatika or Vyomavati of Vyomasivacarya. Ed. Gaurinath
Sastri. 2 vols. Varanasi 1983, 1984.

Prameyakamal Martand by Shri Prabha Chandra. Ed. Mahendra Kumar
Shastri. Bombay 1941.

Brhati, in Brhati of Prabhdakara Misra ... with the Rjuvimalda Paricika of
Salikanatha, ed. S. Subrahmanya Sastri, Part 3, Madras 1962.
Bhagavadgita, in The Mahabharata, critically ed. by V.S. Sukthankar and
others, Vol. 7, ed. Shripad Krishna Belvalkar, Poona 1947.
Vakyapadiyapaddhati, in Vakyapadiya of Bhartrhari with the Vrtti and
Paddhati of Vrsabhadeva, ed. K.A. Subramania Iyer, Poona 1966.
Slokavarttika of Sri Kumarila Bhatta with the Commentary Nydyaratnikara
of Sri Parthasarathi Misra. Ed. Svami Dvarikadas Shastri, Varanasi 1978.

(This space has been left blank to avoid awkward page turns.)
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Reconstruction

<2al> {3-4 characters}stamiti visistanantaryapratipadandcca tadabhavanirasah | atahsabdopi' hetau
vartamano visistadesakulaprasiitamaviplutena brahmanenavi{plutabrahmanyam plus 4-5 characters}
<2a2> {about 8 characters plus pade}Savasitadupajata’susrisasravanagrahanadharanohapohatattva-
bhinivesalm] tadantevasinamaheti | tatha ca sangamscaturo vedanavalrlta{yatah kramenedam}3
<2a3> {brahmanakhanda)*lakamajagama® “na ha vai sasarirasya priyapriyayorapahatirasti asari-
ram vava santam na priyapriye sprsatah” iti | vakydadaSariravastham sukha{7 characters} <2a4> {10
characters’ plus taslya kanddadarsanamabhavat | tam ca yathopapannam bhagavanadhikarinam
drstva samddhibalddekasminnandvutpannasa,tgpaddrthata{ttvajﬁdnah plus 3 characters} <2a5> {10-
11 characters}tsitrakarane pravrttah | tadarthasiddhaye sitrasandarbhasyaivatisanksiptatvald]dur-
bodhataya casmadadestattvajiianam na syaditi prasastapada{7 characters} <2a6> {10-11 characters
plus brahma’ ynatvadivadapratibhasanadadhikaryabhavah | tadasat upadesavyangyatvat dravyadisvi-
va krta{samaya plus 12 characters} <2a7> {10-11 characters plus brahmanoyam'} brahmanoyamiti
Jjhane pascadbhavibadhakanupapatteh pramanataya Sistapadarthadhikarisiddhe nirvisayatvena {13
characters} <2a8> {7 characters}na{5 characters}bhavasca nirasta eva tadabhidhanat {2 characters}
prayojanopanydsattadabhdvasceti | atha kim punastattvajiianam kim va nihsreyasamiti | {11 char-
acters} <2a9> {11-12 characters} navanamdatmavisesagunanamatyantocchittirna dharmarthakamah
tesamanyasadhanasadhyatvat atha nihsreyasastitve kim pramana{masti plus 9 characters} <2bl> {3-
4 characters}vi | tatha hi navanamatmavisesagunandam santanotyantamucchidyate santanatvadyo'
yah'? santanah sa sotyantamucchidyamano drstah" yatha pradipasantanastatha cayam santanasta-
sma<2b2>{datyanta}mucchidyata iti | santanatvasya ca vyaptya buddhyadisu'* sambhavat paksa-
dharmatayasiddhatvabhavah®  tatsamanadharmani dharmini'®  pradipadavupalambhadaviruddha-
tvam | na ca vipakse paramanvadavasti san<2b3>{tanatva}mityanaikantikatvabhavah'' | vipari-
tarthopasthapakayoh pratyaksagamayoranupalambhanna kalatyayapadistah | na cdayam satprati-
paksa"® iti paiicaripatvatpramanam |

"'Ms.: tadabhavah nirasah satachabdopi.

? Ms.: $avasitayadupajatam.

* The blank space appears long enough for 9 characters; the conjecture is 6.

* The blank space appears long enough for 7 characters; the conjecture is 5.

> Ms.: tvamlakamdjagama. The word khandalaka, signifying a small text unit, is attested twice in VPP
1.2 (p. 15.10-11): khandalakadvayena; also attested in Br 1.4.1 (Vol. 3, p. 204.8): bhasyakhandalakam, and
VPP 1.8 (p. 30.22): granthakhandalakah.

8 Ms.: santarna priydpriye na sasate. The quotation is a variant reading of ChU 8.12.1 (p. 491.11-13).

" For vakyadasariravastham sukha{7 characters} <2a4> {10 characters}, the edition reads vakyad asari-
ravasthalyalm sukhaduhkham anisam pratipadyate ... . 1 am unable to confirm any reading beyond sukha in the
manuscript microfilm.

8 Ms.: vutpanavasada.

? h portion of hma barely visible.

"9 Ms.: noyam faintly visible.

"'Ms.: sa X X tvadyo. Xs represent space for two characters lost to spilled ink.

2 Ms.: $vah (?).

B TaBoVi: so "tyantam ucchidyate.

' su is almost entirely hidden under spilled ink.

S For siddhatvabhavah; TaBoVi: siddhatabhavah.

16 PAST: tatsamanadharmani; TaBoVi: tatsamanadharmini dharmini. Conjecture.

7 TaBoVi: paramanvadav astity anaikantikatvabhavah.

'8 Ms.: sapratipaksa.
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Testimonia

(PAST Vol. 1, pp. 13.26-14.4) <9a9> tad evam paraparagurunamaskarad yato 'ntarayapradhvamso
yato vantevasi yathoktalaksanasampannah | ato 'nantaram eva pratipaksakriyanantaritah padartha-
dharmasan<9bl>grahah pravaksyata iti | na ca [k|tvapratyayad eva visistanantaryapratipattih | tasya
hi samanakartrkatve sati piarvakalabhavitvamatre bhavat | tatha hi bhojananantaram sayanadikriya-
vya<9b2>vadhane 'pi bhuktva vrajatiti prayogo bhavaty eva | atra cesvarapranamanantaram eva mu-
ner namaskaras tadanantaram eva pravacanakriyeti | na ca' pratipaksakriyavyudaso® 'vayavacalana-
der bhavad iti.

(NKC pp. 768.9-10 and 772.1) aviplutena brahmanenaviplutayam brahmanyam utpanno brahmanah.
(VPP 1.124, p. 203.23-27) evam hy dha tasya sangams caturo vedan avartayatah kramenedam brah-

tah” | iti.

(PAST Vol. 1, p. 48.4-13) atha nali<31b7>keradvipavasinah kasmad ekakaratapratibhaso na bhava-
titi | vyanjakanupalabdheh | yatha hi gunatvadisamanyam nalikeradvipavasinam vyanjakanupalam-
bha<31b8>d vidyamanam api nopalabhyate tatha bhitatvam apiti | kim asya tarhi vyafijakam iti |
brahmanatvasyevopadesah® | yatha hi brahmanatvam upadesad vijiayate tadva<3169>d bhitatvam
apiti | athopadesa evastv alam samanyakalpanay@ yathanyair uktam bhiitatvam bhiitasabdavicya-
tvam ity abhidhanabhidheyaniyamaniyogapratipattih® sa ca <32al> Sabdad vyavaharato’ vanvaya-
vyatirekabhyam bhavatiti | etac casat | abadhyamananugatajiianasya durnimittantarakalpanayam
dravyatvader apy a<32a2>sattvam syat | asti ca krtasamayasya bhitam bhiitam iti jianam brahmano
brahmana iti ca dravyam dravyam iti ca jiianavat tato ’sti bhiitatvam samanyam iti.

(TBV p. 150.8-13) navanam atmavisesagunanam santano ’tyantam ucchidyate santanatvad yo yah
santanah sa so 'tyantam ucchidyate yathd pradipasantdanas tatha cayam santdanas tasmad atyantam
ucchidyata iti | santanatvasya ca vyaptya buddhyadisu sambhavat paksadharmatayasiddhatabhavah |
tatsamanadharmini dharmini pradipadav upalambhad aviruddhatvam | na ca vipakse paramanvadav
astity anaikantikatvabhavah | viparitarthopasthapakayoh pratyaksagamayor anupalambhan na kala-
tyayapadistah | na cayam satpratipaksa iti paficariipatvat pramanam.

(PKM p. 307.21-27 = NKC p. 824.1-5) navanam dtmavisesagunanam santano tyantam ucchidyate
santanatvat pradipasantanavat | na cayam asiddho hetuh pakse vartamanatvat® | napi viruddhah sa-
pakse pradipadau sattvat | napy anaikantikah paksasapaksavad vipakse paramanvadav apravrtteh |
napi kalatyayapadisto viparitarthopasthapakayoh pratyaksdagamayor atrasambhavat | napi satprati-
paksah pratipaksasadhakanumandsambhavar .

"'Ms.: ca.

2 Ms.: vyudavo-.

3 The unique attestation asarirasyatmanopahatir asti is a problem. In the editions, and other testimonia,
only two readings seem to be known: sasarirasya priyapriyayor apahatir asti, Vyomasiva’s reading, which
appears to be the reading favored by Naiyayika and Vaisesika authors and reported as their reading by their
critics and sasarirasya satah privaprivayor apahatir asti, which is the reading favored by Sarkara, his
followers, and the editions. The only other well attested variant in the text extract is the frequent reading in
manuscript and edition of na vai for na ha vai. I intend to discuss the relationship between the VPP testimonium
and Padarthasangrahatika in a future publication.

* Ms.: brahmanatvasyaivapadesah.

> Ms.: kalpanaya.

% See NBh 1.2.12 (Vol. 1, p. 393.11-12): prasiddhas ca loke sabdarthasambandho "bhidhanabhidheya-
niyamaniyogah | asyabhidhanasyayam artho ’bhidheya iti samanah samanyasabdasya viseso visesasabdasya.

" Ms.: Sabdadvyavaharato.

¥ PKM: pravartamanatvat.

® PKM: pratipaksasadhanasambhavat.
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(Reconstruction)

atha' nirhetukavina<2b4>{$aprati{se}dhat santanocchede heturvacyah yatah samucchidyata iti | sa
titkta eva tattvajiianam nih$reyasaheturiti nirdesat | tacca® tattvajiianamasakyatvanna prativyaktyape-
ksam kim tu <2b5> {dravyadipadarthala)}’ksand{peksam} | tatha hi dravyadilaksanalaksitesitpadya-
te tattvajiianamiti | atha tattvajianasya nihsreyasakaranatvamastu upajata’[talttvajiiandstvanantara-
mevapavrjye<2b6>{ran tadanusa\’sanasydasambhave asmadadinam tattvajiiananupapattih | atha yo-
gajadharmaldlupajata[tat]tvajiianosmadadestattvajianasampadandya kanadal h] sitrani karotityava-
dha<2b7>{ranamabhi}pretam | na tarhi tattvajiianam nihsreyasakaranam satyapyabhavat | naisa do-
sah | viSistatattvajiianasya nihSreyasakaranatvabhyupagamat | tatha hi upajatepi® Sraute tattvajiane-
smadadinam <2b8> {na nih}sreyasam yogabhyasajanitatattvajiianasyasambhavat | sraute hi tattva-
jiiane samutpanne yogabhydse pravartamanasyabhydsavasadatmanyasesavisesalingite’ tattvajiiana-
mupajatam nih<2b9>{sreya} sakaranamiti | tatha hyupalabdham® samyagjiianasya mithydjianani-
vrttau samarthyam Suktikadaviti | na ca’ jianasya jianantaravirodhitvaduttarakalabhavina mithya-
Jjiianendpi samyagjia<3al>nasya virodhah sambhavatyeva yadi nama santanocchittirvivaksiteti' |
yatha hi samyalgljiananmithydjiianasya'' santanocchedo naivam'* mithydjianat samyagjiianasyeti®
nivrtte ca mithydjiane tanmilatva<3a2>dragadayo nasyanti'* karanabhave" karyasyanutpadaditi'® |
ragadyabhave ca tatkarya pravrttirvyavarttate | tadabhave'’ dharmadharmayoranutpattih | arabdha-
karyayoscopabhogatpraksaya iti |

"'Ms: atha; TBV: na ca.

2 Ms.: nirdesastacca; correction.

? No significant trace is left of the characters. The prepared surface and writing on it have been removed.
Space for 6-7 characters.

* Ms.: nihsreyasakaranatvestamupajdta-; there is a mark above sta.

> Ms: evapapramrdya<2b6>{5 characters}. The actual ms. reading may be taken to have counted as five
characters, if anusvarah was used for final -n of apavrjyeran.

6 Ms.: vi upajatevipi.

" Ms.: asesavisesalingitetyam.

8 Ms.: tatha hyupalabdham; TBV: upalabdham ca.

? For na ca, ms. originally reads saya; this is altered in margin to samyak; TBV: na ca.

' Ms.: yadi samanasana santanocchittirvivaksiteti. Conjectural reading. Alternatively, samanasana is
perhaps to be explained as a false start for santano-. TBV and PKM appear to support ignoring these syllables.
NKC lacks testimonial to this line.

" TBV omits mithyajiiana.

12 TBV, PKM: naivam; ms.: naiva.

B Ms.: samyagjiianasyeti; TBV: samyagjidnasantanasya tasya satydrthatvena baliyastvat, PKM: sam-
yagjiianasantanasya asya satyarthatvena baliyastvat.

' Ms.: nasyanti; TBV: na bhavanti.

5 Ms.: karanabhavena.

' TBV omits iti.

" TBV: tadabhave ca.
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(TBV p. 150.14-15) na ca nirhetukavinasapratisedhdat santanocchede hetur vacyah yatah samucchid-
yata iti tattvajianasya viparyayajianavyavacchedakramena nihsreyasahetutvena pratipadanat.

(PKM p. 308.1-3 = NKC p. 824.6-8) nanu santanocchedariipe 'pi mokse hetur vacyo' nirhetukavind-
sanabhyupagamad ity apy acodyam tattvajiianasya viparyayajiianavyavacchedakramena nihsreyasa-
hetutvopapatteh®.

(NV 1.1.1 [p. 67.7-8]) yadi tattvajiianad apavargah syat sastrasampraddyo vicchidyeta yasya yada
tattvajiianam vrttam sa tadaivapavrkta iti.

(TBV p. 150.15-20) upalabdham ca samyagjiianasya mithyajiiananivrttau samarthyam Suktikadau |
na ca mithyajiianenapy uttarakalabhavina samyagjnanasya virodhah sambhavati santanocchitter vi-
santanasya tasya satyarthatvena baliyastvat | nivrtte ca mithyajiiane tanmiilatvad ragadayo na bha-
vanti karanabhave karyasyanutpadad ragadyabhave ca tatkarya pravrttiv vyavartate tadabhave ca
dharmadharmayor anutpattih | arabdhakaryayos copabhogat praksaya iti.

(PKM p. 308.3-13 = NKC p. 824.8-11) drstam ca samyagjiianasya mithyajiianocchede suktikadau sa-
marthyam | nan’® catattvajiianasyapi tattvajiianocchede samarthyam drSyate jianasya jianantaravi-
rodhitvena mithyajiianotpattau samyagjiianocchedapratiter ity apy ayuktam yato nanayor uccheda-
mdtram abhipretam | kim tarhi santanocchedah | yatha ca samyagjiianan mithyajiianasantanocchedo
tanmila ragadayo na sambhavanti karanabhave karyanutpadat | ragadyabhave tatkarya manovak-
kayapravrttir vyavartate | tadabhave ca® dharmadharmayor anutpattih | arabdhasarirendriyavisaya-
karyayos tu sukhaduhkha’phalopabhogat praksayah.

' NKC: kascid dhetur vaktavyah.

> PKM: ity apy acodyam tattvajiianasya viparyayajiianavyavacchedakramena nihsreyasahetutvopapat-
teh; NKC: iti ca na Sankaniyam tattvajiianasyaiva taddhetutvat | tat khalu viparyayajiianavyavacchedakramena
nihsreyasahetuh.

> NKC omits nanu ... baliyastvat.

* NKC: tadvyavrttau.

> PKM: sukhaduhkha; NKC: sukhadi.
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(Reconstruction)

atha saii<3a3>citayornirodhah' katham | tattvajiianadeveti | tathoktam

yathaidhamsi samiddhognirbhasmasatkurute ksandt |
Jjiianagnih sarvakarmani bhasmasatkurute tathd ||’

iti | nanipabhogadeva® praksaya ityapyaga<3a4>mosti yathoktam

nabhuktam ksiyate karma kalpakotisatairapi |
avasyamanubhoktavyam krtam karma Subhasubham ||*

tatha ca viruddharthatvadubhayoh katham pramanyamiti | bhogdcca praksayenu<3aS>manamapyas-
ti° | piarvakarmanyupabhogddeva ksiyante karmatvat | yadyatkarma tattadupabhogddeva ksiyate ya-
tharabdhasariram karma tatha camini karmani tasmadupabhogadeva ksiyante iti | u<3a6>pabho-
gena ca praksaye karmantarasyavasyambhavatsamsaranucchedah | tadasat | samadhibalddutpanna-
tattvajiiano hi karmanam samarthyamayam® viditva yugapaccharirani nirmdya’ bhoga<3a7>{nu-
pabhun}kta iti | na tu karmantarotpattih | mithydjianajanitanusandhanasya® sahakarinobhavat |

" The rni is partly effaced here, and unclear. But comparison with PADAS Vol. 2, p. 236.1 and PAST Vol.
2, p. 236.25 assures the reading.

2 BhG 4.37 with variant ksanat for rjuna.

* For naniipabhogadeva ... subhasubham, TBV reads: athopabhogadapi praksaye nabhuktam ksiyate
karma kalpakotisatairapityagamosti.

* Identified as Devibhagavata (DBhP) 9.29.69cd-70ab and 9.40.73bc-74ab; v.1. eva for anu-.

> Ms.: ubhayoh katham pramanyamiti | bhogdacca praksayenu<3a5>manamapyasti; TBV: ubhayor eka-
trarthe katham pramanyam | upabhogac ca praksaye 'numanopanydasam api kurvanti.

5 Ms. (not clear): svasadhyatvamayam.

" Ms.: nirmanaya. The na is possibly marked for deletion.

¥ Ms.: -sandhanasvasya; sva is an error that appears not to have been stricken.
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(TBV p. 150.21-30) saricitayos ca tayoh praksayas tattvajianad eva tad uktam

yathaidhamsi samiddho 'gnir bhasmasatkurute ksanat |
Jjraanagnih sarvakarmani bhasmasatkurute tatha ||

athopabhogad api praksaye
nabhuktam ksiyate karma kalpakotisatair api |

ity agamo ’sti | tatha ca viruddharthatvad ubhayor ekatrarthe katham pramanyam | upabhogac ca
praksaye ‘numanopanydasam api kurvanti | purvakarmany upabhogad eva ksiyante karmatvad yad yat
karma tat tad upabhogad eva ksiyate yatharabdhasariram karma tatha caitat karma tasmad upabho-
gad eva ksiyata iti | na copabhogat praksaye karmantarasyavasyam bhavat samsaranucchedah sama-
dhibaldad  utpannatattvajiianasyavagatakarmasamarthyotpaditayugapadasesasarivadvaravaptaseso-
pabhogasya karmantarotpattinimittamithydjianajanitanusandhanavikalasya karmantarotpattyanupa-
patteh.

(PADRS Vol. 2, p. 236.1) saricitayos copabhogan nirodhe.

(PAST Vol. 2, p. 236.25) saricitayos ca nirodhah.

(PKM p. 308.13-22 = NKC pp. 824.11-825.5) anarabdhatatkaryayor apy avasthitayos tatphalopa-
bhogad eva praksayah | tatha cagamah

nabhuktam ksiyate karma kalpakotisatair api |

iti | anumanam ca' piirvakarmany upabhogad eva ksiyante karmatvat prarabdhasarirakarmavat | na
copabhogadt praksaye’ karmantarasyavasyam bhavat samsaranucchedah samadhibalad utpannatat-
tvajiianasyavagatakarmasamarthyotpaditayugapadasesasariradvaravaptasesabhogasyopattakarma-
praksayat | bhavikarmotpattinimittamithyajnanajanitanusandhanavikalatvac ca samsarocchedopapat-
teh | anusandhanam hi ragadvesav anusandhiyate gatam cittam abhyam iti vyutpatteh.

(PKM p. 309.1-9) nanu tattvajianinam tattvajianad eva sancitakarmapraksaya ity apy dgamo ’sti

yvathaidhamsi samiddho "gnir bhasmasatkurute ksanat |
Jjhanagnih sarvakarmani bhasmasatkurute tatha ||

iti | tatha ca viruddharthatvad ubhayor ekatrarthe katham pramanyam ity ayuktam tattvajianasya
saksat tadvinase vyaparabhavat | tad dhi karmasamarthyavagamato ‘SesaSarirotpattidvarenopabho-
gat karmanam vindase vyapriyata ity agnir ivopacaryate jaanam ity agamavyakhyanad avirodhah.

(PAST Vol. 1, p. 156.1-2) <99a6> yogi khalv rddhau pradurbhiitayam sendriyani sarirani nirmaya
yugapad bhogan upabhunkte.

' PKM: anumanam ca; NKC: atraivarthe 'numanam.
? PKM: prarabdhasarirakarmavat, NKC: prarabdhasariradikarmavat.
> PKM: praksaye; NKC: tatpraksaye.
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(Reconstruction)

{nam praksa}'yanupapatteh | janannapi tadarthitaya pravartata eva vaidyopadesadaturavadausa-
dhdcarane | jianamapyevamasesa’sarirotpattidvarenopabhogat karmandam vindse vyapdaradagniri
<3a9>vo {pacarya}’ta iti vyakhyeyam na tu saksat | na caitadvacyam tattvajiianinam karmavinasas-
tattvajiiandaditaresam tiupabhogaditi jianena karmavindse prasiddhodaharanabhavat |

! Space for three syllables: written surface of paper rubbed off.

? Ms.: jianamapyevasariramasesa; Sarira marked for deletion.

3 Space for three syllables: upper portions of syllables vopa barely recognizable; the rest of the written
surface of paper rubbed off.
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gam vind karmanam praksayanupapatter jianato ’pi tadarthitaya pravrtter vaidyopadesad aturasye-
vausadhdcarane jiianam apy evam asesasarirotpattidvarenopabhogat karmanam vinase vyaparad
agnir ivopacaryata iti vyakhyeyam na tu saksat | na caitad vacyam tattvajianinam karmavinasas
tattvajiianad itaresam tiupabhogad iti jiianena karmavinase prasiddhodaharanabhavat.

(PKM p. 308.22-27 = NKC p. 825.6-10) na ca mithydjiianabhave' ’bhilasasyaivasambhavad bhoga-
nupapattis tadupabhogam vind hi* karmanam praksayanupapattes® tattvajiianino 'pi karmaksayarthi-
taya pravrtter vaidyopadesenaturavad ausadhacarane | yathaiva hy aturasyanabhilasite 'py ausadha-
carane vyadhipraksayartham pravrttis tadvyatirekena tatpraksayanupapattes tathatrapi'.

(PKM p. 309.10-12) na caitad vacyam tattvajianinam karmavindsas tattvajianad itaresam tupa-
bhogad iti jiianena karmavindase prasiddhodaharanabhavat phalopabhogat tu tatpraksaye tatsadbha-
vat.

" NKC: atha mithydjiianabhave.

2 NKC: tan na tadupabhogam vina.
> NKC: praksayanupapattitah.

* NKC: evam atrapi.
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(Reconstruction)

anye tu mithyajnia<3bl>najanitasamskarasya sahakarinobhavat vidyamananyapi karmani na jan-
mantare sarirarambhakaniti manyante | atra ca karyavastuno nityatvam syaditi disanam | athanaga-
tayordharmadharmayorutpatti<3b2>pratisedhe tattvajiianino nityanaimittikanusthanam tarhi katham
| pratyavaya'pariharartham | tatha hi

nityanaimittikaireva kurvano duritaksayam |
Jjhanam ca vimalikurvannabhydsena tu pacayet |
abhyasatpa<3b3>kvavijiianah kaivalyam labhate narah |

iti kevalam tu kamye nisiddhe ca pravrttipratisedha iti | yadi va tattvajiiano nityanaimittikanusthane
na nivartate dharmotpattistathaivabhisandhanat tatphalasa[nlnydso <3b4> va | tatha hi sarvakarma-
nam paramagurdvarpanamiti Sriiyate “na va pravrttih pratisandhanaya® hinaklesasya™ ityalam |

' Ms.: pratyavadhaya, with dha marked for deletion.
? Mis.: pratisandhanahaya, with ha marked for deletion.
* NSi1 4.1.63.
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(TBV pp. 150.34-151.5) na ca mithyajiianajanitasamskarasya sahakarino "bhavad vidyamanany api
karmani na janmantarasarirany arabhanta ity abhyupagamah sreyan anutpdditakaryasya karma-
laksanasya karyavastuno ‘praksayan nityatvaprasakteh | athanagatayor dharmdadharmayor utpatti-
pratisedhe tajjianino nityanaimittikanusthanam katham | pratyavayapariharartham | tad uktam

nityanaimittikair eva kurvano duritaksayam |
Jjaanam ca vimalikurvann abhydsena tu pacayet ||
abhyasat pakvavijiianah kaivalyam labhate narah |

kevalam kamye nisiddhe ca pravrttipratisedhatah | tad uktam

nityanaimittike kuryat pratyavayajihasaya |
moksdarthi na pravarteta tatra kamyanisiddhayoh ||.!

(PKM pp. 309.13-310.4) anye tu mithyajnianajanitasamskarasya sahakarinobhavad vidyamanany api
karmani na janmantare Sariradyarambhakaniti manyante tesam anutpaditakaryasyadrstasyapraksa-
yan nityatvasangah | anagatayor dharmadharmayor utpattipratisedhe tattvajiianino nityanaimittika-

pratyavayasyabhavo na vihitananusthananimittasya akurvan vihitam karma pratyavayena lipyate ity
agamat | tatas tadanusthanam tatpariharartham yuktam | tad uktam

nityanaimittike kuryat pratyavayajihasaya |
moksarthi na pravarteta tatra kamyanisiddhayoh ||
nityanaimittikair eva kurvano duritaksayam |
Jjaanam ca vimalikurvann abhydsena tu pacayet ||
abhyasat pakvavijiianah kaivalyam labhate narah |
kamye nisiddhe ca param pravrttipratisedhatah ||.

(NK p. 689.9-12) yathoktam

nityanaimittikair eva kurvano duritaksayam |
JhAanam ca vimalikurvann abhydsena tu pacayet ||
abhyasat pakvavijiianah kaivalyam labhate narah || iti.

(NSu pp. 329.33-330.5) etad evabhipretya brhattikayam uktam

nityanaimittikair eva kurvano duritaksayam |
Jjhanam ca vimalikurvann abhydsena ca pacayan ||
vairagyat pakvavijiianah kaivalyam bhajate narah | iti.

' SV, Sambandhaksepaparihdra 110cd, 110ab.






Toshihiro Wada

GangeS$a on the Meaning of Verbal Suffixes (1)

Introduction

Navya-Nyaya contributed a great deal not only to Indian epistemology and logic, but also to
Sanskrit semantics. Gangesa, who consolidated the system of Navya-Nyaya in the fourteenth
century, influenced the semantic arguments made by later scholars in the Mimamsa and
Vyakarana schools. We do not yet have a translation of the whole “Chapter on Language”
(Sabdakhanda) of his Tattvacintamani (I'C)." However, we have translations of later Navya-
Nyidya expositions on language analysis, such as the Akhyatasaktivada of Raghunatha,” the
Sabdasaktiprakasika of JagadiSa,® the “Chapter on Language” (Sabdakhanda) of Visvana-
tha’s Nyayasiddhantamuktavali,' and Gadadhara’s Vyutpattivada® and Saktivada.®

In spite of the importance of the 7C’s “Chapter on Language”, modern scholars have paid
more attention to later works. In the present paper, I would like to provide an annotated trans-
lation of the “Section on Verbal Suffixes” (Akhyatavada), which represents only a small part
of that chapter.

Text, Commentary and Contents

I have used the Sanskrit text included in Tattvacintamani of Gangesa Upadhyaya, 4 vols., ed.
with the Aloka of Jayadeva Misra and the Rahasya of Mathuranatha by Kamakhyanatha
Tarkavagisa, Delhi 1990 (Chaukhamba Sanskrit Pratishthan). In this book, the “Section on
Verbal Suffixes”, which covers the second part of the fourth volume (pp. 819-859), is only
accompanied by the Aloka of Jayadeva (ca. 1470), and not by the Rahasya. 1 have exhaus-
tively consulted the Aloka.

The arguments presented in the “Section on Verbal Suffixes” can be divided as follows:’

Introduction: Presentation of the Nyaya View (pp. 819,1-820,1)

The Mimamsa View (pp. 820,1-826,13)

The Nyaya Refutation (pp. 826,13-830,8)

The View of the Author of the Ratnakosa (pp. 830,9-831,13)

The Refutation of the View of the Author of the Ratnakosa (pp. 831,143-
834,4)

F. The Nyaya View Presented in Detail (pp. 834,4-846,4).

moaw»

! Potter and Bhattacharyya (1993: 239-312) give a summary of the “Chapter on Language.” Of its sec-
tions, the Apirvavada and Vidhivada have been translated by Jha (1986 and 1988), and the Sabdapra-
manyavada by Mukhopadhyay (1992).

* Translated by Chatterjee (1981).

’ Explained by Chatterjee (1980) and partly translated by K. Bhattacharya (1979).

* Translated by Vattanky (1995). English commentaries are provided by Goswami (1991) and Jha (1993).
Since 1990 I have been preparing an annotated translation of this chapter into Japanese; see Wada 1995: 103.

> Translated by Bhatta (1990 and 2001).

% Translated by Bhatta (1994-1995) and partly by Gerschheimer (1996). Ganeri (1999) explicates the po-
sition presented in this small work.

7 Numbers in brackets refer to page and line numbers in the edition indicated above.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 415-429.
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Part F includes the views of traditional® and new Nyaya as well as Gangesa’s conclusion.
The present paper deals with Parts A and B.

In the “Section on Verbal Suffixes”, Gangesa sometimes presents discussions similar to those
found in the fifth chapter of Udayana’s Nyayakusumarijali (NKu). In the corresponding por-
tions, Gangesa’s discussions are shorter than Udayana’s, but his argument is more elaborate.
Following my translation, I supply page and line numbers of passages in the NKu which cor-
respond to Gangesa’s discussion. It has to be noted, though, that the indicated portions of the
NKu do not necessarily correspond to divisions of the Sanskrit text of the NKu.

Basic Concepts

In order to understand the present annotated translation, it is necessary to have a clear under-
standing of the concept of akhydta (verbal suffix), effort (yatna, prayatna), the signifying
function of a word (vrtti), verbal understanding (sabdabodha, sabdajiiana), and meaning (ar-
tha). For lack of space, I will give only a brief explanation of these concepts here.

(a) akhyata

The word akhyata has two meanings: the finite verb and the personal ending of the finite verb
(tiN suffix).” Gangesa’s argument with the Mimamsa and Grammar schools is confined to
the analysis of the second of these two meanings. Unless otherwise specified, the suffixes he
discusses are those used in the active voice and the present tense. He discusses the meaning
of verbal suffixes used in the passive voice in Part F of the “Section on Verbal Suffixes”.

Navya-Naiyayikas including Gangesa hold that a verbal suffix denotes effort, while Mimam-
sakas of the Bhatta School'® hold that it denotes a productive operation (bh@vana), whether
internal or external.'' Internal productive operation, which Navya-Naiyayikas regard as ef-
fort, occurs in the soul (@tman). External productive operation, which occurs in the body and
things, is perceived by the senses. Navya-Naiyayikas generally call this operation “action”
(kriya). Grammarians (paniniyas) argue that a verbal suffix denotes an agent.'” Navya-Nai-

% 1t is not clear whether the “traditional Nyaya” dealt with in Part F is the Pracina-Nyaya or not. It may
present the Nyaya view upheld in the period between Udayana and Gangesa. On the founder of Navya-Nyaya,
see Wada 1999. The revised English version of Wada 1999 appeared in 2004.

? On these two meanings, see Joshi 1993: 22. He reports that the Mimdamsanyayaprakasa (MNP), which
was written in the seventeenth century, uses the word in the second sense given above. But the 7C shows an
earlier use of the word in this sense. On #N suffixes, see Panini’s Astadhyayi (P) 3.4.78 and Abhyankar and
Shukla 1977: 197.

' The view of the Prabhakara School is briefly referred to and refuted at the end of Part C.

""" The operation of Vedic injunctions is not discussed here. However, since the Mimamsakas’ method of
interpreting sentences in common usage is based on their exegesis of Vedic sentences, we have to consider this
exegesis in order to follow their arguments as presented in the “Section on Verbal Suffixes”. On their exegesis,
see Edgerton 1929. The verbal suffixes of Vedic injunctions denote the “word-efficient-force”, i.e., productive
operation relying on the word itself (sabdibhavana), which resides in the injunctions themselves. On the
“word-efficient-force”, see MNP No. 4 and Edgerton 1929: 40.

12 To be precise, in Panini’s grammar a verbal suffix denotes the agent, the object, or — in the case of in-
transitive roots — the action itself. See P 3.4.69: lah karmani ca bhave cakarmakebhyah. Vasu (1977: 584)
translates this sutra as follows: “The tense-affixes called /a are used in denoting the object and the agent; and
after intransitive verbs, they denote the action as well as the agent.” This means: When transitive verbs are used
in the active voice, the suffixes denote the agent; when these verbs are used in the passive, the suffixes denote
the object. On this issue, see also Cardona 1975: 266.
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yayikas and Mimamsakas accept Panini’s grammar in general, but when they disagree with
the grammarians and with each other, they attempt to prove their own views by analyzing
common linguistic usage, in this case the usage of the finite verb.

(b) Effort (yatna, prayatna)

Effort, which is regarded as the meaning of a finite verbal suffix by Navya-Naiyayikas, is one
of twenty-four qualities (guna), and we know of its existence in the soul through inference.
Nyaya holds that knowledge or cognition (j7iana) causes desire (icchd), which produces ef-
fort, which in turn brings about action."” To understand the relation among cognition, desire,
and effort, let us consider the case in which we quench our thirst with water. First, we must
know that water can remove our thirst and recognize that there is some water within our
reach. Second, we must have the desire to take and drink some water. If we have no desire,
action does not take place. However, due to certain reasons we do not always take action
immediately after we have such a desire. For instance, there may be dead insects in the water
and so on. Hence, we can infer that there must be an intervening factor which is produced by
the preceding desire and which brings about the action of drinking. That factor is effort.

Note that effort can be designated as resolution (k7ti) in the Navya-Nyaya discussion on the
meaning of a verbal suffix. Udayana states in his NKu that resolution is nothing but effort, a
statement quoted by Gangesa in Part B2 of his “Section on Verbal Suffixes”.

(c) The signifying function (vrtti)

Any meaningful linguistic unit, or morpheme, as well as any word, possesses a signifying
function and thus can mean something. Navya-Nyaya accepts only two kinds of signifying
function: the denotative function (Sakti) and the indicative function (lalﬁsaijzd).14 For instance,
when we hear the word sasin (“moon”) at night, this word first reminds us of the moon in the
sky; furthermore, it reminds us of a rabbit (sasa). In this case, “moon” is the direct meaning
of the word, and the function pointing to this meaning is called denotative. A rabbit is the in-
direct object of the word, and the function pointing to it is called indicative.

(d) Verbal understanding (sabdabodha, Sabdajfiana)

The concept of verbal understanding is quite often utilized in analyzing the meaning of lan-
guage units, e.g., a root (dhatu), a suffix (pratyaya), a nominal base (pratipadika), a case-
ending (sUP), and so on. Since we cannot determine the meaning of an isolated verbal suffix

13 For the causal relationship among these four, Marui (1987: 145-146 and nn. 24 and 26) gives two
Sanskrit references and their explanation. One is from the NKu (k. 7): pravrttih krtir evatra sa cecchato yatas ca
sa | taj jianam ... ||, the other from the NSD (p. 74,1-4): pravrttiparavakyasravananantaram prayojyasya tat-
tadarthasambandhavyaparanukiilam cestam pasyams tatasthah svacestayam krteh krtau ca cikirsayas cikir-
sayam samanddhikaranasamanavisayakajiianasyaivavadhrtakaranabhava iti prayojyasyapi tatkaranibhiitam
jAdanam anumdya tasya jianasya vakyajanyatapravrttau janayitavyayam Sabdavyaparatvam cavadharayati. For
a translation of the former passage, see Cowell 1980: 71 and Dravid 1996: 433.

4 Cf. NSM p. 292,3: vrttis ca saktilaksananyatarah sambandhah; see also Matilal 1968: 25. The indica-
tive function is defined as the relation of some meaning with the denoted object/meaning (NSM k. 82ab: laksana
Sakyasambandhah ... |). To explain this definition: When word A denotes meaning B and further indicates
meaning C, the indicative function of A4 reaches C through B. This function also represents the relation between
A and C. The relation between 4 and B is expressed by “the denoted object” (sakya) in the definition, the rela-
tion between B and C by “the relation” (sambandha).
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such as -#i, we have to deal with a complete word, such as pacati ([he] cooks). From pacati
we obtain a verbal understanding which has some content or structure. Gangesa and his op-
ponents presuppose that all of this understanding is generated only by the word pacati; they
attempt to determine the correspondence between the constituents of the understanding we
gain on hearing the word pacati and the linguistic constituents, such as the verbal suffix,
which make up this word.

There are three competing views of verbal understanding which identify different elements in
a sentence as being prominent. The proponents of these views claim that in verbal under-
standing (1) the meaning of the noun in the nominative case is predominant (prathamantar-
thamukhyavisesyakasabdabodha), (2) the meaning of the verbal suffix is predominant (a-
khyatarthamukhyavisesyakasabdabodha), and (3) the meaning of the root is predominant
(dhatvarthamukhyavisesyakasabdabodha).”” The Nyaya school upholds the first view; the
Mimamsa school the second; and the Grammar school the third.

Take the sentence caitrah pacati as an example. Let us see what Navya-Nyaya regards as the
verbal understanding brought about through hearing this sentence. The word caitra denotes a
person called Caitra; the case-ending -/ (sU) denotes the number of Caitra; the root pac de-
notes the action of cooking (pdka); the suffix -#i denotes effort. Effort generates the action of
cooking. This relation between effort and cooking is not denoted by any meaningful unit of
the sentence, but it is understood from the juxtaposition of the two units pac and -#i. Similarly,
the relation of the effort and Caitra is understood; he (i.e., his atman) possesses effort. Finally,
the sentence generates the understanding “Caitra is the possessor of an instance of effort
conducive to cooking” (pakanukillakrtiman caitrah).

The Mimamsakas, on the other hand, present the following verbal understanding as generated
from the same sentence: “There is productive operation conducive to cooking and residing in
Caitra” (caitranistha pakanukiila bhavana). Grammarians give the following analysis: “There
is operation conducive to the softening of the cooked substance which occurs in Caitra” (cai-
trasrayako viklittyanukiilo vyaparah). This is only a brief illustration of how the three schools
analyze verbal understanding.°

(e) Meaning (artha)

Finally, I would like to call the reader’s attention to the word “meaning”, which appears
throughout my translation. This word does not always stand for mental representation in the
Indian context. Nyaya, Vaisesika and Mimamsa hold the view that knowledge or cognition
(jiiana) has no content in itself (nirakaravada) and that recognizing an object means that a
cognitive relation occurs between the cognition and the object (grahyagrahakabhdava). For
example, when for these three schools the “meaning” of the root pac is said to be the action
of cooking, this does not refer to the understanding of cooking or the concept of cooking; it

' Cf. Rao 1969: 4-34. The expression of verbal understanding may appear to represent its structure, but
this is not accepted by some schools of Indian philosophy, i.e., those of so-called Indian realism such as Nyaya,
Vaisesika, and Mimamsa. This point will be referred to later on under (e).

' For example, it has not been illustrated how tense and mood are expressed, what the suffix @ inserted
between the root pac and -#i denotes, and so forth. For a general illustration of verbal understanding, see Rao
1969: 4-34 and Joshi 1993: 29-36. Cardona 1975 discusses whether or not the paraphrase and analysis of verbal
understanding decisively serve to assign partial meanings to the constituents of a sentence or word, such as a
root and a suffix. He remarks (p. 272) that the different schools assign meanings in different ways, based on
their particular background, premises, and aims.
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rather refers to the physical action of cooking which takes place in the outer world. Even the
expression of verbal understanding (sabdabodha) does not represent the structure of under-
standing or cognition itself, but the structure of part of the outer world.

By contrast, the Grammar school maintains that knowledge has a content.'” For this school
the expression of verbal understanding represents the structure of the understanding. This ex-
pression also represents the structure of a phenomenon in the outer world as long as the un-
derstanding corresponds to this phenomenon. When I refer readers to this position on “mean-
ing” in the course of my translation, I provide a footnote.

An Annotated Translation of the Akhyatavada of the Tattvacintamani

A. Introduction: Presentation of the Nyaya View'®

A verbal suffix (@khyata) denotes an instance of effort (yatna), and hence, when [the agent of
action is] insentient in the case of [sentences such as] ratho gacchati (“The chariot goes”)
and so on, a verbal suffix possesses indicative function (laksana) with reference to operation
(vwapara). To explain, an instance of effort is denoted by the verbal suffix in the case of
pacati (“[He] cooks”) and so on, because all verbal suffixes are paraphrased with [the ex-
pression] karoti which denotes effort, as in the case where pacati is [paraphrased with] pa-
kam karoti (“[He] does cooking”) and so on; [a paraphrase can be the grounds for the as-
signment of meaning to meaningful linguistic units] because in the absence of an impediment
[the relation between a verbal suffix and its meaning] is also understood from paraphrase
(vivarana), as in the case of the verbal usage of elder people. [However] in the case of the
paraphrase, for its part (api),” of a dvandva compound and so on by means of analysis (vi-
graha) [the whole compound] does not possess denotative function (Sakti) towards the [com-
plete] meaning [obtained] by analysis because [some meaning is] obtained from something
else.”’ The teacher” says that when [you] ask about the effort (or intention) [of someone

"7 The Vijiianavada school of Buddhism also takes this position. Gangesa does not debate with the fol-
lowers of this school and other sakaravadins in the “Section on Verbal Suffixes”.

8 TC Vol. 4/2, pp. 819,1-820,1: akhyatasya yatnavacakatvad acetane ratho gacchatity adav akhyate
vyaparalaksana. tatha hi — pacatity adav akhyatasya yatno vacyah, pacati pakam karotityadiyatnarthakakaroti-
na sarvakhyatavivaranad vrddhavyavaharadivad badhakabhave vivaranad api vyutpatteh. dvandvadisamasasya
vigrahena vivarane 'pi vigraharthe na saktir anyalabhyatvat. kim karofiti yatnaprasne pacatity uttarasya yat-
narthatvam vinanupapatter ity acaryah.

! Paraphrase by means of analysis is basically the account of the derivation of a compound using Pani-
ni’s rules. For instance, since rajapurusah derives from rajiiah purusah by the application of the respective
rules, the latter expression is the paraphrase of the former. On the classification of vigraha, see Abhyankar and
Shukla 1977: 353. Navya-Nyaya does not admit that a whole compound or sentence possesses denotative func-
tion. It assigns all the component meanings of a compound obtained by means of analysis to its components. On
how Navya-Nyaya performs this task, see the next note.

% Navya-Nyaya takes the view that in the case of a samahdaradvandva compound the meaning of a col-
lection is not obtained through the denotative function of any component of the compound. Take as an example
ahinakulam. This compound refers to a collective consisting of a snake and a mongoose. The word nakula de-
notes a mongoose and further refers to a collective consisting of a snake and a mongoose through its indicative
function (laksana). The word ahi is interpreted as indicating the speaker’s intention (tatparyagrahaka) to make
the hearer understand the collective consisting of a snake and a mongoose, not the collective consisting of some-
thing else and a mongoose. On this issue, see NSM p. 334,1-2 and Jha 1992: 29-30.

2! The teacher appears to be Udayana. A similar statement is found in NKu (p. 528,6-7): asti ca tad iha —
kim karoti? pacati, pakam karotity artha ityadidarsanat. D. Bhattacharya (1958: 40) remarks that Gangesa dis-
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with the words] kim karoti (“What does [that man] do?”), it is impossible to answer that [the
man] cooks (pacati) unless [you assign] the meaning of effort [to the suffix -#].

B. The Mimamsa View

B 1:* On this point [Mimamsakas of the Bhatta school] say the following. Neither the verbal
suffix nor the verb karoti denotes effort, because a verbal suffix is used even when it is im-
possible [to understand] effort” conducive to the “meaning”* denoted by the root in the
case of ratho gacchati (“The chariot goes™), jandti (“[He] knows”), nidrati (“[He] sleeps”),”
and so forth, and because a verbal suffix is paraphrased with [the expression] karoti in the
case where [gacchati] is paraphrased with gamanam karoti (“[He] does going”). In that case,
if operation (vydpdra) is the meaning of karoti [used in the paraphrase], [this “meaning”°
can] similarly [occur] in sentient [agents]. But (ca) in that case, the usage of the verbal suffix
[-#i or -te in the above four expressions] and karoti [in the paraphrase] is not figurative (gau-
na), for there is no impediment to [interpreting gamanam karoti as] a primary [usage] (mukh-
ya).*" Therefore, [the verbal suffixes used] in the question and [its] answer do not denote ef-
fort, but rather just denote the action of (i.e., referred to by) [the root] k7. Hence, when [one]
asks about action in general [with the words] kim karoti (“What does [he] do?”), it is also
proper to answer in terms of the particular action denoted by [the verb] pacati or gacchati.

B 2:* [The Naiyayika will object to this claim by the Mimamsakas:] The root k7 denotes ef-
fort because a pot and a sprout are said to have been made (krfa) on account of [a pot] being
produced by effort, and not to have been made (akrta) on account of [a sprout] not being
produced [by effort, respectively] in spite of there being no difference in [their] being pro-

played his utmost veneration for Udayana, and that in the Pramanyavada of the TC there are three references to
acaryah. Ingalls (1951: 104) remarks that in Navya-Nyaya Udayana is regularly referred to as acaryah and
points out that Mathuranatha refers to him so.

2 TC Vol. 4/2, p. 820,1-9: atra vadanti — akhyatasya karotes ca na yatnarthatvam ratho gacchati jandti
yatate nidratityadau dhatvarthanukiillayatnabhave 'py akhyataprayogad gamanam karotiti karotind tatrakhya-
tavivarandc ca tatra vyaparasya karotyarthatve cetane ’pi tathd. na ca tatrakhatakarotyor gaunatvam mukhye
badhakabhavat. ata eva prasnottarayor na yatnarthatvam kim tu kriiah kriyavacitvam eva. tena kim karotitikri-
yamatraprasne pacati gacchatitikriyavisesenottaram api samanjasam bhavati.

» This view presupposes the Nyaya view that effort brings about the action which is denoted by a root.

% On the specific sense of “meaning”, see the introduction to the present paper (Basic Concepts [¢]).

* In the case of ratho gacchati, the literal understanding is “The chariot possesses effort conducive to
going” (gamananukillayatnavan rathah). This understanding is awkward because an insentient being cannot
possess effort. In the case of janati, the literal understanding is “[Someone] possesses effort conducive to cogni-
tion” (jiiananukiilayatnavan). This understanding is not proper because it contradicts the Nyaya view on the
causal relationship between cognition and effort. On this relationship, see Basic Concepts (b). In the case of
nidrati, the literal understanding is “[Someone] possesses effort conducive to sleep” (nidranukiilayatnavan).
This understanding is not supported by experience, for sleep does not necessitate effort.

% Cf. Basic Concepts (e).

" A primary usage is one in which all linguistic elements possess only denotative function.

2 TC Vol. 4/2, pp. 820,10-821,2: atha kriyajanyatvavisese 'pi yatnajanyatvajanyatvabhyam ghatankura-
yoh krtakrtavyavaharat trjantakriidhatuvyutpannakartypadasya krtyasrayavacakatvac ca krjo yatnarthatvam
kriyamatrarthatve krjah kriyasrayah kartrpadarthah syat. tatha ca karakamatre ’tiprasangah. evam ca krjo
yatnarthatve tena cakhyatavivaranat tasyapi yatno 'rthah. tad ucyate —

krtakrtavibhagena kartrrapavyavasthaya |
vatna eva krtih purvd parasmin saiva bhavana ||
saivakhyatartho bhavanocyata iti cet; cf. NKu pp. 530,1-7 and 531,8-532,4.
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duced by [some] action, and because the word (pada)®’ kartr (“agent”) derived from the root
kr ending with the #C [suffix]*° denotes the support (asraya) of resolution. If action in gen-
eral is the meaning of [the root] A7, the support of action would be the meaning of the word
kartr, and as a result [this word would have the defect of] over-application [extending] to ac-
tion generators (karaka) in general.’' And thus, given that [the root] kr denotes effort and
because the verbal suffix [-#7] is paraphrased with it (i.e., the verb karoti), it too denotes effort.
The following is said [by Udayana]: Owing to the determination of the nature of an agent on
the basis of the difference of [the usage of] “made” and “not made”, resolution (k7ti) is noth-
ing but effort (yatna); this [resolution] which is precedent to [some] subsequent [thing] is
nothing but productive operation (bhavana).”> This [effort] is the meaning of a verbal suffix
[and is] called “productive operation”.

B 3:% [The Mimamsaka will answer: This view is] not correct, because [people use] expres-
sions such as bijenankurah krtah (“A sprout is produced by a seed”), sragadina sukham
krtam (“Pleasure is produced by a garland and so on”), bijam ankuram karoti (“A seed pro-
duces a sprout”) and so on in spite of the absence of effort. Moreover, the word kartr is not
derivative (vaugika).** To explain, if [the root] kr denotes effort and #C denotes resolution

¥ Later Navya-Nyaya works, such as the Tarkasamgraha (TS) (p. 50,9) and the Manikana (MK) (p.
80,12), define pada as the minimum meaningful unit (Sakta), i.e., a morpheme. Udayana employs pada in this
sense: tena ca sarvam akhyatapadam vivriyate (NKu p. 530,6-7). On the concept of pada, see Jha 1980: 85-87.
On the other hand, Panini defines pada as that which ends with a sUP suffix (case ending) or #N suffix (per-
sonal ending) (P 1.4.14: suptinantam padam). In other words, according to the Vyakarana school, pada is a de-
clined noun or adjective, or a conjugated verb. Indeclinables are thus regarded as declined. Note that in their
works Vyakarana and Navya-Nyaya authors do not always employ their own concepts of pada consistently.

3% P 3.1.133 teaches the meaning and employment of this suffix.

3! There are six action generators: agent (kartr), object (karman), instrument (karana), receiver (sam-
pradaya), point of departure (apadana), and locus (adhikarana). On action generators and the research on them
by modern scholars, and for a historical sketch, see Deshpande 1992: 46-53.

* Cf. NKuk. 5.9:

krtakrtavibhdagena kartyrippavyavasthaya |
yatna eva krtih piarva parasmin saiva bhavana |.
For a translation of this karika, see Cowell 1980: 74 and Dravid 1996: 439.

3 TC Vol. 4/2, pp- 821,2-823,5: na, bijenankurah krtah sragadina sukham krtam bijam ankuram karotiti
yatnam vinapi vyavaharat. kartrpadam ca na yaugikam. tatha hi — krjo yatnarthatve trcas ca krtyarthatve kar-
trarthatve va dhatupratyayarthayoh krtyoh krtikartror va parasparam ananvayah krtau krtijanyatvasya tadvi-
sayatvasya cabhavat krtivisistasya krtinirakanksatvac ca. evam krjah kriyarthatve tycas ca kriyasrayavacakatve
tayoh parasparam ananvaya evety ubhayadarsane kartrpadam karmadipadavad riidham eva. rudhis ca krtya-
Sraye kriyasraye vety anyad etat. tasmat krtakrtavibhagena kartrripavyavasthaya ca na krjo yatnarthatvam iti.
kim cakhyatasya karotes ca na yatnarthatvam pakaya yatate pakam karotityadau yatnadvayasya yatnavisaya-
kayatnasya va pratiteh prakrtipratyayarthayoh samyenanvayanupapatteh paunaruktyad ekatraiva vidhyanu-
vadadosac ca.

** A derivative word is one whose meaning is explained from the meanings of its constituents. Later on
in B 3, the Mimamsaka proposes to interpret kartr as a conventional word (riidha) and argues that this word
does not imply effort. We can understand from Dash 1992: 121-122 that Gangesa accepts at least a threefold
classification of words: derivative, conventional, and derivatively conventional (yogariidha). However, Dash
does not mention whether Gangesa deals with a fourth classification, derivative and conventional (yaugika-
riidha), or not. The MK (p. 80,13), which briefly presents the principal points of Gangesa’s 7C, does not include
this fourth one. The 7D (p. 51,17), a later Navya-Nyaya manual, does not include it either, while the NSM (p.
315,1-2), also a later Navya-Nyaya manual, adopts the fourth classification. On the later Navya-Naiyayikas who
accepted this classification, see Dash 1992: 80-81.
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or an agent,” the two resolutions which are denoted by the root [kr] and the suffix [#C] are
not related to each other; nor are the resolution and the agent [related to each other]. The
reason [for the former case] is that resolution is neither produced by [another] resolution nor
the object [of another resolution],”® and [the reason for the latter case is] that what is quali-
fied by resolution does not need [another] resolution. Similarly, if [the root] A7 denotes an
action and [the suffix] ##C denotes the support (asraya) of an action, they cannot be related to
each other.”” Hence, in both views (i.e., those of Mimamsa and Nyaya) the word kartr is
conventional (riidha), like the word karman (“object”) and so on. And the conventional
meaning [of the word kartr] is the support of resolution or the support of an action, [but] this
1s a matter which is different [from our concern whether a verbal suffix denotes effort or not].
Therefore, on the basis of the difference of [the usage of] “made” and “not made” and owing
to the determination of the nature of an agent, [the root] k7 does not denote effort. Moreover,
a verbal suffix and [the verb] karoti do not denote effort. The [first] reason [for this] is that
because two [kinds of] effort or effort which has [another] effort for [its] object is understood
in the case of [sentences such as] pakaya yatate (“[He] makes efforts to cook™), pakam karoti
(“[He] does cooking”) and so on, the meanings of the base® (i.e., the root yat or kr) and the
suffix [-fe or -ti] cannot be related to each other with the same status, and the [second] reason
is that because [the word denoting effort would] be repeated [in the expression of the literal
understanding], there will be the fault of affirming something (vidhi)*® (i.e., establishing an
unknown matter) as well as repeating [it] (anuvada) (i.e., referring to a known matter)™ in
just a single [linguistic] item.

B 4.1:*' [The Naiyayika will say:] Even though the base (prakrti) (i.e., the root yat of yatate
or the root kr of karoti in the above two examples) denotes this [effort], the verbal suffix [-te
of yatate or -ti of karoti also] denotes it (i.e., this effort); [this view is] not defective. [This] is
because [the Mimamsaka’s argument that a base and its suffix do not have one and the same
meaning| does not hold good in the case [of the expressions] ekah (“one”), dvau (“two”),
bahavah (“many”) and isisisati (“[He] desires to desire”)*.

B 4.2:* [On this point, however, the Mimamsaka may argue: We can] assume a second ef-
fort in these cases (i.e., pakaya yatate and pakam karoti), just as [we can] assume a second
number or desire [in the above expressions ekah, dvau, bahavah and isisisati].

> The Naiyayika in B 2 holds that an agent is the possessor of resolution, since he interprets the word
karty on the basis of its derivation. P 3.1.133 defines the meaning of the suffix #C as an agent.

36 Resolution produces action, and not another resolution. See Basic Concepts (b).

37 1.e., if the root kr and the suffix #*C denote action and the support of action respectively, we would
comprehend two actions when hearing the word kartr.

¥ The word prakrti stands for a root (dhatu) and a nominal stem (pratipadika).

3% On vidhi and anuvada, see Edgerton 1929: 152, n. 193, and 278.

0 If the suffix of the verb in the case of pakdya yatate denoted effort, the Mimamsaka assumes that the
Naiyayika would present the following literal understanding: “[Someone is] possessor of effort to make effort to
cook (pakayatnayatnavan)”, which, of course, is not appropriate.

1 TC Vol. 4/2, p. 823,5-7: nanu prakrtes tadarthatve ’pi pratyayasya tadarthatvam na dosdya, eko dvau
bahava isisisatity atra ca vyabhicarat.

*2 The base and the suffix in the first three expressions will respectively denote the same number. The
fourth example is the desiderative of the root is. The root denotes desire, and the desiderative suffix saN also
denotes desire.

B TC Vol. 4/2, p. 823,8-9: yat tu dvitiyasankhyecchadikalpanavad ihapi dvitiyayatnakalpanam iti.
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B 4.3:* [The Naiyayika will answer:] This is not correct, because the second number, desire
or effort does not exist at all [in the understanding obtained through hearing the above ex-
pressions; we thus do not need to connect a second number, etc., to the meaning of the base
in these four expressions]. However, in reality [your argument is not correct] on the follow-
ing grounds. When [we] judge each [meaningful linguistic unit] (i.e., a base or its suffix) as
to [its possession of a] denotative function, it is not a defect that even when two [meanings of
two given units] are necessarily recalled when [these two units] are [used] together, one
[meaning] (i.e., that of the suffix) remains unrelated. When the suffix denotes resolution in
the case of [expressions such as] pakaya yatate (“[He] makes efforts to cook™) and pakam
kuryat (“[He] should do cooking”), you (i.e., the Mimamsaka) also accept [it] in this way (i.e.,
that the meaning of the suffix remains unrelated)*.

B 5:*° [The Mimamsaka will answer: The Naiyayika’s argument” is] not correct, because it
is possible to understand a relation (anvaya) between the meaning of the nominal stem
(nama) and the number recalled from the case ending (vibhakti) in the case of [the expres-
sions] ekah, dvau and bahavah.** [Moreover, Panini’s rules also invalidate the Nyaya view
that a verbal suffix denotes effort and warrant my view that an optative suffix denotes effort]
on [the following respective] grounds: The verbal suffixes of the present tense (/af) and so
forth are not judged to possess denotative function (samarthya) with regard to effort;*’ and
the suffixes of the optative mood (/inn) are judged to possess denotative function with regard
to resolution (krti) in the case of paceta (“[He] should cook”)™’.

* TC Vol. 4/2, pp. 823,9-824,3: tan na dvitiyasaikhyecchdyatnabhavat. vastutas tu pratyekam samar-
thyavadhrtau sambhede tiubhayopasthiter avasyakatve 'py ekasyananvaye 'py adosat. pakaya yatate pakam kur-

% In the former case the root yat denotes effort, and the suffix denotes another effort (i.e., resolution);
thus there would be two kinds of effort denoted. In the latter case the root k7 denotes effort, and the /in suffix
denotes a productive operation (bhavana) or “end-productive-operation” (arthi bhavana) which is nothing but
effort; thus there would be two kinds of effort denoted here too. On the meaning of the /i suffix, see MNP Nos.
3-4 and 383-392, and Edgerton 1929: 39-40 and 185-188.

* TC Vol. 4/2, p. 824,3-6: na, eko dvau bahava ity atra namarthasya vibhaktyupanitasankhyanvayava-
gamayogyatvat. ladader yatne samarthyanavadharanal linah pacetety atra krtau samarthyavadharandc ca.

" Le., the argumentation presented in B 4.1-3.

* Mimamsakas of the Bhatta school consider the meaning of a nominal stem to be the universal (Gkrti,
Jjati, samanya). Kumarila takes the view that a word denotes akrti (Slokavarttika [SV), Akrtivada, k. 1); he also
says that @krti is nothing but jati and samanya (SV, Akrtivada, k. 3). In the case of ekah, for example, the stem
eka denotes the universal onenessness (ekatvatva), which resides in all oneness (ekatva); the number one, which
is a quality, is in reality oneness (MMU, pp. 244, No. 2.4.1 and 246, No. 2.4.6) which is considered to differ
according to its loci. The suffix -s denotes the number one, or oneness. Thus, we can assume that the Mimam-
saka succeeds in connecting the meaning of the stem (i.e., onenessness) with the number obtained from the suf-
fix (i.e., the number one, or oneness).

* In Panini’s grammar, verbal suffixes denote the agent in the active construction. On this point, see
n. 12.

3 The employment of the /in suffixes is prescribed by P 3.3.161 (vidhinimantranamantranadhistasam-
prasnaprarthanesu lin) and P 3.3.173 (asisi linlotau). P 3.3.161 tells us that the /in suffixes mean a command
(vidhi), a respectful command (adhista), and so on. Later Paninians comment on these two terms as follows.
Kaiyata (ca. twelfth century) states in his Mahabhasyapradipa (MBhP) that both a command and a respectful
command have a prompting function (niyoga) (MBhP Vol. 3, p. 247,b34-35: vidhyadhistayor iti. ubhayor api
niyogarupatvad iti prasnah); Nage$a (ca. eighteenth century) explains in his Mahabhasyapradipoddyota that
this function is an operation which exists in the prompting person and is conducive to the activity of the prompt-
ed person (MBhPU Vol. 3, p. 247,b36-37: niyogeti. niyogah pravartand pravartakanisthah pravrttyanukiilo
vyaparah). 1 infer that such a function corresponds to effort or resolution.
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B 6:”' [The Naiyayika will argue:] The verbal suffix following a root which does not denote
effort denotes effort. Hence, in the case of yatate (“[He] makes effort”), it is not [true that the
meanings of the base and the suffix can] not be related. Moreover, in [the case of the agent of
the action denoted by a root being] insentient, the usage of the suffix [in the sense of effort] is
only figurative (gauna). And it does not stand to reason to assume a denotative function [of a
verbal suffix] when the usage [of the suffix] is possible (i.e., accepted by us as valid) also by
[having recourse to] another signifying function (i.e., by laksanda, the indicative function).
[We will provide] another [interpretation of the meaning of a verbal suffix as follows.]>* [In
the case of insentient agents] a meaningful linguistic unit (pada) (i.e., a verbal suffix) denot-
ing a conducive effort (anukiilayatna) is used to denote just what is conducive (anukiila),
which [may only be] a part of this [meaning of the linguistic unit], like the word srotriya™
[can denote] a brahmana with a focus only on [his] purity [in spite of his not being
well-versed in the Vedas]. [We can] further [illustrate the difference between the cases of
sentient and insentient agents as follows:] For insentient [agents], [verbal suffixes of] the
second person and the first person can never be [used], because the adjoining words (upa-
pada)’* yusmad (“you”) and asmad (“we”) mean sentient [agents]. Or [the usage of the suf-
fixes with insentient agents] may be figurative indeed, for [such a usage is] not objectionable
for people.

B 7:°> Mimamsakas of the Bhatta school [will answer]: [The above view is] not correct. The
reason [for this] is that [the usage of] a verbal suffix, in the case of an insentient agent, is not

L TC Vol. 4/2, pp. 824,6-825,3: athayatndrthakadhdtuparakhyatasya yatnarthatvam. tena yatata ity atra
nananvaya acetane cakhyataprayogo gauna eva. na ca vrttyantarenapi prayogasambhave Saktikalpana yukta.
yad vanukiilayatne pravrttam padam tadekadese ’nukiilamatre prayujyate visuddhimatram puraskrtya brah-
mane Srotriyapadavat. acetane ca madhyamapurusottamapurusau na bhavata evopapadayor yusmadasmados
cetanarthatvat. bhavatu va gauna eva lokasyaparyanuyojyatvad iti cet. Cf. NKu pp. 530,7-531,2.

>2 The difference between the first interpretation and the second, which will be presented in the transla-
tion, is as follows. According to the first interpretation, if a root does not denote effort and the verb is used with
a sentient agent, the suffix denotes effort, as in the case of devadattah pacati (“Devadatta cooks”). This usage of
the suffix is primary (mukhya). If a verb whose root does not denote effort is used with an insentient agent, the
usage of the suffix is figurative (gauna). According to the second interpretation, if a root does not denote effort
and the verb is used with a sentient agent, the suffix denotes a conducive effort. If a verb is used with an insen-
tient agent, the suffix denotes something conducive. This conducive thing will then be regarded as an action,
etc., according to context. The usage in either case, whether the agent is sentient or insentient, is primary.

3 According to the Aloka (p. 824,11), this word means a brahmana who is born from brahmana parents
and has learned the Vedas and their supplements.

> The term upapada applies either to a word that is used in the locative case in the section where Panini
teaches Ayt (primary) suffixes or to an adjoining word connected in sense. On this, see Abhyankar and Shukla
1977: 85. The employment of the verbal suffixes of the second person is prescribed by P 1.4.105 and 106, of the
first person by P 1.4.107.

> TC Vol. 4/2, p. 825,4-7: na, acetana akhydtasya mukhyatve badhakabhdavena gaunatvabhavat. tasmad
akhyatasyanukiilatvena vyaparo vdcya iti bhattah. tena cetanacetanayor dhatvarthanukiillavyaparasya sattvad
akhyataprayogo mukhya eva. According to the Bhatta school, when the agent is sentient, the listener of the verb
understands an action of the agent which is nothing but productive operation conducive to the meaning of the
root. On the other hand, when the agent is insentient, the listener understands an external action conducive to
the meaning of the root. For instance, when the listener hears the sentence ratho gacchati, he understands an
action of the chariot which consists in separation from and union with earlier, later and intermediate places, and
is conducive to going. Here we have taken into consideration a case in which the verbal suffix expresses
“end-productive-operation,” or “end-efficient-force” (arthi bhavand). According to the MNP (No. 391), the
lineage of Parthasarathi Misra, who lived from the eleventh to the twelfth century, regards ratho gacchati not as
a figurative usage but as a primary one. Hence, the position of this school seems to be referred to in the text. On
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figurative, because there is no impediment to [its] being primary. Therefore that which is de-
noted by the verbal suffix [in this case] is an operation as [something] conducive. Thus [the
Mimamsakas conclude that] since the operation conducive to the meaning®® of the root oc-
curs in [the agent], sentient or insentient, the usage of the verbal suffix [in the sense of ac-
tion] is only primary.

B 8:”" [The Mimamsaka anticipates that the Naiyayika will put forward the following argu-
ment:] If so (i.e., if the above is accepted), [we] would [apply] the word pacati to a man who
sleeps off [his] fatigue due to a journey, because sleeping is an operation which is conducive
to cooking by means of the removal of fatigue.”® [However,] this argument should not be
made, because a particular conducive operation is denoted [by a verbal suffix], like the par-
ticular effort [being denoted by it] in your (i.e., the Naiyayika’s) [theory]. Otherwise, also [in
your position] that [the verbal suffix] denotes effort, the word pacati would [apply] to a man
who possesses effort conducive to [producing] husked rice (tandula) (e.g., a man who is re-
moving the husks of rice). Similarly, since in the case of insentient [agents], too, the verbal
suffix is paraphrased with [the expression] karoti, karoti also expresses just a particular op-
eration.

B 9.1:*° [The Naiyayika will raise the following question:] How [can we] then [have] an un-
derstanding of the possessor of effort conducive to cooking in the case of [the sentence]
caitrah pacati (“Caitra cooks™)? If [the Mimamsaka answers that we can have such an under-
standing] because of implication (dksepa), [this is] wrong. [This is] because neither operation
nor number, both of which are denoted by a verbal suffix, implicates effort, since both [can]
be [understood] even without effort [according to your Mimamsa theory].60 Neither does the
agent [which may be denoted by the verbal suffix according to the Vyakarana theory®' imply
effort], because any substance [can play the role of] agent.62 And [another] reason [for this]
is that since [only] a possessor of effort is an agent, a verbal suffix denoting the [agent] also
denotes effort.”> Nor does the meaning of a root (i.e., an action) in general [imply effort],
because it (i.e., an action) [can] take place even without effort. Nor does a root denote effort,

the view of Parthasarathi Misra, cf. Edgerton 1929: 186, n. 248, who gives reference to the Sastradipika on Mi-
mamsasitra 2.1.1.

%6 Cf. Basic Concepts (a) and n. 23.

T TC Vol. 4/2, p. 825,7-13: na caivam pathisramasayane pacatiti sydc chramasantidvara sayanasya
pakanukillavyaparatvad iti viacyam. tava prayatnavisesasyevanukillavyaparavisesasya vacyatvat. anyatha yat-
navdcyatve ‘pi tandulanukillayatnavati pacatiti syat. evam acetane 'pi karotinakhyatavivaranat karotyartho ’pi
vyaparavisesa eva. Cf. NKu p. 531,6-7.

5% Suppose the following case: A man has come from a distant place to cook, but he cannot cook due to
fatigue. He first takes a nap. Then, after he has awakened, he starts cooking. In this case, the Naiyayika argues,
his sleep enables him to cook.

* TC Vol. 4/2, pp. 825,13-826,5: katham tarhi caitrah pacatity atra pakanukilayatnavatpratitih. dkse-
pad iti cet, na, akhyatarthena vyaparena sankhyaya va yatnanaksepat tayoh prayatnam vinapi sattvat. napi kar-
tra dravyamatrasya kartrtvad yatnavatas ca kartrtvenakhyatena tadabhidhane yatnasyapy abhidhanat. napi
yvatno dhatvarthamatrena tasya prayatnam vindpi sattvat. napi yatno dhatvarthah kriyayas tatphalasya va
dhatuvdcyatvat. anyatha paka ity atrapi yatnanubhavaprasangad iti cet. Cf. NKu pp. 532,5-533,3.

5 Take the example ratho gacchati (“The chariot goes”). The Mimamsakas accept that the chariot does
not possess effort but that the action of going takes place. It is apparent that number does not imply effort.

%' On this theory, see n. 12.

52 That is, insentient substances, which lack effort, can also be grammatical agents.

% The objection here is that if the verbal suffix denotes the agent, then, since the concept of agent in-
volves that of effort, once the former concept is understood, there is no scope for an implication of the latter.
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because a root denotes [only] action or its result (phala) since otherwise [we] would have an
immediate understanding (anubhava) of effort even when [we only hear the word] pakah
(“cooking”) [which is interpreted as expressing the meaning of the root pac].

B 9.2:* [The Mimamsaka will answer: This view is] not correct. The reason [for this] is that
effort is implied by cooking, etc., which are particular meanings of roots, because they (i.e.,
cooking, etc.) are impossible without effort.

B 10.1:* If [the Naiyayika says that] since for [the expression] pacati (“[He] cooks”) [we
have] the paraphrase pakayatnavan (“[He is] the possessor of effort to cook™), [the verbal
suffix] denotes effort, ...

B 10.2:% ... [the Mimamsaka would] in this case [object] that [the verbal suffix] for its part
would denote an agent.®” For (hi) there is no paraphrase [such as] pakayatah (“[There is]
effort to cook”) [which would warrant the Naiyayikas’ view that the verbal suffix denotes
effort]. This [paraphrase] (i.e., pakayatna “[There is] effort to cook™]) is a paraphrase of the
[expression] pacati relating to the intention [of the speaker of the expression pacati], and this
[paraphrase] is possible by [way of] implication (@ksepa).

B 11.1:°® [The Naiyayika would object that] the same [manner of interpretation should apply]
to effort t00.”” How then does an immediate understanding of productive operation (bhd-
vand) take place in the case of [the sentences] ratho gacchati (“The chariot goes”) and vid-
yate vvoma (“The sky exists™)?

B 11.2:" [The Mimamsaka will answer: Such an understanding] in no way [takes place in
this case], because inasmuch as the productive operation cannot be related to the meaning of
the root, in this case you (i.e., the Naiyayika) also accept [these two expressions] as being
figurative (gauna).”
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8 TC Vol. 4/2, p. 826,5-6: na, dhatvarthavisesapakading yatnaksepat tasya prayatnam vinanupapattel.

5 TC Vol. 4/2, p. 826,6-7: atha pacatity asya pakayatnavan iti vivaranad yatnarthateti cet.

5 TC Vol. 4/2, p. 826,7-10: tarhi kartrarthatapi syat. na hi pakayatna ity eva vivaranam. pacatity asya
tatparyavivaranam tat tac caksepena nirvahatiti cet.

57 The Mimamsaka considers the following: If the paraphrase given in B 10.1 is accepted, the root k7 and
the verbal suffix must denote paka (cooking) and yatnavan (possessor of effort) respectively. The possessor of
effort is nothing but an agent, and thus it follows that the verbal suffix also denotes the agent.

% TC Vol. 4/2, p. 826,10-11: tulyam yatne ’pi. katham tarhi ratho gacchati vidyate vyometi bhavana-
nubhava iti cet.

% In other words, we can obtain the meaning yatnavan (“possessor of effort”) by having recourse to the
indicative function of the word yatna (“effort”) in the paraphrase pakayatna.

0 TC Vol. 4/2, p. 826,11-13: na kathamcit, bhavandya dhdatvarthanvaydyogyatvena tvayapi tatra gauna-
tvabhyupagamad iti.

™' Based on Gange$a’s “Section on Verbal Suffixes”, Wada 2006 further discusses the Navya-Nyaya
principle of determining the meaning of words.
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Roque Mesquita

Die Idee der Erlosung bei Lebzeiten im System Madhvas’

Die Idee der Erlosung bei Lebzeiten wird von vielen brahmanischen Systemen geteilt — mog-
licherweise unter dem Einfluf3 der buddhistischen Unterscheidung zwischen der Erleuchtung
(nirvana) des Buddha und seinem spiteren vollkommenen Erldschen (parinirvana).! Wir
finden diese Lehre nicht nur im Advaita-Vedanta, sondern auch bei Autoren des Nyaya—
Vaisesika” und sogar bei Kumarila.’

Die Vorstellung der jivanmukti bei Madhva war bislang Ausgangspunkt fiir verschiedene
widerspriichliche Meinungen. Der Grund dafiir war die Annahme, Madhva habe diesen ter-
minus technicus in keinem seiner Werke ausdriicklich verwendet. Einige Indologen glaubten
daher, dal} er die Erlosung bei Lebzeiten abgelehnt habe. So z.B. Hiriyanna, wenn er sagt:
“Like Ramanuja, Madhva also rejects the ideal of jivanmukti.”* Auch Sheridan geht in seiner
Arbeit tiber die jivanmukti bei Madhva davon aus, dal Madhva diesen Ausdruck nicht kennt:
“It is true that the term jivanmukti is not found in the writings [of Madhva].”” Im Gegensatz
zu den genannten Gelehrten ist er aber der Meinung, daB3 “the concept of ‘liberation while

* Dieser Beitrag stiitzt sich auf das Material, das ich anfangs der neunziger Jahre im Zusammenhang mit
meiner Beschiftigung mit der Thematik der jivanmukti zusammengetragen hatte. Aus dieser Zeit stammen zwei
Arbeiten zum Thema, “Die Idee der Erlosung bei Kumarilabhatta” (Mesquita 1994) und “Der Apavarga-Begriff
bei Sridhara. Eine vedantische Erlosungslehre?” (Mesquita 1995). Fiir den letzten Beitrag erhielt ich viele
Anregungen von Prof. Dr. Wilhelm Halbfass, der im Sommersemester 1994 am Institut fiir Indologie an der
Universitit Wien als Gastprofessor weilte. Ich hatte die Ehre, ihn nicht nur als Wissenschaftler, sondern auch
als Freund kennenzulernen. Es ist mir daher eine Genugtuung, einen Beitrag iiber die gleiche Thematik diesmal
bei Madhva zur Gedenkschrift Wilhelm Halbfass zu leisten.

!'Vgl. Sprockhoff 1962, Vetter 1995: 213ff., 219f. und 225f. und Slaje 2000: 184, n. 8. Diese weit ver-
breitete Vorstellung, die als “allgemein-indische Idee” bezeichnet wurde (Garbe 1894: 181), wird nun bezeugt
durch zahlreiche Einzelstudien und vor allem durch zwei kiirzlich erschienene Publikationen, ndmlich Fort und
Mumme 1996 sowie Fort 1998.

* Vgl. Slaje 1986 und Mesquita 1995. So wird jivanmukti auch im Yogavasistha (vgl. Slaje 1994: 94f.)
vertreten, ebenso im Samkhya, Yoga und in den $ivaitischen Schulen (vgl. Fort und Mumme 1996 sowie Ober-
hammer 1994: 75ft.)

’ Vgl. Mesquita 1994.

* Hiriyanna 1951: 199. Ahnlich Puthiadam 1985: 293: “It is true that Madhva does not accept the doc-
trine of jivanmukti. But something equivalent is to be found in his teaching.” In diesem Sinne auch Radha-
krishnan 1929: Vol. I, p. 748; vgl. auch Sinha 1952: Vol. II, p. 699. Siauve, die uns einige vorziigliche Arbeiten
iiber Madhva hinterlassen hat, geht auf die Problematik der jivanmukti nicht explizit ein. Sie scheint diese — mit
Verweis auf Jayatirtha — eher in Abrede zu stellen (vgl. Siauve 1957: 51): ““... I’illumination précéde la déli-
vrance et il est dit qu’ entre ces deux moments la vie du jivanmukta, du délivré vivant, continue sous I’effet de
I’impulsion du karman, de la force des actes passés, jusqu’au moment ou le stock du prarabdhakarman est
épuisé. Cette assertion est absurde, réplique Jayatirtha: acetananam karmanam svatantrabhagavatprasadaprati-
bandhakatvayogat (N.S. 68a, 1-2) ‘parce qu’il ne se peut que de [résidus] inconscients d’actes aient capacité de
faire obstacle a la grace du Bienheureux qui est libre’ ... Pourtant les dvaitin reconnaissent bien eux-mémes un
délai entre la vision, (aparoksa-jiana) et la délivrance finale, mais cela ne tient pas au prarabdha-karman et
cela ne met pas en cause 1’unique causalité du Seigneur: vastutas tu bhagavan evanader api bandhasya nivarta-
ka iti sadhaktam | (N.S. 68a, 4) ‘mais en réalité il est exact de dire que c’est le Bienheureux qui peut supprimer
ce lien, bien qu’il soit sans commencement’”’; vgl. dazu auch Siauve 1968: 269.

> Sheridan 1996: 91. Er gibt auch den Grund an, warum Madhva diesen Ausdruck vermieden haben
konnte, wenn er behauptet (p. 94): “In the fourteenth century Madhva would not have used the term without
seeming to agree with the Advaitin concept of liberation ... .”

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 433-454.
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living’ ... is quite compatible with Madhva’s teaching”,’ und er versucht auBerdem zu zeigen,
dafl “Madhva’s teaching of aparoksajiiana, the direct and immediate knowledge of God, is
functionally equivalent to Advaita Vedanta’s teaching of jivanmukti”.” Diese eher zuriickhal-
tende Auffassung Sheridans® steht jedoch im Gegensatz zu entscheidenden Aussagen Madh-
vas, die bisher bei der Ausarbeitung der Lehre zur jivanmukti nicht herangezogen wurden. Im
Folgenden wird daher neues, zu diesem Themenkreis gehdrendes Material vorgelegt und
unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der unbekannten Quellen Madhvas, die er als Belege fiir

seine Lehre anfiihrt, interpretiert.’

Als Ausgangspunkt dient hier ein unbekanntes, einer bekannten Quelle zugeschriebenes
Textstiick, das Madhva fiir die Auslegung der Strophe IV 4,20 des Bhagavatapurana heran-
zieht,'’ wo nicht nur der terminus technicus fiir die Erlosung bei Lebzeiten vorkommt,'" son-
dern auch seine engere Definition. Die genannte Strophe lautet:

karma pravrttam ca nivrttam apy uta vede vivicyobhayalingam asritam |
virodhi tad yaugapadaikakartari dvayam tathabrahmani karma na rcchati ||.

In Entsprechung zu den textlichen Verdanderungen, die Madhva hier vornimmt (er liest uta
statt ytam bzw. tatha abrahmani statt tatha brahmani), konnte man diese Strophe folgender-
mallen wiedergeben:

Da im Veda die [rituelle] Handlung entweder [als mit diesseitiger bzw. jenseitiger] Belohnung
[verbunden] oder auch [damit] nicht [verbunden] unterschieden wird,'> wird [dort eine Handlung]
mit zweifachem Merkmal angenommen. Kommt diese Handlung mit zweifachem [Merkmal]
gleichzeitig bei einem einzigen Téter vor, so ist es widerspriichlich. Gewill kommt [diese] Hand-
lung [mit zweifachem Merkmal] bei [einem, der eine richtige bzw. unmittelbare Erkenntnis hat,]
die das Brahman beinhaltet, nicht vor.

Aus der im Kommentar Madhvas darauf folgenden Paraphrase abrahmani samyagjiianini
folgt, daB er die Strophe im Sinne einer Erlosung bei Lebzeiten versteht. Er untermauert die-
se Auslegung durch ein Zitat aus dem Bhavisyatpurana:

abrahma sthitadhir jivanmuktas cety abhidhiyate |

yas tasya na nivrttam ca pravrttam karma cesyate |

yat tu devah prakurvanti sa mahaniyamah smrtah |
svargadyartham pravrttam syan nivrttam muktaye tu yat |
sa mahaniyamo nama karma yat tv adhikarikam |

% Ibidem.

7 Ibidem.

% Sheridan spricht immer wieder blof von einer “functional similarity” bzw. davon, daB “the term jivan-
mukti ... was later equated with his teaching of aparoksa-jiiana by his commentator Vyasatirtha (1460—1539)”
(vgl. Sheridan 1996: 94; 107). Zuriickhaltung iibt auch Dasgupta 1975: Vol. IV, p. 88: “... Thus Madhva fa-
vours the doctrine of jivanmukti.”

? Die Problematik der unbekannten literarischen Quellen Madhvas habe ich anderswo ausfiihrlich behan-
delt; vgl. Mesquita 1997 und Mesquita 2000.

' BhagTN p. 280,10f. (vgl. dazu auch BhagP IV 29,13 und VII 15,47); vgl. auch MS XII 89-90 und
KiirmaP 1 2,63f., unten n. 28.

""" Auch anderswo ist dieser Terminus belegt, z.B. im AiUBh (p. 209,8f.) zusammen mit videhamukti;
vgl. dazu auch BSiBh p. 198,25f. In manchen anderen fiktiven Zitaten gibt Madhva diese Lehre in dquivalenten
Formulierungen wieder, wie in Anuv p. 187,13-15: ... iti paingisruter, BhagTN p. 51,10-11: ... iti brahmavaivar-
te, ibid. p. 266,8-9: ... iti skande, ibid. p. 272,3-5: ... iti harivamsesu, ibid. p. 352,1-2: ... iti harivamsesu, ibid. p.
602,7-8: ... iti varahe, und GiBh p. 4,29-30: ... iti skande; vgl. dazu auch unten nn. 15, 57, 65, 66, 67, 75, 86
und 88.

"2 Diese Auffassung von pravrtta und nivrtta wird auch im MBh (XII 327,61f.) als Meinung Kapilas
tiberliefert, vgl. Bronkhorst 1998: 75f.; vgl. dazu auch GiB#h p. 27,3f. ad Gi 11 47 und GiBhS, unten n. 17.
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mahato niyamad visnoh pritya muktau sukhonnatih |
kecin nivrttam ity ahur mahaniyamam apy uta |
iti bhavisyatpurane (nicht iiberliefert).

“Fiir den [Weisen], dessen feste Erkenntnis Brahman beinhaltet und der Lebenderldster genannt
wird, wird nicht eine Handlung angenommen, die [mit diesseitiger bzw. jenseitiger] Belohnung
[verbunden ist und zugleich auch] eine Handlung, die [damit] nicht [verbunden ist]. Was aber die
Gotter ausfiihren, das wird als grofles Geliibde iiberliefert. [Die Handlung,] welche um des Him-
mels usw. willen [ausgefiihrt wird], die wére [eine Handlung,] die [mit jenseitiger] Belohnung
[verbunden ist], wihrend aber jene [Handlung,] die zum Zweck der Erldsung [ausgefiihrt wird,
eine Handlung wire,] die [mit diesseitiger bzw. jenseitiger] Belohnung nicht [verbunden ist].
Dieses groBle Geliibde ist ndmlich eine Handlung, welche vorrangig ist. Wegen [dieses] groflen
Geliibdes [und] auf Grund der Liebe zu Visnu ergibt sich eine Vermehrung der Freude in der Er-
16sung. Auch nennen einige [die Handlung,] die nicht [mit diesseitiger bzw. jenseitiger] Beloh-
nung [verbunden ist], eben das grofie Geliibde.” So [heifdit es] im Bhavisyatpurana.

Analysiert man den Sachverhalt dieses Zitates, so fallt zundchst auf, dal es Ziige einer fikti-
ven Quelle zeigt, die ich anderswo bereits beschrieben habe."” Denn das Zitat folgt der dies-
beziiglichen Eigenaussage Madhvas. Auflerdem ist es nicht lokalisierbar, obwohl es einem
bekannten Purana-Werk zugewiesen wird. Dariiber hinaus wird im Zitat ein Thema ange-
sprochen, das in der Strophe aus BhagP bzw. in der knappen Paraphrase Madhvas nicht ent-
halten ist, ndmlich das Wirken der Goétter als Vorbild fiir die Menschen. Denn die Gotter
handeln nicht um der Frucht willen. Deshalb wird darin ihr Wirken als “grofes Geliibde”
gepriesen, ein Ausdruck, mit dem einige Gelehrte auch das selbstlose Handeln der Menschen
bezeichnen (= Zitat im Zitat!). Interessant ist nun, dal Madhva dabei einen weiteren uniden-
tifizierten Beleg, den er ebenfalls einem Purana-Werk zuschreibt, anschlief3t:
vadi devas ca rsyadya nindyante yatra kutracit |
na tavata gunair hinah sthitaprajiia hi te matah |
yathayogyam tu tatparyam nindayam anyad eva tu |
iti garude.
“Wenn Gotter, Rsis und andere [Wesen] manchmal getadelt werden, sind sie somit nicht [ihrer]
Eigenschaften/Tugenden [, die ihnen je nach ihrer inneren seinsméBigen Fahigkeit zukommen]"
beraubt. Denn sie werden fiir [erloste Wesen] mit fester Erkenntnis gehalten. Im Tadel kommt

aber eben ein anderer geeigneter Sinn zum Ausdruck [dem weder HaB noch Neid zugrunde-
liegt].” So [heiBt es] im Garudapurana.”

Damit beendet Madhva seinen Kommentar der genannten Strophe. Auch hier kommen As-
pekte der Erlosung zur Sprache, die zu dem Grundtext des BhagP keinen Bezug haben.
Madhva geht darauf aber in seinem Anuvydkhyana'® in selbstindiger Form ein, soda man
sagen kann, da3 auch hier Madhva selber spricht:

B Vgl. Mesquita 1997: 17f.; 72f.; 101f.

' Vgl. Mesquita 2000: 506, n. 663.

' In BSiiBh pp. 226,19-227,9 fiihrt Madhva ein weiteres fiktives Zitat an, das er ebenfalls diesem Purana
zuschreibt. Darin werden alle Erlosungsarten beschrieben, beginnend mit der Lebenderlésung (ohne den termi-
nus technicus: ... kecid atraiva mucyante notkramanti kadacana) gefolgt von der Stufen-Erlosung (kramamukti)
und der videhamukti: garude ca —

atmety eva param devam updsya harim avyayam |

kecid atraiva mucyante notkramanti kadacana |

atraiva ca sthitis tesam ...
Ahnlich ebenfalls in GiT p. 160,20-23: ... aparoksadrso visnoh Sarire 'pi satah pura ... iti mahavarahe; vgl. da-
zu auch ein anderes unechtes Zitat zum Thema aus dem genannten Garudapurana in GiBh pp. 35,12-14 und
29,17-18 bzw. aus dem Vayupurana in BSiBh p. 158,12-14 und ibid. p. 221,12-14: bhavisyatpurane ca ... bzw.
auch aus dem Brahmandapurana im AiUBh p. 220,19-22, vgl. unten n. 18.

' dnuv p. 173,15, vgl. unten n. 86; SSS 19cd. S. auch GiBAS ad XIII 13: uttarapaksa.
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vikarmalepo naivasti samyagdrstimatam kvacit |
gunahanis ca naivasti brahmanas tv avikarmatah ||.

Die unterschiedliche Zielrichtung der obigen beiden fiktiven Zitate ist nur scheinbar. Denn
beide Zitate bekriftigen die Kernaussage, daB die Uberwindung des Wesenskreislaufes nur
durch Handlungen mdglich ist, die nicht zweckorientiert sind (nivrttam karma). Handlungen,
die von einem Zweck geleitet sind (pravrttam karma), erzeugen neues Karman, das die Men-
schen an den Wesenskreislauf bindet (abandhakatvam tv akamenaiva bhavati)."’ Und das
Stadium der Begierdelosigkeit, in dem das pravrttam karma keinen Platz hat, erreicht man
auf dem Weg der yogischen Ubungen, welche die Ziigelung der Sinne bewirken und schlieB-
lich zur Versenkung (samdadhi) fiihren. Die beiden Zitate aus den Puranen weisen auf diesen
Weg hin, wenn sie vom Lebenderlosten als dem sthitadhi bzw. sthitaprajiia sprechen.'® So-
mit wird in diesen Belegen eine direkte Verbindung mit dem Yoga-Weg in der Gi (Il 51f.)
hergestellt:

karmajam buddhiyukta hi phalam tyaktva manisinah |
janmabandhavinirmuktah padam gacchanty anamayam ||.

Es ist daher nicht zufillig, dal Madhva im GiBh das Pratika buddhiyuktah mit samyagjiiani-
nah wiedergibt,” mit dem er oben in seiner Paraphrase zu BhagP ad IV 4,20 den Lebender-
16sten beschrieben hat. In Ubereinstimmung damit werden in Gi II 54-56*° weitere Merkmale
eines Lebenderldsten aufgezéhlt: sthitadhi, sthitaprajiia, samadhisthita. Dazu bemerkt Madh-
va im GiBh:

na hi samadhim kurvatas tasya Subhasubhapraptir asti | asamprajiiatasamadheh | samprajidte tv
avirodhah | tathapi na tatraiveti niyamah |

"Vgl. GiBh p. 39,13. Es handelt sich dabei um einen wichtigen Topos der Erlosungslehre, den wir auch
bei anderen Autoren finden; vgl. z.B. Sridhara (= Mesquita 1995: 235f.: labhapijadiprayojanam anabhisan-
dhaya ...), Kumarila (= Mesquita 1994: 458f.) und Sankara: pravrttih pravartanam bandhahetuh karmamargah
Sastravihitavisayah ... nivrttir moksahetuh samnydasamargah ... pravrttinivrtti karmasamnydasamargav iti ava-
gamyate (GiBhS ad XVIII 30; vgl. auch Bos 1983: 170f. und Oberhammer 1994: 18f.). In diesem Sinne auch
im Yogavasistha (Slaje 2000: 174f.), jedoch mit dem Unterschied, daf3 vairdagya nicht als Erlosungsmittel auf-
gefal3it wird, sondern als Ziel (Slaje 2000: 180).

'8 Vgl. BSiBh p.158,12-14: vayuprokte ca — (nicht iiberliefert)

sthitaprajiiatvam apta ye jiianena paramatmanah |

brahmalokam gatah sarve brahmand ca param gatah |

tirnatartavyabhagas ca svecchayopasate param | iti.
Der Ausdruck sthitaprajiia erscheint auch bei den Advaita-Autoren als Wesensmerkmal eines jivanmukta. So
2.B. bei Sankara: sthitaprajiialaksanani (Bos 1983: 168f.), Vimuktatman: ... ityadini jivanmuktivacanani sthita-
prajiiagunatitalaksanavacanani copapannarthani bhavanti (IS p. 77,13-15) und Citsukha in seiner Citsukhi (CS
p. 609,6f.) (so auch der spitere Advaitin Vidyaranya [vgl. Sprockhoff 1970: 137]). Mandanamisra diirfte der
einzige Advaita-Autor sein, der unter sthitaprajiia nicht einen siddha (= jivanmukta) versteht, sondern einen
sadhaka (BS p. 130,19-21). Citsukha widerlegt die Ansicht Mandanas (o0.c.). Und Sarvajiiatman — zuerst selber
Anhidnger der These von jivanmukti — gibt sie dann zugunsten der sofortigen Erlosung (sadyomukti) génzlich
auf (vgl. Mesquita 2000: 181, n. 375).

' GiBh p. 29,31-32: buddhiyuktah samyagjiianino bhiitva padam gacchanti | sayogakarma jiianasadha-
nam | tan moksasadhanam iti bhavah.

2 G111 54-56: arjuna uvaca —

sthitaprajiiasya ka bhasa samadhisthitasya kesava |

sthitadhih kim prabhaseta kim asita vrajeta kim ||54||
sribhagavan uvaca —

prajahati yada kaman sarvan partha manogatan |

atmany evatmanda tustah sthitaprajiias tadocyate ||55||

dubkhesv anudvignamana sukhesu vigatasprhal |

vitaragabhayakrodhah sthitadhir munir ucyate ||56||.
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kamadayo na jayante hy api viksiptacetasam |

Jhaninam jiananirdhittamalanam devasamsrayat |
iti smrteh.”"
Denn einer, der Versenkung iibt, erfahrt, sofern er sich in einer nichterkenntnishaften Versenkung
befindet, weder [weltliches] Gliick noch Ungliick. [Das] steht aber nicht in Konflikt zu erkennt-
nishafter [Versenkung]. [Aber] selbst [wenn sie erkenntnishafte Versenkung ist,] gibt es da auch
[weder weltliches Gliick noch Ungliick]. So ist die Regel, weil die Uberlieferung [nicht identifi-
ziert!] lehrt: “Den Erkennenden, deren BewuBtsein geschwunden ist [und] deren Makel durch das
[erlosende] Wissen vernichtet sind, entstehen, da sie zu Gott [Visnu] Zuflucht [nehmen], doch
keine [Befleckungen] wie Begierde.”

In seinem Kommentar zur Gi (ad 111 17) finden wir die gleichen Gedanken, die Madhva in
ein fiktives Zitat verpackt:

atmaratir evety (= Gi Il 17a) avadharanad asamprajiiatasamadhisthasyaiva karyam na vidyate |
sthitaprajiiasyapi karyo dehadir drsyate yada |
svadharmo™ mama tustyarthah sa hi sarvair apeksita |

iti vacandc ca paricaratre.

Auf Grund der Feststellung atmaratir eva gibt es eben fiir einen, der sich in einer nichterkenntnis-
haften Versenkung befindet, keine [Handlung], die er auszufiihren hat, wegen der [folgenden]
Aussage in der Paficaratra[-Samhitd]: “Auch von einem, der die feste Erkenntnis hat (d.h. le-
benderlost ist), ist [eigene Dharma-Pflicht] auszufithren, wenn der Korper usw. gesehen wird
(= samprajiiatasamadhi). [Der Vollzug] der eigenen Dharma[-Pflicht] erfolgt zum Zwecke mei-
ner [= Visnus] Zufriedenheit. Diese wird ndmlich von allen erwiinscht.”

In Einklang damit stehen auch Madhvas Ausfithrungen zur Gi (ad VI 3), wenn er die Frage
bespricht, wie lange man die Yoga-Ubungen ausfiihren soll (kivatkalam karma kartavyam).
Die Antwort: bis man die unmittelbare Erkenntnis und damit die jivanmukti erlangt hat und
sogar noch dariiber hinaus.” In diesem Sinne paraphrasiert Madhva das Pratika yogari-
dhasya als aparoksajiianinah. Dieser Zustand im Leben eines jivanmukta umfaflit sowohl die
nichterkenntnishafte als auch die erkenntnishafte Versenkung.24 Wihrend in der nichter-
kenntnishaften Versenkung alle weltlichen Tatigkeiten zur Ruhe kommen, da der Lebender-
l6ste sein individuelles Bewufltsein Verliert,25 verweilt der Lebenderldste in der erkenntnis-
haften Versenkung in der Ausfiihrung der Bhakti-Werke, selbst wenn er in eine Notsituation
gerit.”® Auch hier unterstreicht Madhva seine Deutung durch ein fiktives Zitat:
aparoksajiianino pi samadhyadiphalam uktam | tasya sarvopasamena samddhir eva karanam

pradhanyenety arthah | tathapi yada bhoktavyoparamas tadaiva samyag asamprajiiatasamadhir
Jjayate | anyada tu bhagavaccaritadau sthitih | tac coktam —

2 GiBh p. 31,21-24.
2 Vel. GiT p. 1,20: bhaktya bhagavadaradhanam eva paramadharmas tadviruddhah sarvo ’py adhar-
mah; ibid. p. 2,13: ... ityadina svadharmena bhagavadaradhanasyaiva kartavyatvam tadanyasya tyajyatvam ca.
3 Vgl. BSiBh p. 197,24-26: iti brahmande (nicht iiberliefert); Mesquita 1994: 469, n. 89; Mesquita
1995: 226 und 242, n. 104.
2 Vgl. NyaV p. 220,22-23: svena ripenabhinispadyata iti muktasya spastam pratibhatatvic chrutam (=
ChU VIII 3,4) und BSiBh p. 220,4-6. So auch Sridhara (vgl. Mesquita 1995: 241f.) und Kumarila (Mesquita
1994: 471f)).
3 vgl. Anuv p. 153,18:
sravanadi vind naiva ksanam tisthed api kvacit |
atyasakye tu nidradau punar eva samacaret |;
vgl. auch GiBh p. 4,29-30: ... iti skande und NK p. 687,15%.. ... atmatattvajiianam eva kevalam tadanim sam-
Jjayate na bahihsamvedanam | bahyendriyavyaparoparamat; vgl. oben n. 24.
2 vgl. $SS 21: ... nityam upasanam karyam apady api brahma tena ydty aparoksatam.
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ye tvam paSyanti bhagavams ta eva sukhinah param |
tesam eva ca samyak tu samadhir jayate nrnam |
bhoktavyakarmany aksine japena kathayapi va |
vartayanti mahatmanas tvadbhaktas tvatparayanah | iti.

Die Yoga-Ubung bewirkt also eine feste Erkenntnis (sthitadhi, sthitaprajiia) und diese er-
moglicht ihrerseits die rechte Ausfithrung der rituellen Handlungen im Sinne des nivrttam
karma. Aus verschiedenen Redewendungen Madhvas geht hervor, da3 er damit in erster Li-
nie die frommen Werke der Bhakti meint.”” Madhva fiihrt dies spater im GiBh mit Hilfe einer
teilweise fiktiven Quelle ndher aus:

tasmaj jiaaninam karmapy anustheyam | karminam api grhasthanam jiatavyo bhagavan | na hi
JhAanam vind karmanah samyaganusthanam bhavati |

niskamam jiianapirvam ca nivrttam iha cocyate |
nivrttam sevamanas tu brahmabhyeti sanatanam |
buddhyavihimsan puspair va pranavena samarcayet |
vasudevatmakam brahma milamantrena va yatih |
muktir astiti niyamo brahmadrg yasya vidyate |
tasyapy anandavrddhih syad vaisnavam karma kurvatah |
karma brahmadysa hinam na mukhyam iti kirtitam |
tasmat karmeti tat prahur yat krtam brahmadarsina |
etasman nyasinam lokam samyanti grhino ’pi hi |
jhaanamargah karmamarga iti bhedas tato na hi |
tasmad asramabhedo 'yam karmasamkocasambhavah |

iti vyasasmrteh |

ity a'gneye.z8

moksopayo yoga iti tadriipo nyasa eva tu |
vispvarpitatayda bhadro nanyo nyasah kathamcana |

Daher miissen die Wissenden [auch rituelle] Handlung[en] ausfiihren. Ebenso miissen die Haus-
viter, die [rituelle] Handlungen vollziehen, den erhabenen [Visnu] erkennen. Denn ohne die Er-
kenntnis [des Visnu] ist die richtige Ausfithrung der [rituellen] Handlung[en] nicht mdglich, weil
in der Vyasasmrti [gelehrt wird]: “Eine begierdelose [Handlung], die das [wahre] Wissen voraus-
setzt, wird hier [eine Handlung] genannt, die [weder mit diesseitiger noch jenseitiger] Belohnung
[verbunden ist]. Einer aber, der [eine Handlung] ausfiihrt, die [mit einer] Belohnung nicht [ver-
bunden ist], der geht in das ewige Brahman ein. Ein Asket moge Brahman mit dem Selbst des
Vasudeva verehren®” entweder mit dem inneren Sinn oder mit Blumen, ohne [diese] zu verletzen,

*" Vgl. auch BhagTN p. 4,16: dharma iti | projjhitakaitavo ‘phaldpeksaya | isvararpena paramah; vgl.
oben n. 22. So auch Sankara, GiBhS (Upodghata): ... isvaraspanabuddhyanusthivamanah sattvasuddhaye bha-
vati phalabhisandhivarjitah; ibid. ad V 11.

2 GIT p. 59,20-29; vgl. auch MuUBh p. 492,22-23 und GiBh p. 27,12 sowie p. 39,15f. (die erste Strophe
wird hier als Manusmyti [!] zitiert, in BhagTN p. 660,5-6 jedoch wird sie dem Mahabharata zugeordnet). Vgl.

MS XII 89-90:

tha camutra va kamyam pravrttam karma kirtyate |
niskamam jiianapirvam tu nivrttam upadisyate ||
pravrttam karma samsevya devanam eti samyatam |
nivrttam sevamanas tu bhiitany eti paiica vai ||;

vgl. dazu auch KarmaP 1 2,63f.:

pravrttam ca nivrttam dvividham karma vaidikam ||
JAanapirvam nivrttam syat pravrttam yad ato ‘nyatha |
nivrttam sevamanas tu yati tat paramam padam ||

tasman nivrttam samsevyam anyatha samsaret punah | ... .

% Madhva diirfte hier der Paficaratra-Lehre folgen, nach der Gott Visnu sich vierfach differenziert (vyi-
habheda) als Vasudeva, Samkarsana, Pradyumna und Aniruddha, um im Ritual zum Objekt der Verehrung zu
werden; vgl. Oberhammer 1971: 49.
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oder mit der Keimsilbe Om. Demjenigen, dem die Brahma-Schau [und] die GewiBheit, daf3 [er]
erlost ist, zukommt, diesem kidme auch eine Zunahme an Wonne zu, sofern er das visnuitische Ri-
tual ausfiihrt. Man nennt eine [rituelle] Handlung ohne Brahma-Schau nicht das Vorrangige. Des-
halb lehren [die Weisen], daB jene Handlung, welche von einem Brahma-Seher ausgefiihrt wird,
eine [vorrangige rituelle d.h. mahaniyama]® Handlung ist. Deshalb gehen niamlich auch die
Hausviter in die Welt der Entsager ein [d.h. sie sind diesen gleich]. Daher gibt es ja keinen Un-
terschied zwischen jianamarga und karmamarga. Aus diesem Grund bewirkt der Unterschied
zwischen den [verschiedenen] Lebensstadien eine Einengung [des Begriffes] karman [, da das ni-
vrttam karma kein unterscheidendes Merkmal der Entsager ist].”!

Im Agnipurana [heilt es]: “Der Yoga ist das Mittel zur Erlosung. Die Entsagung ist eben seine
Form. Es gibt niemals eine andere erfreuliche Entsagung, da sie Visnu gewéhrt.”

Die beiden hier angefiihrten Quellen sind ebenfalls fiktiv. Nur der erste Sloka, den Madhva je
verschiedenen Werken zuschreibt, gleicht am ehesten einer im KirmaP iberlieferten Stro-
phe. Auffallenderweise wird dieses Purana von Madhva in diesem Zusammenhang nirgends
erwihnt.*

Der Inhalt des ersten Zitates aus der Vydasasmrti fiigt sich genau in die Thematik des fiktiven
Zitates aus dem Bhavisyatpurana in BhagT, namlich nivrttam karma ein. Wie in BhagTN
(visnoh pritya muktau sukhonnatih) werden auch hier die vedischen rituellen Handlungen mit
dem visnuitischen Ritual bzw. der Bhakti gekoppelt und zum Grund fiir die Zunahme der
Wonne erklart (anandavrddhih syad vaisnavam karma kurvatah). abrahma sthitadhih bzw.
abrahman samyagjnianin in BhagTN wird hier durch brahmadrk ersetzt. Eine Entsprechung
findet dies auch in der Beschreibung des nivrttam karma im Bhavisyatpurana als maha-
niyama, die als Meinung von einigen Weisen kecin nivrttam ity ahur mahaniyamam wieder-
gegeben wurde. Denn auch hier wird diese Handlung als karman im eigentlichen Sinne cha-
rakterisiert und diese Auslegung in den Mund der Weisen gelegt: tasmat karmeti tat prahur
vat krtam brahmadarsina. Neu ist hingegen, dal3 das Ideal der Lebensstadien als vier ver-
schiedene Ziele stark relativiert wird.”> Relativiert wird auch die Rolle der rituellen Hand-
lungen als selbstindiger Erlosungsweg, da sie vom jrianamarga abhingig sind bzw. darunter
subsumiert werden.

In Ergidnzung dieser Gedanken unterscheidet Madhva in GiBh ad 111 32 zwischen den nicht
zweckorientierten rituellen Handlungen und der unmittelbaren Erkenntnis (aparoksajiiana).
Dabei sind erstere der unmittelbaren Erkenntnis untergeordnet, da sie blo3 zur Reinigung des
inneren Sinnes dienen:

akamakarmanam antahkaranasuddhidvara jiianan mokso bhavati | tac coktam —
karmabhih suddhasattvasya vairagyam jayate hydi |

iti bhagavate (nicht iiberliefert!) | viraktanam eva ca jianam ity uktam.**

Madhva untermauert diese Gliederung wiederum durch ein fiktives Quellenzitat, indem er
die Rolle des aparoksajrniana als des einzigen Erlosungsmittels unterstreicht:

3 ygl. oben p. 435.

31 Vgl. dazu auch GiBh p. 39,17f.: samnydsah kamyakarmaparityagah ... viraktanam eva ca jiianam uk-
tam ... ato na karmatydaga eva moksasadhanam | yatyasramas tu prayatyartho bhagavattosarthas ca | aprayata-
tvam eva hi prayo grhasthadinam | itarakarmodyogat | aprayatanam ca na jiianam (vgl. unten n. 42); Sankara:
nivrttir moksahetuh samnyasamargah (vgl. oben n. 17).

32'Vgl. oben nn. 17 und 28.

3 Vgl. oben Madhvas Kritik an der herkommlichen Auffassung von einem Samnyasin. Ahnliche Ein-
schrankungen wurden auch im Yogavasistha und ebenfalls von Abhinavagupta vertreten (vgl. Slaje 2000: 180,
n. 87).

3% GiBh p. 39,18-19, vgl. oben n. 31; SSS 15¢d, vgl. oben n. 27.
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ye tv evam nivrttakarminas te 'pi mucyante jianadvara | kimv aparoksajianinah | na tu sadha-
nantaram ucyate —

nivrttadini karmani hy aparoksesadrstaye |

aparoksesadrstis tu muktau kimcin na margate |

sarvam tad antaradhdaya muktaye sadhanam bhavet |

na kimcid antaradhdya nirvandayaparoksadrk |
iti hy uktam narayanastaksarakalpe.
Jene aber, die auf diese Weise Handlungen vollziehen, die nicht [mit einer] Belohnung [verbun-
den] sind, auch diese werden mittels der Erkenntnis erlost. Wieviel mehr diejenigen, die eine un-
mittelbare Erkenntnis besitzen? Es wird aber kein anderes Mittel [dazu] genannt. Das wurde nim-
lich im Narayanastaksarakalpa verkiindet: “Handlungen ndmlich ohne [Verbindung mit] einer
Belohnung dienen zur unmittelbaren Schau des Herrn. Die unmittelbare Schau [des Herrn] aber
sucht um der Erlésung willen nach nichts [anderem, d.h. sie ist mit der Erlosung identisch]. Alle
Mittel, insofern sie diese [unmittelbare Schau des Herrn] enthalten, richten sich auf die Erlosung.
Die unmittelbare Schau dient, da sie gar nichts enthélt, dem Nirvana.”

Die letzte Konsequenz dieses Standpunktes ist, dal Madhva die von Vedanta-Autoren und
auch von Kumarila, Sridhara usw.> vertretene These vom jiianakarmasamuccayavada ent-
schieden ablehnt: ata eva samuccayaniyamo ’pi nirakrtah. Damit diirfte auch feststehen, daf3
nicht erst Vyasatirtha im 16. Jahrhundert es war, der die Auffassung von aparoksajiiana mit
Jjivanmukti verbunden hat,*® sondern Madhva selbst.

Interessanterweise stimmt Madhvas Beschreibung des Phdnomens der Erlésung als “die un-
mittelbare Schau des Herrn” mit der diesbeziiglichen Auffassung der theistischen Autoren,
wie etwa Sridhara und Bhasarvajiia, iiberein.’’ So gibt es hier auch keine Notwendigkeit zu
der Annahme, da Madhva bei seiner Lehre von jivanmukti eine Anleihe bei Sankara ge-
macht hitte.”®

Eine Ahnlichkeit mit der Auffassung Sridharas ist auch in einem anderen Punkt gegeben,
wenn es darum geht, die Rolle der nicht zweckorientierten rituellen Handlungen im Erlo-
sungsprozeB zu bestimmen. Sridhara legt besonderen Wert darauf, da8 die Ausfiihrung der
rituellen Handlungen dazu dient, die Siinden zu tilgen (pratyavayanirodhartham vihitani
anustheyani).”® Madhva bezieht dazu in GiBh ad 111 20 folgendermaBen Stellung:

yatra ca tirthady eva muktisadhanam ucyate —

brahmajiianena va muktih prayagamaranena va |

athava snanamatrena gomatyah krsnasannidhau |
ityadau tatra papadimuktih | stutiparata ca | tatrapi hi kutracid brahmajiianasadhanatvam evoc-
yate ‘nyatha muktim nisidhya —

3 Vgl. NK p. 683,11f.: kim jianamdtran muktih | uta jiianakarmasamuccayat | jianakarmasamuccayad
iti vadamah. Im Gegensatz dazu relativieren diese beiden Autoren diese Aussage, indem sie dem karmamarga
eher eine vorbereitende Rolle zuschreiben; vgl. Mesquita 1994: 463f. und 469 sowie Mesquita 1995: 220, n. 23.

36 Vgl. oben n. 8.

1 Vel. NK, mangala-Vers:

dhyanaikatanamanaso vigatapracarah pasyanti yam kam api nirmalam advitiyam |
jAanatmane vighatitakhilabandhanaya tasmai namo bhagavate purusottamaya ||
und NyaBh p. 590,7-8: tatah samadhiprakarsatisayapraptav acirenaiva kalena bhagavantam anaupamyasva-
bhavam sivam avithatam pratyaksatah pasyati; vgl. dazu auch Mesquita 1995: 217f.

¥ Vgl. Sheridan 1996: 94.

% Vgl. Mesquita 1995: 226, n. 42. So auch Kumarila; vgl. Mesquita 1994: 469, n. 91. Diese Meinung ist
in der puranischen und epischen Literatur weit verbreitet; vgl. z.B. MatsyaP XXII 8, 13 und 31f. sowie MBh
XII1I, Appendix 15, 3091f.
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brahmajiianam vina muktir na kathamcid apisyate |
prayagades tu ya muktir jianopdayatvam eva hi |
ityadau ... yathaha bhagavan —
yani tirthadivakyani karmadivisayani ca |
stavakany eva tani syur ajianam mohakani va |
bhaven moksas tu maddyster nanyatas tu kathamcana |
iti naradiye | ato 'paroksajiianad eva moksah | karma tu tatsadhanam eva.

Und dort, wo [z.B. mit Aussagen] wie “Die Erlosung [kommt zustande] entweder auf Grund der
Brahma-Erkenntnis, oder durch den Tod in Prayaga, oder blo3 durch das Baden [im FluB3] von
Gomati in der Gegenwart des Krsna”, [festgestellt wird], da nur die Wallfahrtsorte usw. das Mit-
tel fiir die Erlosung sind, [so] ist das Loswerden von Siinden usw. [gemeint]. Auch haben sie den
Zweck, [die Wallfahrtsorte] zu loben. Denn auch in jeder beliebigen [von diesen Aussagen] wird
gelehrt, daB3 nur die Brahma-Erkenntnis das Mittel [fiir die Erlosung] ist, nachdem man [mit Aus-
sagen| wie “Niemals wird eine Erlosung ohne die Brahma-Erkenntnis vorgeschrieben. Die Erlo-
sung [an den Wallfahrtsorten wird] doch [empfohlen, weil] Prayaga usw. blo3 Mittel zur Er-
kenntnis [des Brahman] sind”, eine Erlosung auf eine andere Weise verworfen hat. ... Wie [z.B.]
der Erhabene [selber] im Naradiyapurana gelehrt hat: “Die Aussagen iiber die Wallfahrtsorte und
[die Aussagen], die die rituellen Handlungen zum Gegenstand haben, konnen nur [die Wall-
fahrtsorte] loben oder sie konnen die Unwissenden verwirren. Die Erlosung aber kommt zustan-
de, [nur] weil man mich schaut, und auf keine andere Weise.” Daher geht die Erlosung nur aus
der unmittelbaren Erkenntnis hervor. Die rituelle Handlung ist eben ein Mittel dazu.

Analysiert man diese Aussagen, so wird klar, daB auch Madhva wie Sridhara den Vollzug der
rituellen Handlungen als ein Mittel auffasst, das zur Tilgung der Siinden fiihrt (papadimukti).
Im Gegensatz zu Sridhara lehrt Madhva, daB dieser Vollzug auch zur Erkenntnis fiihrt (kar-
ma tu tatsadhanam eva = nivrttadini karmani hy aparokses'adzcs,z‘aye).40 Somit ist die Er-
kenntnis einerseits eine Voraussetzung fiir die richtige Ausfiihrung der rituellen Handlungen,
und andererseits bewirken die richtig ausgefiihrten Handlungen ihrerseits eine Vermehrung
der Erkenntnis,"' die dann zur Erldsung fiihrt. Dies belegt Madhva mit Hilfe einer fiktiven
Quelle in GiT ad 111 3:

JjAdanino moksaniyamas tathapi subhakarmand |
anandavrddhir anyena hraso jianam tu karmand |
iti paramasruteh.

Denn in der Paramasruti [heifit es]: Dem Wissenden kommt die GewiBheit der Erlosung zu.
Dennoch entsteht [bei ihm] auf Grund der reinen Handlung (d.h. der visnuitischen Bhakti-Werke
bzw. der dem gottlichen Wohlgefallen gewidmeten Handlungen) eine Zunahme an Wonne, auf
Grund der anderen [Handlungen aber] ein Schwund [an Wonne]. Aus Handlung[en] aber entsteht
die Erkenntnis.

Damit betont Madhva, daB3 man nur dann die erlésende Erkenntnis erlangen kann, wenn man
tatig ist. Ware die Erlosung auch einem mdglich, der nicht titig wird, so wiirden auch die
ungeistigen Dinge Erlosung erlangen: jiianam eva tatsadhanam na tu karmakaranam ... yadi
karmakarena muktih syat sthavaranam.** Titigsein heiBt auch die Anwendung der Erlo-
sungsmittel. Darunter versteht Madhva auch die im Vedanta und im Anschluf3 an diesen auch
die in anderen theistischen Schulen® anerkannten Schritte, wie die Rezeption des Wissens

v gl. oben GiBh ad III 32.
*1'Vgl. oben n. 28:
niskamam jiianapirvam ca nivrttam iha cocyate |
nivrttam sevamanas tu brahmabhyeti sanatanam |.
Vgl. BSuBh (ad BSii 1V 1,16): agnihotrady api mokse 'nubhavayaiva tusabdad brahmadarsanavatah.
2 GiBh p. 39,4f. und 17f.; vgl. oben n. 31.
# Vgl. Mesquita 1995: 233, n. 71 und Mesquita 1994: 462; Oberhammer 1984: 86f.
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aus dem Munde eines Lehrers (anusravana),** das intellektuelle Erforschen (manana) und
die meditative Vertiefung (nididhyasana). Auch diese Mittel fithren zur unmittelbaren Er-
kenntnis, wie Madhva in seinem Kommentar zur Gi (ad VI 8) unter anderem folgenderweise
erldutert:
na tasya manah prayo visayesu gacchati | tada ca paramatma samyag hrdy ahitah sannihito bha-
vati | aparoksajiiani sa bhavatity arthah | ... tac coktam —
Sravanan manandc caiva yaj jianam upajayate |
taj jianam darsanam visnor vijianam Sambhur abravit | ...
ityadi (nicht identifiziert).*’
Auffallend ist, dall Madhva in vielen fiktiven Zitaten den Bhakti-Werken einen hoheren Stel-
lenwert als den vedischen Vorschriften einrdumt, wie oben im Falle der Belegstelle aus der
Paramasruti. So lautet die Antwort auf eine Frage eines zum Veda-Studium Berufenen, dafl
er unaufhorlich und eifrig Visnu meditative Verehrung entgegenbringen soll: kim maya kar-
yam ity eva syad buddhir adhikarinah ... upasanda nityam kartavyety adarena hi.** Bemer-
kenswert ist auch, daB3 er in diesem Zusammenhang angesprochene Erlésungsmittel bzw. die
Yoga-Wege zur Erlangung des aparoksajiiana unter upasana subsumiert:*’
sopasand ca dvividha sastrabhydasasvaripini |
dhyanariipa para caiva tadangam dharanadikam |. *
Da die Erlosung eine Wirkung ist und jede Wirkung von Visnu als mitlakarana abhéingt,49 SO
ist die meditative Verehrung nicht das Ergebnis einer menschlichen Bemiihung,” sondern
letztlich eine Gnade, ein Geschenk Visnus. So schreibt Madhva diese Gedanken seinem fik-
tiven Werk Brahmatarka zu:

naham kartd harih kartd tatpuja karma cakhilam |
tathapi matkrta pija tatprasadena nanyatha |
tadbhaktis tatphalam mahyam tatprasadah punah punah |

* Vgl. BSiaBh p. 161,22-24 (... iti varahe) und Anuv p. 167,27f.:

samyag guruprasadas ca mukhyato drstikaranam |
Sravanadi ca kartavyam nanyathd darsanam kvacit |
gunddikam gurum prapya taddhinam napnuyat kvacit | ... .

* Vgl. BSiBh p. 161,5f.: ... brahmatarke ca —

Srutvd matva tatha dhyatva tadajiianaviparyayau |

samsayam ca paranudya labhate brahmadarsanam | iti,
vgl. auch Anuv p. 153,14f.:

Sravanam mananam caiva kartavyam sarvathaiva hi |

matisrutidhyanakalavisesam gurur uttamah |

vetti tasyoktimargena kurvatah syad dhi darsanam | ... .

* Anuv p. 146,27-28; auch NyaV p. 207,10-11: na canyasyapi sadhanasya kartum $akyatvan na yavan
muktir dhyanam karyam iti vacyam | dhyanam vinaparoksajiianakhyavisesakaryanupapatteh; vgl. auch oben n.
26.

47 Auch Bhasarvajiia entfaltet seinen updsana-Begriff in engem Zusammenhang mit dhdrand und ordnet
den upasana-Begriff dem Yoga iiber (vgl. Oberhammer 1984: 117ff.). Da Madhva in seiner SchluBlehre Bha-
sarvajiia zu folgen scheint (vgl. Mesquita 2000: 348f., n. 291 und 357, n. 314), wére auch in diesem Fall eine
Beeinflussung durch Bhasarvajia denkbar; vgl. auch die diesbeziigliche Lehre bei Mandanamisra (BS p. 134,1-
12) und Sankara (Bos 1983: 171).

*® Anuv p. 146,29f. Ausfiihrlich dariiber Siauve 1968: 262ff.

¥ Vgl. dazu Mesquita 2000: 470ff. und 497ff.

% Vgl. BSaBh pp. 5,5 und 138,19: paramatmaparoksyam ca tatprasadad eva na jivasaktyeti vaktum uc-
yate, NyaV p. 127,21-24; Anuv p. 140,30: avyakto 'pi svasaktyaiva bhaktanam drsyate harih; GiBh p. 18,19f,;
vgl. dazu auch Mesquita 2000: 511ff., besonders p. 516. Dies diirfte auch der Grund gewesen sein, warum
einige Anhénger Madhvas die Erlosung bei Lebzeiten abgelehnt haben; vgl. oben n. 4.
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karmanyaso harav evam visnos trptikarah sada |
yasmat svatantrakartytvam visnor eva na canyagam | ...
iti brahmatarkavacanat ... .

Nicht ich bin der Téter, [vielmehr] der Téter ist Hari. Und alle [meine] Handlung[en] sind als
[Bhakti-]Verehrung fiir ihn [zu verstehen]. Auch wenn [ihm diese] [Bhakti-]Verehrung von mir
[entgegengebracht wird, ist sie nur] auf Grund [seiner] Gnade mdglich, nicht anders. Bhakti zu
ihm, ihre Frucht [wird] mir immer wieder als seine Gnade [zuteil]. Die vertrauensvolle Ubergabe
[meiner] Handlungen in die Obhut Haris bereitet in dieser Weise Visnu immer eine Freude, weil
Visnu allein und kein anderer der unabhéngige Urheber [von allem] ist.”!

Nicht nur die meditative Verehrung ist von Visnu abhdngig, sondern auch die “Schau Vis-
nus” als deren Folge. Denn die unmittelbare Erkenntnis allein bewirkt von sich aus keine
Erlosung. Dies fithrt Madhva folgenderweise aus:

narte tvat kriyate kimcid ityader na harim vind |
JjAdanasvabhavato pi syan muktih kasyapi hi kvacit |
ajiianam jianado vispur jiianinam moksadas ca sah |
anandadas ca muktanam sa evaiko janardanah |

Eine sehr ambivalente Rolle spielt in diesem Zusammenhang die Bhakti.> Sehr wahrschein-
lich faBt Madhva diese als updsana auf, wie z.B. Ramanuja.>* Aber es gibt auch Stellen,” die
sie als Folge der Erkenntnis beschreiben:

JAanapirvah parah sneho nityo bhaktir itiryate |

ityadivedavacanam sadhanapravidhayakam ||.
Anderswo wird die Erkenntnis als ein Teil der Bhakti bzw. diese als eine besondere Erkennt-
nis vorgestellt:

Jjhanasya bhaktibhagatvad bhaktir jiianam itiryate |

Jjhanasyaiva viseso yad bhaktir ity abhidhiyate ||.
Im Gegensatz dazu wird im GiT erklért, dal Bhakti das vorziiglichste Mittel der Erlosung
sei:

1 GiT p. 44,28f. Auch die Erlosten bringen Verehrung dar (BSiBh p. 158,6-8): brahmatarke ca —

mukta api hi kurvanti svecchayopdsanam hareh |
niyamantaram viprah kusadyair apy adhiyate |,

vgl. auch ibid. p. 143,5-8.

52 Anuv p. 2,30f; ibid. p. 4,21-23:

ato yatharthabandhasya vina visnuprasadatah |
anivrttes tadartham hi jijiasatra vidhiyate |
yatha drstya prasannah san raja bandhapanodakyt |
evam drstah sa bhagavan kuryad bandhavibhedanam |.

33 Auch Sridhara, der in seine Auffassung der Erlosung bei Lebzeiten viele Lehrelemente des Yoga auf-
genommen hat (Mesquita 1995: 226ff.), zieht den Bhakti-Begriff, moglicherweise in Anlehnung an das Yoga-
bhasya (zu I 23) heran, um zu erkldren, dafl das atmajiiana bzw. der dharma, der aus der intensiven Meditation
iiber die Vaisesika-Kategorien hervorgeht, die Erlosung nicht bewirken kann, wenn er nicht durch den Wunsch
I$varas unterstiitzt wird (vgl. Mesquita 1995: 239). Yoga in Verbindung mit Bhakti im ProzeB der Erldsung
wird auch von Bhasarvajiia vertreten (vgl. Oberhammer 1984: 312ff.).

3 SBh 1, p. 61,1: dhruvanusmrtir eva bhaktisabdenabhidhiyata updsanaparyayatvad bhaktisabdasya |
ata eva srutismrtibhir evam abhidhiyate ... . Ramanuja belegt diese Aussage mit Gi XI 53-54. Beide Strophen
werden auch von Madhva herangezogen mit dem Vermerk: ityadina visnubhakter eva sarvasadhanottamatvam;
vgl. GiT p. 2,14-16 = Anuv p. 187,29-32.

> Vgl. Mesquita 2000: 54, n. 19.
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visnubhakter eva sarvasadhanottamatvam paroksaparoksajiianayor jiianino 'pi moksasya tad-
adhinatvam ca sneho bhaktir iti proktah sarvopayottamottamah | tenaiva mokso nanyena drstya-
dis tasya sadhanam |.*°

Andererseits wird die Erlosung als ein Zustand beschrieben, in dem ein dynamisches Zu-
sammenspiel der Erkenntnis und Bhakti stattfindet. Die beiden bedingen und ergédnzen ein-
ander gegenseitig. In diesem Sinne lautet auch eine Selbstaussage Madhvas in Anuv:

bhaktya jianam tato bhaktis tato drstis tatas ca sa |
tato muktis tato bhaktih saiva syat sukharipini |

tayaiva darsanam yatah pradadyan muktim etaya |.

Aus der Bhakti geht die Erkenntnis hervor, aus dieser die Bhakti, aus dieser die Schau [des Vis-
nu] und aus dieser [wieder] die [Bhakti]. Aus dieser entsteht die Erlosung, daraus die Bhakti.
[Und] eben diese besteht aus Wonne. Der durch Bhakti giinstig gestimmte Erhabene moge [dem
Erlosten] eine sichere Erkenntnis verleihen. Eben durch diese [Bhakti] wird [der Herr] sichtbar.
Wegen dieser moge er die Erlosung verleihen.””’

Ist nun die Erlésung ein Zustand, in dem die Bhakti aus Wonne besteht (anuvartate ca sa
bhaktir muktav anandaripini), so ist die Bhakti, als Mittel dazu, das Erkennen der Grof3e
bzw. der Macht des Visnu und setze als solche die Liebe zu ithm voraus: mahattvabuddhir
bhaktis tu snehapiirvabhidhiyate.”®

Je stirker die Bhakti desto groBer ist die Wonne in der Erlosung. So liegt hier der Gedanke
einer Abstufung vor. Madhva schreibt diese Lehre im GiT einer anonymen Quelle® (vacandc
ca) zu.

yatha bhaktiviseso ’tra drsyate purusottame |

tatha muktiviseso ’pi jianinam lingabhedane |

yoginam bhinnalinganam avirbhitasvarapinam |

praptanam paramanandam taratamyam sadaiva hi | iti.

56 Vgl. MBhTN 1 105; Anuv p. 187,91.; GiT pp. 2,16-17 und 4,12-13; ferner Anuv p. 168,25f. In der Ra-
manuja-Schule wird Bhakti als die besondere Form der Erkenntnis definiert: bhaktis ca jiianavisesa eveti. Auch
Sankara versteht updsand als smytisantati und identifiziert sie mit jiiana (vgl. Bos 1983: 171).

7 Anuv p. 187,28-30; GiT p. 4,8-10 (anonyme Quelle):

bhaktim ca bhityasim tabhyam prasanno darsanam vrajet |

tato ‘pi bhityasim bhaktim dadyat tabhyam vimocayet |

mukto 'pi tadvaso nityam bhiiyo bhaktisamanvitah |

sadhyanandasvariipaiva bhaktir naivatra sadhanam |;
NyaV p. 150,21-23: bhaktyaivainam janati bhaktyaivainam pasyati bhaktyaiva bandhdad vimucyate bhaktyaiva-
nandibhavati ... bhinatti karmasanghatam prasanno bhagavan harih | ityadyagamat (nicht identifiziert);
BhagTN p. 272,3-5: ... iti harivamsesu (nicht tberliefert); in einem weiteren fiktiven Zitat unterscheidet Madh-
va drei Gruppen von Bhaktas:

kecid unmadavad bhakta bahyalingapradarsakah |

kecid antarabhaktah syuh kecic caivobhayatmakah |

mukhaprasadad dardhyac ca bhaktir jiieya na canyatah |
iti varahe.

% BSiuBh p. 137,6-7 = iti padme (nicht iiberliefert); so auch BSiiBh p. 168,1-4 = mayavaibhave ca (nicht
iiberliefert); ibid. p. 168,2-5: ... snehanubandho yas tasmin bahumanapurahsarah | bhaktir ity ucyate ...;
MBATN 1 85: mahatmyajiianapurvas tu suhrdah sarvato ’dhikah | sneho bhaktir iti proktah ... = iti bhavisyat-
parvavacana (fiktive Quelle); ibid. 1 105: jianaparvah parah sneho nityo bhaktir itiryate = iti vedavacana
(nicht identifiziert).

% GiT p. 30,14-16. In BSiBh p. 138,7-9 wird die Quelle ohne nihere Angaben als Smrti identifiziert!
Vgl. unten n. 81; s. auch Mesquita 2000: 241, n. 7 und 519f.
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Der Grund dafiir, dal bei den Menschen, die um der Erlosung willen den Yoga-Weg be-
schreiten, eine je abgestufte Erkenntnis bzw. Bhakti entsteht, diirfte im je verschiedenen
Karma-Potential der Seelen liegen und nicht in ihrer inneren Eignung bzw. Fihigkeit.” So
spielt das karmische Potential eine wichtige Rolle im Erldsungsproze3, sofern es die Dauer
der restlosen Tilgung bestimmt.®' In den Vedanta-Sitren IV 1,15 und 19 wird zwischen den
karmischen Ablagerungen unterschieden, die nicht wirksam sind (anarabdhakarma), und
Ablagerungen, die begonnen haben zu wirken (arabdhakarma). Die letzteren sollen erkléren,
warum der Lebenderldste seine irdische Existenz, trotz der Schau des Brahman eine Zeit lang
(kamcit kalam), nicht verliert. Sind diese Ablagerungen restlos getilgt, so ergibt sich eine
videhamukti, andernfalls folgt die Wiederverkdrperung (evam eva prarabdhakarmabhdve
Sarirapatanantaram eva moksas tadbhave janmantaranity aniyamah).*

Fiir die Erklarung der jivanmukti in Verbindung mit den karmischen Ablagerungen standen
fiir Madhva grundsitzlich zwei Modelle zur Verfiigung: eines von Sankara/Mandana und ein
anderes von Kumarila/Sridhara. Wihrend Sankara und Mandana der Meinung sind, daf} die
erlosende Erkenntnis (samyagjiiana/darsana) nur die anarabdhakarmani vernichtet, nicht
aber die arabdhakarmani, die durch Aufzehren abgebaut werden,® iiben Kumarila und Sri-
dhara Kritik an diesem vedantischen Standpunkt, der von ihnen als pirvapaksa referiert und
widerlegt wird. Fiir diese beiden Autoren zerstort die erlésende Erkenntnis das Nichtwissen
und verhindert die Entstehung von neuem Karma. Das angehéufte karmische Potential, so-
wohl aus den fritheren Leben als auch das neu hinzugekommene, wird allméhlich (kramena)
durch Vergeltung (bhogat) und durch Ausfiihrung der Ritualwerke (karmabhis ca) abgebaut.

Thre Kritik stiitzt sich vor allem auf die Uberlegung, daB die erlésende Erkenntnis plotzlich,
d. h. sofort und unmittelbar mit dem Eintritt des Wissens, aufleuchtet und es keinen Grund
gibt, warum diese Erkenntnis nicht das gesamte karmische Potential unterschiedlos (avisesat)
zerstoren kann. In diesem Fall miifite sich auch der Korper, der als Produkt des Karman gilt,
auflosen und somit wire eine Erldsung bei Lebzeiten unmoglich.®*

Madhvas diesbeziigliche Haltung ist etwas differenzierter. Grundsitzlich vertritt er den ve-
dantischen Standpunkt (ad Sttra IV 1,15) anarabdhakarye eva piirve punyapape vinasyatah |
..., ergénzt ihn aber durch den Beleg aus einer fiktiven Smrti-Quelle, die nach seiner Ausle-
gung durch die Partikel 7« bereits im Siitra angezeigt wird:

tusabdah smrtidyotakah —
yvad anarabdhapapam syat tad vinasyati niscayat |
pasyato brahma nirdvandvam hinam ca brahma pasyatah |
dvisato va bhavet punyanaso nasty atra samsayah |
tasyapy arabdhakaryasya na vinaso ’sti kutracit |
arabdhayos ca nasah syad alpayoh punyapapayoh |

iti ca narayanatantre.

59 ygl. Mesquita 2000: S06ff.

51 Interessant ist, daB im Yogavasistha die Lehre der jivanmukti in keinster Weise von den karmischen
Vorstellungen Gebrauch macht (vgl. Slaje 2000: 177).

52 BSiBh p. 191,7.

5 vgl. Bos 1983: 167; BS p. 129,18f.

 Vgl. Mesquita 1994: 459 und 469f. sowie Mesquita 1995: 226f. Interessanterweise wird diese Lehre
wiederum von Mandana und Sankara (vgl. BSiBh ad IV 1,15) referiert und zuriickgewiesen (vgl. BS p.
130,6f.); vgl. dazu auch die etwas anderslautende Ansicht Vyomasivas (Mesquita 1995: 225, n. 38). Mdgli-
cherweise war die von Kumarila/Sridhara geduBerte Kritik der Grund, warum Jayatirtha die Vorstellung von
Jjivanmukti abgelehnt hat; vgl. oben n. 4.
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Die Partikel “aber” weist auf die Smrti hin: “Das schlechte [Karma], welches nicht begonnen hat
[zu wirken], dieses wird fiir einen, der die Schau des unabhéngigen Brahman erlangt hat, sicher-
lich vernichtet. Und fiir jemanden, der Brahman als mangelhaft/unterlegen ansieht oder es haft,
dem wird [auch] das gute [Karma] vernichtet. Dariiber gibt es keinen Zweifel. Auch gibt es in
keinem [der beiden Faille] eine Tilgung des Karma, das begonnen hat zu wirken. Und eine Til-
gung eines geringfiigig guten oder schlechten [Karma] wire moglich, [auch wenn] es begonnen
hat zu wirken.” So [heilt es] auch im Narayanatantra.

Dall Madhva die im Zitat zum Ausdruck gekommene kleine Abweichung von der vedanti-
schen Lehre, wonach auch arabdhakarman, sofern es geringfiigig ist, von der erlésenden
Erkenntnis erfaBt und vernichtet werden kann,” als Zugestéindnis an die von Sridhara gedus-
serte Kritik versteht, ist nicht anzunehmen.®® Auf jeden Fall kann die genannte Abweichung
die Bedenken Sridharas sachlich nicht beseitigen.

Eigenartig ist, dal Madhva im obigen Zitat nicht nur von einem jivanmukta spricht, sondern
auch von einem, der zur Holle verdammt ist.°” Diese Thematik verfolgt er ebenfalls in sei-
nem Kommentar ad IV 1,19, wo er nochmals dieselbe fiktive Quelle heranzieht:

arabdhapunyapape bhogena ksapayitva brahma sampatsyate | atheti niyamasiicakah —
arabdhapunyapapasya bhogena ksapanad anu |
prapnoty eva tamo ghoram brahma va natra samsayah |
brahmanam Satakalat tu pirvam arabdhasamksayah |
niyamena bhaven natra karya kacid vicarana |
iti ca narayanatantre.

Nachdem man das gute und schlechte Karman, das zu wirken begonnen hat, durch das Aufzehren
getilgt hat, wird man Brahman erlangen. [Das Pratika] atha weist auf die Gewiheit hin. Und so
[heiBt es] im Narayanatantra: “Aufgrund der Tilgung durch das Aufzehren des guten und
schlechten Karman, das zu wirken begonnen hat, erlangt man entweder die tiefe Finsternis oder
Brahman. Dariiber gibt es keinen Zweifel. Die [restlose] Tilgung [des Karman], das begonnen hat
zu wirken, konnte gewi3 vor einem Zeitraum von hundert Brahma[-Jahren] erfolgen. Dartiber
darf man gar keine Bedenken &uflern.”

Bemerkenswert ist in diesem Zitat eine Facette der Erlosungslehre, die auch von Sridhara
und Kumarila besonders betont wird, wonach namlich fiir die restlose Tilgung des karmi-
schen Potentials, das sich im Laufe mehrerer Geburten angehduft hat (anekajanmasahasra-
samcitanam karmanam), keine Zeitgrenze (kalaniyama) festgesetzt ist.”® In diesem Sinne
lautet eine Strophe aus der verlorenen Brhattikd Kumarilas:

5 Uberraschend ist eine anonym angefiihrte Aussage im NyaV (p. 207,13-14) Madhvas ad Siitra IV 1,
die ebenfalls auf ihn zuriickgehen diirfte, denn sie hat Merkmale einer fiktiven Quelle (vgl. oben n. 13). Die
Aussage tragt die urspriingliche Vedanta-Lehre ohne Abstriche vor:
karmani ksapayed visnur aprarabdhani vidyaya |
prarabdhani tu bhogena ksapayan svapadam nayet |

iti vacandc ca. Genauso lautet auch eine Selbstaussage Madhvas im SSS (v. 22):
prarabdhakarmano 'nyasya jiianena syat pariksayah |
anistasyobhayasyapi sarvasyanyasya bhogatah |.

% In BhagTN p. 51,1-3 schreibt Madhva diese Vernichtung einer groBen Ursache (= Bhakti) zu: jiidni-
nam prarabdhasyaiva nirmathanam | yogyasyaiva —

mahata karanenaiva prarabdhany api kanicit |
karmani ksayam ayanti brahmadystimatah kvacit |
iti bhavisyatparvani (fiktive Quelle).

7 Vgl. auch Anuv pp. 198,28-200,7: ... iti sattattvavacanam svayam bhagavatoditam; Mesquita 2000:
527f.

% Eine Lehre, die auch in der Purana-Literatur vorkommt; vgl. z.B. BrahVP 11 26,69f.
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kurvann atmasvarapajiio bhogat karmapariksayam |
yugakotisahasrena kascid eko vimucyate |.

Irgendeiner wird in tausend unzdhligen Zeitaltern erlost, indem er als Kenner des wahren Wesens
des Selbst das Karman infolge der Aufzehrung zunichte macht.*

Madhva hat diese Vorstellung voll in seine Lehre von jivanmukti aufgenommen. Wie Kuma-
rila nimmt auch er an, daf es keinen mahapralaya gibt, in dem das gesamte Karman vernich-
tet wird.”’ So kann Madhva zwischen Menschen unterscheiden, die in ihrer letzten korper-
lichen Existenz (caramadeha) die jivanmukti erlangt haben, und Menschen, die sich auf dem
langen und beschwerlichen Weg der jivanmukti befinden’' und diese erst nach zahlreichen
Wiedergeburten erreichen konnen. Eine innere und unerschiitterliche GewiBheit (moksaniya-
ma)'* iiber die Erlésung ist den Seelen gegeben, sofern sie von Ewigkeit her zur Erldsung
bestimmt sind (muktiyogya), da Visnu ihnen eine innere Fahigkeit (vogyatajatikrta) dazu ver-
lichen hat.” Die Erstgenannten haben ihr karmisches Potential restlos durch Aufzehren und
durch das Erlangen der vollkommenen Erkenntnis, d.h. der Schau des Brahman, getilgt, wéh-
rend die Letzteren auf ihre endgiiltige Erlosung warten miissen, bis die karmischen Ablage-
rungen restlos abgebaut sind und sie in den Besitz der vollkommenen Erkenntnis kommen.
Diese Unterscheidung basiert auf konkreten Aussagen Madhvas selbst. So spricht er z.B. in
seinem Kommentar zur Gi (ad 11 72) von einem jrianin, der die Erlésung erlangt (ato jriani-
nam bhavaty eva muktih) und einem j7iianin, der wiedergeboren wird und erst nach mehreren
Wiedergeburten zur erlésenden Erkenntnis kommt: jrigninam api sati prarabdhakarmani
sarirantaram yuktam | bhogena tv itara iti hy uktam (= BSu IV 1,19) | santi hi bahusarira-
phalani karmani kanicit | saptajanmani viprah syad ityadeh (Rgveda 1X 67,190?) | drstes ca
jhaninam api bahusariraprapteh. Den gleichen Gedanken finden wir in vielen Variationen
vor. So z.B. in Anlehnung an Gi VI 45:™

gatim yati | aha ca —

% vgl. Mesquita 1994: 467f.; vgl. dazu Gi VI 45, vgl. unten n. 74.
"'y gl. Mesquita 2000: 469.
! Madhva unterstreicht diese Beschwerlichkeit mit Hilfe eines fiktiven Zitates in GiBh p. 46,22-24:
tatha hy uktam —
samskaro balavan eva brahmadya api tadvasah |
tathapi so ‘nyathakartum Sakyate ’tiprayatnatah | iti.
Anuv p. 163,10-12:
dosd andadisambadhas te muktiparipanthinah |
santy eva prayasah pumsu tena mokso na jayate |
sarve ta ete jivesu drsyante taratamyatah |
vgl. dazu NK p. 676,7: anadivasanavasita iti prabalo nisargabaddhah sarvah samvyavaharikah pratyaksena
pratyayah (Mesquita 1995: 222).
2 Vgl. oben nn. 28 und 41 und p. 449 (ad Gi VI 31; BhagTN p. 278,1-3: ... iti varahe).
3 Nach Madhva hat Visnu in seinem unerforschlichen Ratschluf die Seelen als muktiyogya, nityabadha
und tamoyogya eingeteilt, vgl. Mesquita 2000: 510ff.
™ Gi V145:
prayatnad yatamanas tu yogi samsuddhakilbisal |
anekajanmasamsiddhis tato yati param gatim ||.
Interessanterweise vertritt auch Sankara in seinem Brahmasiitrabhdsya (ad 111 4,51) diese Auffassung mit dem
Hinweis auf die genannte Gita-Stelle: sravanadidvarenapi vidyotpadyamana pratibandhaksayapeksayaivotpad-
yate | tatha ca Srutir durbodhatvam atmano darsayati (= KaU 11 7) garbhastha eva ca vamadevah pratipede
brahmabhdavam iti (= BAU 1 4,10) vadanti janmantarasamcitat sadhanaj janmantare vidyotpattim darsayati |
na hi garbhasthasyaivaihikam kimcit sadhanam sambhavyate | smrtav api (= Gi VI 37¢d/40cd/43ab und VI
45cd) ity antenaitad darsayati | tasmad aihikam anusmikam va vidyajanma pratibandhaksayapeksayati sthitam.
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jAatva dhyatva tatha drstva janmabhir bahubhih puman |
visen narayanam devam nanyathd tu kathamcana |
iti naradiye (nicht tiberliefert) |
bahujanmavipakena bhaktijiianena ye harim |
bhajanti tatsmrtim tv ante devo yati na canyatha |
ity ukter brahmavaivarte (nicht iiberliefert).”

Dies impliziert nun, dafl das Merkmal eines jivanmukta in der festen Erkenntnis besteht, die
im Brahman tief verankert (abrahma) und daher aparoksajiiana bzw. Brahma-Schau selbst
ist.”® Die Erkenntnis eines noch nicht Erlosten hingegen hat diese Festigkeit nicht, weil das
noch wirksame karman michtig ist.”’ Deshalb wird er wiedergeboren (brahmi sthitih [= Gi 11
72] brahmavisaya sthitir laksanam | antakale 'py asyam sthitvaiva brahma gacchati | anya-
tha janmantaram prapnoti).”® Somit besteht das Merkmal (lifiga) eines noch nicht Erldsten
darin, daB3 er die unmittelbare Erkenntnis erst zu einem spéteren Zeitpunkt bzw. in einer zu-
kiinftigen Geburt haben wird. Das diirfte der Grund sein, warum Madhva diese Personen als
aparoksajiianarahitajianinah bezeichnet.” Das bedeutet, daf sie erst dann der Erlosung teil-
haftig werden, wenn ihre Bhakti-Erkenntnis mehrere Geburten hindurch gereift ist (bahu-
Jjanmavipdkena bhaktijianena).*® Somit entspricht dies dem Grundsatz Madhvas, daB die Art
und Weise (lingabhedana) der Erlosung von der Art und Weise der Bhakti abhiangt. D.h.
wihrend die Bhakti-Erkenntnis beim Lebenderlosten sofort die Erlosung bewirkt, erfolgt
diese beim noch nicht Erlosten erst nach vielen Geburten:

" GiBh p. 72,3-6 und 36, 8-9; ibid. p. 72,14-16:
ajiiatva dhyayino dhyanaj jianam eva visisyate |
jaatva dhyanam jianamdatrad dhyanad api tu darsanam |
darsandc caiva bhaktes ca na kimcit sadhanddhikam |
iti naradiye (nicht tberliefert); ibid. p. 39,6-12: ... iti brahme (nicht tiberliefert); BSuBh p. 191,9-11: ... iti na-
rayanadhydtme (nicht liberliefert).
% vgl. GiBh p. 66,17f.
""Vgl. z.B. BhagTN p. 51,10-11:
jhanadivyaktir avyaktih sukhaduhkhadikam tatha |
sudrstabrahmatattvanam bhavaty arabdhakarmand |
iti brahmavaivarte (nicht iiberliefert). Damit wird hier angedeutet, da3 auch ein Erkenner des Brahman nicht in
vollem Besitz der Erkenntnis ist, weil er unter dem Einflull des noch wirksamen karman steht. Im darauf fol-
genden ebenfalls fiktiven Zitat riumt Madhva sogar ein, dafl der Erkenner des Brahman, sofern er Visnu nicht
zugeneigt ist, manchmal sogar Zweifel iiber die Wirklichkeit der Sinneswelt haben kann:
bhagavantam vinanyatra pravyttyadiprakasanam |
prarabdhakarmanaiva syat kaddcij jianinam api |
tam dvaitadystim me deva cchindhi jiianavarasind |
iti brahme. Gemeint wiren hier die Advaitins! Anderswo insinuiert Madhva, dafl auch die Vertreter anderer
gegnerischer Schulen wie des Nyaya etc. erst nach mehreren Geburten die erlésende Erkenntnis erlangen kon-
nen (Mesquita 2000: 521, n. 688). Die Lehre von zweierlei jiianins wurde spiter auch von Advaitins wie Vid-
yaranya vorgetragen, der “zwischen dem, der nur wei3 oder blof3 Erkenntnis besitzt (jianimatra), und dem, der
sich durch Bestindigkeit (in) der Erkenntnis auszeichnet (sthitaprajiia)” unterscheidet; vgl. Sprockhoff 1970:
137.
8 GiBh p. 35,8-9.
" Vgl. oben n. 19; GiBh p. 32,271
% Vgl. GiBh p. 72,3f., oben n. 75. Madhva diirfte sich hier an den Gedanken Kumarilas/Sridharas an-
schlieBen, daB die gegenwirtige Existenz, in der die Vollendung erlangt wird, durch frithere Geburten vorberei-
tet wurde oder daB eine schrittweise Steigerung der Versenkung durch Ubung einen dharma hervorruft, der
seinerseits wiederum eine noch vorziiglichere Versenkung entstehen 148t. Der durch Ubung des yoga entstan-
dene dharma wirkt auch in einem anderen Leben weiter (janmantare ‘py anuvartate); vgl. Mesquita 1995: 238.
So auch Sankara, vgl. oben n. 74.
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yatha bhaktiviseso ’tra drsyate purusottame |
tatha muktiviseso ’pi jiianinam lingabhedane |.*'

Ein zweites unterscheidendes Merkmal eines Lebenderlosten ist, daB3 fiir ihn per definitionem
ein boses Handeln nicht moglich ist, da er von jeder Art von Begehren frei ist (vairagya) —
viraktanam eva ca jianam — und das Begehren der Keim des Wesenskreislaufes (samsara-
bija) ist: abandhakatvam tv akamenaiva bhavati.** Die noch nicht Lebenderlosten hingegen
sind nicht von diesem Keim befreit, da ihr innerer Sinn sich meistens nicht von den Sinnes-
gegenstinden abwendet: na tasya manah prayo visayesu gacchati.*’ Deshalb unterliegen sie
manchmal einem adharma. Darauf verweist Madhva im Kommentar zu Gi (ad VI 31):

evam aparoksam pasyato jianaphalam niyatam ity arthah | tathapi prayo nadharmam karoti |
kurvatas tu mahac ced dubkhasiicakam bhavatity uktam purastat | aha ca —

kadacid api nadharme buddhir visnudrsam bhavet |

pramadat tu kytam papam svalpam bhasmibhavisyati |

adirajais tatha devair rsibhih kriyate kiyat |

bahulyat karmanas tesam dubkhasiicakam eva tat | iti.

Wenn man so [Brahman] unmittelbar schaut, ist einem die Frucht der Erkenntnis gewif3. So ist
der Sinn. Auch so begeht ein [jiignin] normalerweise nichts Unrechtes. Begeht er [es] aber in
grofBem Mafle, so wird ihm Leid angekiindigt. So wurde frither erkldrt. AuBlerdem wurde [dazu
anderswo] gelehrt: “Niemals kann sich der innere Sinn derjenigen, die die Schau Visnus erlangt
haben, auf etwas Unrechtes richten. Eine geringe Siinde aber, die aus Unachtsamkeit begangen
wird, wird [durch die Schau Visnus] eingeéschert werden. So haben die fritheren Raja- [und] De-
varsis geringe [Siinden] begangen [, die durch die Schau Visnus eingedschert wurden]. Wegen
Haufigkeit [solcher] Taten wird ihnen daher eben Leid angekiindigt.”

Offenkundig wird in diesem anonymen Beleg eine klare Trennung gezogen zwischen einem
Jjaanin, der nicht siindigen kann (kaddcid api na ...), bzw. der wegen der kleinen Fehler, die
er aus Unachtsamkeit begangen hat, kein Leid erfihrt, da sie eingedschert werden,* und ei-
nem jriianin, der auch grofle Siinden begehen kann, die Leid und infolgedessen die Wiederge-
burt nach sich ziehen. Im letzten Fall haben die Siinden eine bleibende Existenz, die in Form
von arabdhakarman, das sowohl papa als auch punya bzw. jiana/bhakti miteinschlief3t, iiber
zahllose Leben hinweg wirksam sein und Grundlage fiir eine spétere jivanmukti bilden kann.
Auf diesen Unterschied zwischen den beiden jnarnins macht ein anderes ebenfalls anonymes
Zitat aufmerksam, auf das moglicherweise oben mit ity uktam purastat (ad V1 4) hingewie-
sen wurde. Es lautet:

uktam ca —
svato dosalayo drstya tv itaresam prayatnatah | iti.

Das heif3t, daB3 die kleinen Fehler aus Unachtsamkeit durch die Schau Visnus von selbst (sva-
tah) geloscht werden, wiahrend die Tilgung anderer, grof3er Siinden nur mit Miihe (prayatna-
tah) auf dem Wege mehrerer Geburten erfolgt .*

81 Vgl. oben nn. 59f.; s. auch BhagTN p. 602,7-8: ... iti varahe.

%2 Vgl. oben nn. 17 und 28; s. auch Mesquita 1995: 246f.

8 GiBh p. 66,16-17.

% Vel. auch Anuv p. 198,28-29:
tasmad yathoktamargena brahmopdasyam mumuksibhih |
tathopasyarnjasa dystam brahma papam ca bhasmasat |
karoti nikhilam purvam pascatyasyapy asangatam |
karoti ... .

% Vgl. dazu auch BSiBh p. 199,7-9:
anabhistam anarabdham punyam apy asya nasyati |



450 ROQUE MESQUITA

In diesem Sinne heil}t es auch im BSuBh (ad 1V 1,13): brahmadarsana uttaraghasyaslesah
purvasya vinasas ca (= ChU IV 4,3 und V 24,3) iti tadvyapadesat. Madhva schlie3t daran
(ad BSii IV 1,14) einen weiteren, diesmal fiktiven Beleg aus einem Purana an:

yathasleso vinasas ca muktasya tu vikarmanah |
evam sukarmanas capi patatas tamasi dhruvah |
iti cagneye.
So kann Madhva den Lebenderldsten als einen beschreiben, dem nicht einmal ein Hauch von
Siinde anhaftet, bzw. der die erworbene unmittelbare Erkenntnis nicht einbiilit (kani), der
aber dennoch, solange er als jivanmukta im Geburtenkreislauf weilt, die leidvollen Folgen
der fritheren Siinden zu tragen hat:

vikarmalepo naivasti samyagdystimatam kvacit |
gunahanis ca naivasti brahmanas tv avikarmatah |

apdpatvam ca naivasti yavat samsaram asya hi |

arabdhapapam asty eva duhkham ca jidanino pi hi |.%
Betrachtet man nun am Ende dieser Untersuchung die Lehre der Erlosung bei Lebzeiten in
threr Gesamtheit, so wird klar, da3 Madhva den technischen Ausdruck dafiir nicht nur kennt,
sondern ihn auch genau erklart. Unter der Erlosung bei Lebzeiten versteht Madhva den un-
widerruflichen Zustand der hochsten Wonne (@nandariipa) bzw. die endgiiltige Vollendung
der Einzelseele, die durch die unmittelbare Erkenntnis des Brahman (aparoksajiiana/brahma-
darsana) erreicht wird. Das aparoksajiiana besiegt restlos das Nichtwissen und das nicht-
wirksame Karman (anarabdha). Dariiber hinaus verhindert es das Entstehen des neuen Kar-
man. Die Uberreste des prarabdhakarman, die das Weiterbestehen des Kérpers begriinden,
werden durch das Aufzehren (bhogena) bzw. durch die Bhakti-Werke abgebaut,®” bis der
Augenblick des Todes eintritt. Da zu diesem Zeitpunkt das gesamte Karman-Potential restlos
getilgt ist, schlieBt sich daran die videhamukti an.™

Das aparoksajiiana als Synonym von jivanmukti, das Madhva manchmal auch durch brah-
madarsana und durch samadhyadiphala wiedergibt,” konnte man als mystische Schau auf-
fassen, in der die Individualitit der Einzelseele unberiihrt bleibt. Somit nimmt Madhva Ab-
stand von der Meinung des Advaita. Ein wichtiger Unterschied liegt auch darin, dal3 fiir
Madhva das aparoksajiiana eines Lebenderlosten nicht einmal eine Spur von Nichtwissen

kim tu papam parabrahmajiianino nasti samsayal |

iti padme (nicht tiberliefert); vgl. auch oben n. 74. Vgl. BhagTN p. 266,8-9: ... iti skande.
% Anuv pp. 173,15 und 174,18-19; MBRTN 1 127-129:

yada muktipradanasya svayogyam pasyati dhruvam |

ripam hares tada tasya sarvapapani bhasmasat |

yanti purvany uttarani na slesam yanti kanicit |

moksas ca niyatas tasmat svayogyaharidarsane |
bhavisyatparvavacanam ity etat sutragam (IV 1,13) tatha.

¥7Vgl. oben, nn. 22, 27, 39, 46 und 48.

8 Auch hier zieht Madhva fiktive Zitate bzw. Quellen heran; vgl. z.B. AiUBh p. 220,19-22: ... iti brah-
mande; BSuBh p. 191,7-11: ... iti narayanadhyatme; BhagTN p. 52,3-5: ... iti brahmatarke; vgl. dazu auch die
Selbstaussage Madhvas im SSS (v. 23f.); auch Mesquita 2000: 520, n. 688.

¥ Vgl. z.B. oben pp. 437f.
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(ajianalesa) zuldfit. Advaita-Autoren wie z.B. Vimuktatman hatten das fiir den jivanmukta
postuliert: ato ’jianalesad eva tadvidah sariradyabhasa estavyah.”

Wir kénnen mit gutem Grund davon ausgehen, dal Madhva bei der Entfaltung seiner Lehre
cher von den Vertretern der realistischen Schulen, wie z. B. Kumarila oder Sridhara, ausgeht
und nicht von den advaitischen Autoren, wie vielfach behauptet wurde.”’ Da Madhva in
diesem Zusammenhang auch geringfiigig abweichende Standpunkte einnimmt, steht in enger
Verbindung mit seinen fiktiven literarischen Quellen.”” Es ist daher nicht iiberraschend, daf
Madhva fiir die Begriindung seiner Lehrmeinung ausschlieBlich fiktive Zitate bzw. Quellen
heranzieht, obwohl diese Meinung vor ihm von mehreren Autoren vorgetragen wurde. Auch
das ist ein weiteres Merkmal seiner fiktiven Quellen.”® So erweist sich Madhva auch bei der
Entfaltung der jivanmukti-Lehre zwar nicht originell, aber sehr einfallsreich. Dal3 er selber im
festen Glauben eines jivanmukta gelebt hat, bezeugen die von ihm gewéhlten Ausdriicke wie
piirnaprajiia (= sthitaprajiia/aparoksajiiana)), sarvajiiamuni und sarvajiiasirya.”*

Literatur

1) Primérliteratur

Anuv Anuvyakhyana des Madhva, in Sarvamiilagranthah — Prasthanatrayi, Vol.
1, ed. B. Govindacharya, Udipi 1969. (Works of Sri Madhwacharya)

IS Vimuktatman, Istasiddhi with Extracts from the Vivarana of Jiianottama.
Ed. M. Hiriyanna. Baroda 1933.

AiUBh Aitareyopanisadbhasya des Madhva, s. Anuv.

KaU Kathopanisad, s. BAU.

KiirmaP Kirmapurana. Ed. Nag Sharan Singh. Delhi 1983.

G1 Bhagavadgita, s. MBh.

G1T Bhagavadgitatatparya des Madhva, s. Anuv.

GiBh Bhagavadgitabhasya des Madhva, s. Anuv.

GiBhS Gitabhasya des Sankara. Ed. D.V. Gokhale. Poona 1950.

CS Citsukhi [=] Tattvapradipika des Citsukha mit Nayaprasadini des Pratyak-
svartipa. Ed. Svamin Yogindrananda. Kashi 1956.

ChU Chandogyopanisad, s. BAU.

% Vgl. IS p. 76,9-13; vgl. dazu Mesquita 2000: 181, n. 375. Prakasatman vertrat die Meinung, daff diese
Ansicht auch von Sankara und Padmapada geteilt wurde (vgl. Cammann 1965: 163; vgl. dazu auch Bos 1983:
172£)). Das Gleiche diirfte auch fiir Mandanamisra gelten (vgl. Oberhammer 1994: 58-61).

°' Sheridan 1996: 91f. und 94ff.

2 Vgl. oben n. 13.

% Vgl. Mesquita 1997: 17f. und 37, n. 53. Auffallend sind bei den obigen fiktiven Zitaten die immer
wiederkehrenden Redewendungen, wie nanyatha tu kathamcana und dergleichen, mit dem Zweck, die
AusschlieBlichkeit seiner Lehre hervorzuheben, Dies kann man auch in Zusammenhang mit Madhvas anderen
Lehren beobachten (vgl. Mesquita 1997: 139). So gilt auch hier meine Feststellung, da3 Madhva die fiktiven
Textstlicke dem Anla3 entsprechend entweder frei erdichtet oder die {iberkommenen literarischen Vorlagen im
Sinne seiner Lehren textlich neu gestaltet hat, die er dann einmal unbekannten, von ihm frei erfundenen Werken
und ein anderes Mal bekannten bzw. liberlieferten Werken zuweist.

% Vgl. BhagTN p. 584,13-14: samyagjiianavaddcaryan mucyate puruso bhavat | ... iti vamane (nicht
iberliefert); s. oben n. 18 und Mesquita 1997: 143, n. 360.



452

ChUBh
NK

NyaBh

NyaV
BAU

BrahVP
BS

BSa
BS@Bh

BSaBhS
BhagTN

BhagP
MatsyaP
MuUBh
MBh
MBhHhTN
MS

SBh
SSS

ROQUE MESQUITA

Chandogyopanisadbhdsya des Madhva, s. Anuv.

Nyayakandali des Sridhara, in Prasastapadabhasya with the Commentary
Nyayakandali by Sridharabhatta along with Hindi Translation by D. Jha,
Varanasi 1963.

Nyayabhiisana des Bhasarvajiia. Ed. Svamin Yogindrananda. Varanasi
1968. (Saddarsanagranthamala 1)

Nyayavivarana des Madhva, s. Anuv.

Brhadaranyakopanisad, in Eighteen Principal Upanisads, Vol. 1, ed. V.P.
Limaye and R.D. Vadekar, Poona 1958.

Brahmavaivartapurana Parts 1-2. Ed. J.L. Shastri. Delhi 1983-1985.
Mandanamisra, Brahmasiddhi with Commentary by Saﬁkhapdni. Ed. K.
Sastri. Madras 1937.

Brahmasutra, s. BSuBh.

Brahmasutrabhdasya des Madhva, s. Anuv.

Brahmasiitrabhasya des Sankara. Ed. J.L. Shastri. Delhi 1980.
Bhagavatatatparyanirnaya des Madhva, in Sarvamiilagranthah — Purana-
prasthana, Vol. 3, ed. B. Govindacharya, Udipi 1980. (Works of Sri
Madhwacharya)

Bhagavatapurana with Sanskrit Commentary Bhavarthabodhini of Srid-
hara. Ed. J.L. Shastri. Delhi 1983.

Matsyapurana. 2 vols. Ed. Nag Sharan Singh. Delhi 1983.
Mundakopanisadbhasya des Madhva, s. Anuv.

Mahabharata. Text as Constituted in its Critical Edition. 4 vols. Poona
1971-1975.

Mahabharatatatparyanirnaya des Madhva, in Sarvamillagranthah — Itiha-
saprasthana, Vol. 2, ed. B. Govindacharya, Udipi 1971.

Manusmyrti. Ed. J.L. Shastri. Delhi 1990.

Sribhasya. 2 vols. Ed. U.T. Viraraghavacharya. Madras 1967.
Sarvasastrarthasangraha des Madhva, s. Anuv.

2) Sekundaérliteratur

Bos, M.
1983

Bronkhorst, J.

1998

Cammann, K.

1983

Dasgupta, S.
1975

Fort, A.O.
1998.

“After the Rise of Knowledge (Some Remarks Concerning Sankara’s
Views on Jivanmukti).” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 27:
165-184.

Two Sources of Indian Asceticism. Delhi.
Das System des Advaita nach der Lehre Prakdasatmans. Wiesbaden.
A History of Indian Philosophy. 5 vols. Delhi (first Indian edition).

Jivanmukti Transformation: Embodied Liberation in Advaita and Neo-Ve-
danta. New York.



DIE IDEE DER ERLOSUNG BEI LEBZEITEN IM SYSTEM MADHVAS 453

Fort, A.O. und P.Y. Mumme (eds.)

1996

Garbe, R.
1894

Hiriyanna, M.
1951

Mesquita, R.
1994

1995

1997
2000
2000
Oberhammer, G.

1971

1984
1994

Puthiadam, 1.
1985

Living Liberation in Hindu Thought. New Y ork.
Die Samkhya-Philosophie. Leipzig.
Essentials of Indian Philosophy. London.

“Die Idee der Erlosung bei Kumarilabhatta.” In: Roque Mesquita und
Chlodwig H. Werba (eds.), Orbis Indicus: Festschrift fiir Gerhard Ober-
hammer (= Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 38), Wien, pp. 451-
484.

“Der Apavarga-Begriff bei Sridhara. Eine vedantische Erlosungslehre?” In:
Mirja Jantunen, William L. Smith and Carl Suneson (eds.), Sauhrdyaman-
galam: Studies in Honour of Siegfried Lienhard on his 70™ Birthday,
Stockholm, pp. 215-258.

Madhva und seine unbekannten literarischen Quellen: Einige Betrachtun-
gen. Wien.

Madhva’s Unknown Literary Sources: Some Observations. New Delhi.
Madhva: Visnutattvanirnaya. Annotierte Ubersetzung mit Studie. Wien.

Yamunamunis Interpretation von Brahmasitram 2,2,42-45: Eine Untersu-
chung zur Panicaratra-Tradition der Ramanuja-Schule. Wien.

Wahrheit und Transzendenz. Wien.

La Délivrance, des cette vie (jivanmukti). Paris.

Visnu the Ever Free: A Study of the Madhava Concept of God. Madras.

Radhakrishnan, S.

1929

Sheridan, D.P.
1996

Siauve, S.
1957
1968

Sinha, J.
1952

Slaje, W.
1986

1994

Indian Philosophy. 2 vols. London.

“Direct Knowledge of God and Living Liberation in the Religious Thought
of Madhva.” In: A.O. Fort und P.Y. Mumme 1996: 91-112.

khyana de Madhva. Pondichéry.
La doctrine de Madhva: Dvaita-Veddnta. Pondichéry.

A History of Indian Philosophy. 2 vols. Calcutta.

“nihsreyasam im alten Nyaya.” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens
30: 163-177.

Vom Moksopayasastra zum Yogavasistha-Maharamdayana: Philologische
Untersuchungen zur Entwicklungs- und Uberlieferungsgeschichte eines
indischen Lehrwerks mit Anspruch auf Heilsrelevanz. Wien.



454

2000

Sprockhoff, J.F.
1970

1962

Vetter, T.
1995

ROQUE MESQUITA

“Liberation from Intentionality and Involvement: On the Concept of jivan-
mukti according to the Moksopaya.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 28: 171-
194.

“Der Weg zur Erlosung bei Lebzeiten, ihr Wesen und ihr Wert nach dem
Jivanmuktiviveka des Vidyaranya.” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid-
asiens 14: 131-157.

“Zur Idee der Erlosung bei Lebzeiten.” Numen 9: 201-227.

“Bei Lebzeiten das Todlose erreichen: Zum Begriff amata im alten Bud-
dhismus.” In: G. Oberhammer (ed.), Im Tod gewinnt der Mensch sein
Selbst: Das Phdnomen des Todes in asiatischer und abendldndischer Reli-
gionstradition. Arbeitsdokumentation eines Symposiums, Wien, pp. 211-
230.



Andrew O. Fort

Bad (and Good) Tendencies:
Vasanas in the Jivanmuktiviveka

The nature of the mind, its qualities, tendencies, and transformations are repeatedly ad-
dressed in Vidyaranya’s Jivanmuktiviveka (JMV, “Discerning Liberation while Living”), a
syncretic (but largely Advaita Vedanta) fourteenth century work which outlines the nature of
embodied liberation and teaches the path to liberation via a combination of knowledge of
non-duality, yogic practice, and renunciation. This essay will focus on the character of latent
mental tendencies, or vasanas, according to Vidyaranya. The topic is addressed in a number
of places in the text, though, naturally enough, at greatest length in the second chapter, called
vasandaksaya, or the elimination of mental tendencies.

This essay is part of my ongoing interest in the nature of mind according to thinkers who are
part of the Advaita Vedanta tradition, and specifically in Vidyaranya’s ideas.' Below I will
attempt to make clear what Vidyaranya thinks a vasana is, and how it is distinct from sam-
skara and vrtti. Briefly, a vasanda is a latent tendency of the mind, a habitual pattern which
“seizes” one’s mind and orients a person toward some virtue or vice. The power of vasands
is one of the reasons Vidyaranya emphasizes the importance of ongoing yogic practice to re-
inforce or redirect one’s tendencies. (A liberated person would seem to be able to be both
more present to and detached from current experience, rather than stuck in or reacting to past
habits.) A samskara is more broadly any subtle “subliminal” mental impression, and a vr#fi is
a kind of mental activity or process influenced by (and reciprocally influencing) vasandas and
samskaras.

The term vdsand is used by Sankara and later Advaita schoolmen, but not in much detail, and
it is generally not clear how, if at all, these figures distinguish between vasana and samska-
ra.’ Tt is also used by, and is more important to, writers in the Patafijala-Yoga school; while
also there meaning latent or subliminal impression, the primary sense of the term is often
more of “memory trace” or “karmic residue” than of mental pattern or tendency evident in
the JMV.” It would be a valuable exercise to examine exactly how authors in Yoga, Advaita,

! See my essay “On Destroying the Mind: The Yogasiitras in Vidyaranya’s Jivanmuktiviveka,” in Jour-
nal of Indian Philosophy 27 (1999): 377-395, which focused on Vidyaranya’s yoga-influenced understanding
of destroying the mind, or manonasa.

2 The best text for quick reference on vasands in Advaita is Karl Potter’s volume on Advaita Vedanta in
the Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies series, Delhi 1981. See especially pp. 23-34. Advaita schoolmen
sometimes use vasanda to refer to impressions or images seen in dreams, a concept not utilized by Vidyaranya.

3 On Pataiijala-Yoga, the interested reader can turn to Barbara Stoler Miller’s Yoga: Discipline of Free-
dom, Berkeley 1996, a translation of and commentary on the Yogasiitra. Miller defines vasana as “memory
trace” (p. 96), and links it with samskara (‘“subliminal impression”) and @saya (“subliminal intention”) (p. 100),
all lying in memory. Swami Hariharananda Aranya makes numerous remarks about vasands in his Yoga Phi-
losophy of Patanjali (translated by P.N. Mukerji, Albany 1983). While there is no consistent definition in the
text, the primary sense is that a vasand is a latent impression (samskara) rising from feelings (from birth, life-
span, or experience of pleasure or pain) making a memory, with the focus on its status being within memory
alone (pp. 133, 148, 357, 364). It does not produce action itself, but it is the mold or receptacle of samskaras of
action (pp. 133, 148). For a similar view, see Mircea Eliade’s Yoga: Immortality and Freedom, Princeton 1969,
pp. 42ff. Eliade says vasandas are subconscious or subliminal latencies in memory which are driven to actualize;
they feed and manifest in mental processes (vr#ti) which then cause karmic action.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 455-466.
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and other schools understand vasana and related terms. My more focused study can in part be
a resource for such a contribution.

I might also note that the three editions and translations I consulted* treat vasana rather dif-
ferently: one (Sastri and Ayyangar) simply — and unhelpfully — leaves the word untranslated,
another (Moksadananda) renders vasana as “desire,” which certainly does not capture central
aspects of the term, while the third (Goodding) also uses “latent tendency” as most clearly
indicating the principal sense of the term.

Finally, while vasana is used regularly in the JMV, we shall see that it is not central to or in-
terwoven with many other ideas which are fundamental to Vidyaranya, including his descrip-
tion of one liberated while living (jivanmukta); there is surprisingly little overlap between
mentions of vasanas and the oft-discussed already commenced (prarabdha) karma. A num-
ber of the usages are in response to the term’s appearance in the Laghu Yogavasistha (LYV),
one of the main scriptural resources for Vidyaranya. In fact, Vidyaranya uses definitions
from the Yogavasistha (YV) or LYV as jumping off points for his first and later longest dis-
cussions of the term.” As we shall see, there are also a number of relevant quotations from the
Bhagavad Gita, particularly on impure tendencies relating to demonic nature (asura sampad)
and from a wide variety of Upanisads (“major” and “minor”).

Defining Vasanas

While references to vasanas are predominantly in the second chapter, the first significant ref-
erence to the term appears in the first chapter, on establishing the basis for living liberation
(pp. 25, 198). In YV 11.9.23°, Rama tells Vasistha that he acts as the web of previous latent
tendencies compels him to, and asks what he should do. Vidyaranya states that a vasand is a
samskara (subtle mental impression) in an individual embodied self (jiva) which has the
form of religious virtue or vice (dharmadharma). Following YV 11.9.24, Vidyaranya adds that
since one is subject to prior latent tendencies, one must oppose this domination by personal
exertion accomplished by resolution generated in mind, speech, and body. Vasistha says that
there are two kinds of vasanas: good (subha) and evil (asubha) (Vidyaranya parallels these
with dharmadharma), and asks which one — or both — impels Rama (I1.9.25). If swept away
by a flood of pure (suddha) tendencies, he will attain the highest goal (liberation) by this
alone (without resolute effort), but if a bad disposition (bhava) leads him to dire straits (sam-
kata), then the prior (bad tendencies) must be vanquished by his own effort (I1.9.26-27).
Thus, Vasistha concludes, the stream of vasanas flows through both good and bad channels,
and one should direct it along the good path by resolute personal effort (I1.9.30). Vidyaranya

* The first, which has the Sanskrit text interspersed with English translation, is Jivan-mukti-viveka of
Swami Vidyaranya, tr. by Swami Moksadananda, Calcutta 1996. The second, which presents the Sanskrit text
and English translation in separate sections, is Jivanmuktiviveka of Vidyaranya, ed. and tr. by S. Subrahmanya
Sastri and T.R. Srinivasa Ayyangar, Madras 1978. The third was the University of Texas Ph.D. dissertation, in
manuscript form, of Robert Goodding. Each was helpful, but all translations given are mine. Page references
which follow paragraphs indicate pages on which the material can be found in the Advaita Ashrama and Adyar
Library editions respectively, i.e. “(pp. 186-187, 305-306)”.

> The LYV itself emphasizes that there are two kinds of vasands, pure and impure, and they flow, calm-
ing or impelling the mind, in different channels. One must practice hard to guide the flow of good tendencies
until one knows the real (Self), then one must abandon all (even the pure consciousness) vasanas. A major LYV
theme is reiterated in this context: having abandoned all, one may act or be at rest, but will always be utterly de-
tached. Unlike Vidyaranya, the LYV does not accentuate either samnydsa or sacred texts.

6 References to the YV are taken from Moksadananda 1966 (cf. n. 4).

" Vidyaranya adds that effort (yatna) means observing §astric rites opposed to evil.
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again suggests that good tendencies do not need effort, but the evil ones should be removed

by efforts prescribed by sacred texts and replaced by the good. From the beginning, then, the

focus is on mental tendencies being habitual patterns needing disciplined direction by yogic
.8

exertion.

On Eliminating Vasandas

While there are a number of other, relatively brief, references to vasands in the rest of the
first chapter, the next important passage considering latent tendencies appears in the second
chapter, which is dedicated to describing the elimination of vasanas (pp. 75ff., 232ft.). Such
elimination is part of the threefold means (sadhana) to living liberation via extinguishing la-
tent impressions (vasanaksaya), destroying the mind (manonasa), and the highest goal,
knowing the (non-dual) truth (tattvajiiana). Following LYV 28.115ff.°, Vidyaranya holds that
these three, if practiced simultaneously, and for a long time, will bear fruit, but if not prac-
ticed repeatedly together at length, liberation while living will not arise; this is similar to the
necessity of reciting various Vedic mantras together, or utilizing a variety of foods to make a
full meal. Vidyaranya then proceeds to divide these means into three pairs, and describe how
they can support or inhibit each other via the process of anvaya—vyatireka, positive and nega-
tive concomitance.

First addressing destroying the mind, Vidyaranya defines the mind (manas) as a component
(dravya) of the internal organ (antahkarana), transforming as a continuous stream of mental
activity (vrttisamtana) like the ongoing flame of a lamp (pp. 78, 234). So “destroying the
mind” is transformation (parinama) in the form of cessation (or restraint, niruddha), having
abandoned transformation in the form of mental activity. Explaining Yogasiitra 3.9, he states
that subliminal impressions (samskara) of agitation (vyutthana) are overcome, and those of
cessation appear, so a moment of cessation is reached by the mind, and this is “manonasa.”
This again suggests that mental patterns get set in a particular flow, which needs reinforce-
ment (if pure) or redirection (if agitated).

Then turning to eliminating latent tendencies, Vidyaranya defines a vasana as a subliminal
impression based in the mind which causes particular mental activities (vr#ti) like anger,
which rises suddenly without considering past or future (pp. 79, 235). It is called a vasana
(from Vvas, to perfume) since it dwells in — or “perfumes” — the mind by previous repetitive
experience. One sees here that a vasanad seems to be a particular kind of samskara which is
associated with emotions or feelings and creates or represents a habitual orientation in the
mind toward certain feelings and actions, for good or ill.

Vidyaranya continues that the elimination of latent tendencies (vasanaksaya) is the non-
arising of anger, etc., even when there is (appropriate) external cause, due to pure tendencies

8 Vasistha then continues to urge resolute effort to lead the mind toward the good. In YV 11.9.35 and 38,
he says that when (good) tendencies rise quickly through the power of yogic practice, know it to be the fruit of
such practice (despite its rapidity) (pp. 30, 201). Even if one has doubts, keep on intently accumulating good
vasands — there is no fault in amassing them. Vidyaranya concurs: if one doubts one has completed the practice
(of collecting good tendencies), then keep going. For example, if one commits to thousand mantra recitations,
and, near the end, becomes unsure whether one has completed a thousand, or just nine hundred, doing another
hundred will have no fault — you will either complete the thousand or add the merit of an additional hundred
recitations. Vasistha concludes here that one should continue to practice until the highest goal has been realized,
and when all impurity is burnt off and one knows the real, one should abandon the flood of vasands, even the
good ones (11.9.41-42).

? References to the LYV are taken from Moksadananda 1966 (cf. n. 4).



458 ANDREW O. FORT

such as self-control and tranquility which are firm and generated by right discernment (vive-
ka). But if the mind is not destroyed (manonasa) and mental activities arise, vasanas will not
be eliminated because at some point anger, etc., would arise due to some external cause.
Likewise, if there is no elimination of latent tendencies, the mind will not be destroyed be-
cause mental activity will continue to arise.

Vidyaranya then goes over the mutual causation of knowing the (non-dual) truth (tattva-
jhana) and destroying the mind by negative concomitance (vyatireka); lack of either breeds
illusory perception and mental activity. Finally, he discusses mutual causation of knowing
the truth and eliminating vasands by negative concomitance: if latent tendencies of anger,
etc., are not destroyed, knowledge of the real cannot rise since means like self-control and
tranquility (Samadama) are absent. And when the truth of non-dual brahman is not known,
confusion about the truth of the cause of anger, etc., is not halted, so tendencies are not elimi-
nated (pp. 81, 236).

Vidyaranya then turns to mutual causation through positive concomitance (anvaya): when
the mind is destroyed, there is no apprehension (pratiti) of an external cause which awakens
subtle impressions (samskara), so latent tendencies are eliminated, and when tendencies are
eliminated, mental transformations like anger, etc., do not arise since their cause is absent, so
the mind is destroyed.'® He continues that knowing the truth is the cause of eliminating va-
sanas like anger according to Sure$vara, who writes “seeing the same Self in an enemy,
friend, or one’s own body, how can the discerning person (vivekin) be angry?” (Naiskarmya-
siddhi 2.18). Reciprocally, it is well-known that tranquility, etc., in the form of eliminating
tendencies like anger are the cause of knowledge. LYV 4.114 describes the means to attain
these three: the discerning person, with resolute personal effort, abandons and keeps distant
any desire to enjoy by resorting to the three means. Vidyaranya elaborates that discrimination
(viveka) is the analytic discernment that hearing sacred texts (sravana), etc., is the means to
knowing the truth, yoga is the means to destroying the mind, and the means to eliminating la-
tent tendencies is the production of countervailing tendencies (pp. 83, 238). Or, one not coun-
teracting the flow is supporting it!

At this point, there are a series of objections (pirvapaksa) and responses offered by Vidya-
ranya clarifying the relationship (and ultimate primacy) of knowing the truth over destroying
the mind and eliminating latent tendencies (pp. 84, 239). Vidyaranya argues that knowing the
truth is principal (pradhana) for the renunciation of the seeker (vividisasamnyasa, i.e. one
who has not yet fully realized the truth), and destroying the mind and eliminating latent ten-
dencies are subordinate (upasarjana). But for the renunciation of the knower (vidvatsam-
nyasa), the latter two are primary (since one is in this case already a knower). And it is al-
ways fruitful to continually practice them together in either case.

When discussing discrimination of principal and subordinate further, Vidyaranya takes up the
idea of divine (daiva) and demonic (dsura) nature (sampad)'' from the Bhagavad Gita. The
text lists divine and demonic characteristics, and Vidyaranya states that liberation while liv-
ing occurs when bad tendencies of innate and non-scriptural (asastriya) demonic sampad are
eliminated by good tendencies of sastra-based divine nature achieved by personal effort (pp.
89, 242). Vidyaranya then discusses whether both destroying the mind and eliminating va-

' And stopping mental transformations causes knowing the truth and knowing the truth stills the mind,
since there is no “kindling” and the Self is seen.

" The term also suggests (good) fortune or accomplishment, but here I think is best translated “nature”
or “condition.”
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sanas are necessary to remove intense (tivra) bondage, which is of demonic nature and con-
stituted by dull (tamasic) mental activity; he concludes both are necessary. Further, they are
the direct or principal means to living liberation, as knowing the real is their cause, thus tatt-
vajiiana 1s once removed as jivanmukti cause; knowing the real is the direct or principal
means to final, bodiless liberation,videhamukti or kaivalya. Vidyaranya here concludes that
one who practices destroying the mind and eliminating latent tendencies, but does not study
the knowledge texts (amply quoted in the text), will not attain kaivalya since the subtle body
(lingadeha) is not destroyed."

Defining Vasanas Again

Vidyaranya finally turns to asking the basic question, “what is the nature of vasanas which
one must make great effort to eliminate?”” approximately one-third of the way into the chap-
ter (pp. 109, 256). In response, he quotes LYV 28.48-51, which state that a latent tendency is
seizing (adana) a thing (or “it seizing us’’) with intense thought (drdhabhdavand), abandoning
inquiry (vicarana) into its antecedent or consequent. One instantly becomes what one con-
ceives oneself with great intensity, forgetting everything else. Whatever object the person
overcome (vivasikr) by a vasand sees, he imagines' it is a real thing. The object loses its true
form (svaripa) due to the overwhelming power of the tendency; one sees all poorly and is
deluded as if drunk. This suggests that the person overcome by an impure vasand is “single-
minded,” but not in a positive, purifying sense; it also emphasizes the intense (affective) at-
tachment, rather than the utter falsity of what is seen. Showing an uncommon awareness of
cultural conditioning, Vidyaranya adds that a general example of such a tendency is the at-
tachment (abhinivesa) of people to the customs and traditions of their own country and fam-
ily, and to their form of language and its proper usage. He also gives a more traditional ad-
dendum, a sruti passage (Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1V .4.5) which says that what one desires
becomes one’s resolve, which then turns into one’s action, and one turns out in accord with
that.

Vidyaranya then returns to the LYV (1.10-12) to describe two types of vasanas: pure (sud-
dha) and impure (malina); the latter causes birth and the former ends it (pp. 111, 257). The
impure tendency also has the form of very dense ignorance (like congealed ghi) and pos-
sesses thick egoism (ahamkdara), while the pure tendency has known what is to be known
(the Self), and remains just for the sake of the body, like a roasted seed without the sprout of
rebirth. He quotes Gita 16.7-12, which gives a long list of base qualities relating to the de-
monic nature (asura sampad) to illustrate impure tendencies. These demonic folk do not
know right conduct, purity, or truth; they are atheists with little understanding and they do
savage deeds; and they are filled with desire, deceit, arrogance, anger, and lust. Vidyaranya
emphasizes that those of demonic nature and impure tendencies do not accept the authority of
the Veda and reject a lord over the universe, saying lust is the cause of all. He continues
quoting and commenting on Gita 16.13-16, describing dense egoism which leads to lust, ar-
rogance, delusion, and ultimately falling into a foul hell, and Gita 16.17-20, which state that
the evil vasana-impelled egoism causes rebirth in a low state for the proud, obstinate, hateful

12 The relationship of the three means is further discussed when Vidyaranya considers two types of vi-
dyadhikarins, those fit for knowledge (pp. 107, 254). Latent tendencies are not a major or separate topic here;
meditation (upasti) and repeated practice are endorsed.

3 vi-Nmuh: emphasizing “supposes” or “believes,” that is, what one sees is not necessarily a mere delu-
sion, but is simply (and inaccurately) assumed real as it is.
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and vile. Possessing such dense and affect-laden tendencies would certainly make it difficult
to perceive clearly ( or “see straight”).

The pure tendencies are covered with far more brevity, following Gita 13.12-17, which de-
scribe the highest brahman: that which is to be known and brings immortality, being de-
tached, uniting opposites, with and without qualities (guna) and adjuncts (upadhi), light of
lights, etc. (pp. 115, 259). An opponent points out that it was said that vasands are character-
ized by disregarding inquiry into antecedent and consequent, but knowing what is to be
known rises from inquiry, so this definition does not include pure tendencies. Vidyaranya re-
sponds that the term “intense thought” (drdhabhavana) in the definition covers this (need for
inquiry). As impure tendencies like anger, desire, and egoism arise in this life without any in-
struction from others due to intense thought (i.e. attachment) over many births, so, although
first awareness of the real rises from inquiry, only when one concentrates on the truth by
long, continuous, and careful attention, does reality (fattva) spring forth immediately before
one’s eyes, like a jar, without help of words, reasoning, or reflection.'® This suggests inquiry
(vicarana) is needed at the beginning (to clarify consciousness and promote the flow of good
vasandas), but after practice, reality appears immediately, without inquiry. A pure tendency,
Vidyaranya continues, is the activity of the senses connected with continuing awareness of
the real. It operates just to keep the body alive, not to produce a demonic nature consisting of
deceit and pride, nor to produce merit or demerit (dharmadharma) causing rebirth (thus be-
ing like a burnt, fruitless grain)."

Types of (Impure) Vasanas

Vidyaranya then begins a long discussion of three types of impure vasands: those relating to
the world or society (loka), to learning (s@stra), and to the body (deha) (pp. 118, 261).'°
These are habitual patterns of attachments to approval, study, ritual, bodily appearance, and
so on. A worldly tendency is a profound determination (abhinivesa) to gain everyone’s praise
and no one’s blame. This is impure because it is impossible to achieve — after all, even Rama
and Sita were criticized. (Again below with learning, Vidyaranya will say that something is
impure because unrealistic — so a fantasy or exaggerated attachment.) He points out that peo-
ple insult one another over differing local customs, and Brahmins criticize each other about
food or marriage regulations, as well as proper recensions of the Veda. It is well-known that
everywhere all people — the learned, women, herdsmen — praise their own family, relatives,
and goods, while belittling others. Since you cannot please everyone, he writes, perform your
own good. Given the impurity of worldly tendencies, then, the texts of liberation (moksa)
properly describe a master yogin as the same whether praised or censured.

' Similar language appears in chapter three (pp. 264, 359) when an opponent asks how modest and re-
cently begun yogic practice can overcome beginningless tendencies to agitation (vyutthana). Yogasitra 1.14
answers that such practice is firmly grounded when attended to constantly with great care for a long time. Vid-
yaranya reiterates the importance of long constant effort, avoiding all distraction, to firmly ground oneself in
samadhi, thus being immovable by the vasanas of suffering or enjoyment of objects.

"> The lack of any mention of commenced (prarabdha) karma, which also keeps the body alive until
fruits are used up, is surprising here.

' A passing mention to these types of tendencies is made in chapter one (pp. 61, 223). Vidyaranya
writes that since people desire different things, the worldly vasana of the agitated mind increases by seeking out
what is desired, and it is opposed to knowledge. Muktika Upanisad 2.2 states that knowledge in its proper form
does not arise by tendencies relating to the world, learning, or body.
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vasands of learning are themselves of three kinds: attachment (vyasana) to study (patha), to
many disciplines (Sa@stra), and to ritual performance (anusthana) (pp. 120, 262). (This is an
interesting criticism for one so learned himself!) Bharadvaja, for example, spent three life-
times and began a fourth addicted to studying the Veda. Completing this study is impossible,
Vidyaranya says, so it is an impure tendency. Finally, Indra taught him the knowledge of sa-
guna brahman to reach a higher goal. Similarly, Mahadeva taught Durvasa the study of Self-
knowledge (atmavidya) alone (not many disciplines), as well as to turn inward and gain the
grace of the guru. Mere textual study, Vidyaranya repeats, does not bring knowledge of
brahman. Lastly, one sees the useless addiction to ritual performance in Nidagha (in the
Visnu Purana) and Dasiira (in the LYV). This impure tendency causes rebirth. Vidyaranya of-
fers an effective supporting quotation from the Mundaka Upanisad (1.2.7-10) criticizing fool-
ish blind faith in performing rites. Gita 2.42-46 add that rites-doers seek heaven and pleasure,
so get rebirth, while wise Brahmins go beyond the Vedas. In addition, the tendency relating
to learning is impure since it causes arrogance, as when Svetaketu, proud of his Vedic learn-
ing, disrespected his father (Chandogya Upanisad V1), or when Balaki audaciously even
tried to teach brahman-knowing Ajatasatru.

Vidyaranya also states that there are three types of tendencies relating to the body: the illu-
sion of the body’s Selthood, of it acquiring (good) qualities, and of it removing defects
(dosa) (pp. 126, 266). Ordinary people wrongly think the self is the body, as did Virocana in
ChU VIII. Acquiring (auspicious) qualities (gunadhana) is of two kinds: worldly (laukika)
and scriptural (sastriya). Gaining a good voice, fragrance, or beauty is the first kind; bathing
in the Ganga or making pilgrimage is the second. Finally, one removes worldly defects by
taking prescribed medicines or rinsing the mouth; the Vedic way of defect removal is by pu-
rification or sipping holy water.

Vidyaranya then expands on the impurity of each of these tendencies relating to the body.
Identifying the self with the body is without foundation (apramanika) and the source of all
misery; all teachers attacked this notion (pp. 127, 267). And we generally do not see people
acquiring pleasant qualities (versus having them “naturally”): singers and teachers often try,
but fail, to gain an attractive voice or beauty, and a good fragrance depends on one’s clothes
or garlands, not on the body. Vidyaranya reinforces this with one of his regular paeans to
disgust at the body — the fool delighting in this mass of flesh, blood, pus, feces, etc., will love
hell itself, and there is no better argument for detachment than the foul stench of one’s own
body. Acquiring certain qualities according to scripture is invalidated by other, more impor-
tant, scriptures, like “do not harm any living being” is set aside by an injunction to sacrifice.

Vidyaranya again points out that powerful defects inherent in the body (thus impossible to
remove, as some tend to imagine) also obstruct gaining (good) qualities, and he continues to
vividly denigrate the body, which is filled with urine, phlegm, bile, muscle, fat, and other
bodily elements (Maitri Upanisad 1.2, 3.4) (pp. 130, 269). The body is covered with sweat,
constantly open to disease and has filth continually discharging from various orifices, so it
can never be truly purified. As the LYV says, the notion that “I am the body” is false and
leads to hell. It must be avoided at all costs like an outcaste woman carrying dog flesh.

Vidyaranya here concludes that the wise should shun these three latent tendencies relating to
society, learning, and the body. They obstruct the rise of knowledge in seekers and its stabil-
ity in knowers. He here mentions in passing a fourth impure vasanda of the mind (manas) in
the form of demonic nature like deceit or pride, which all know leads to hell. The mind and
all these tendencies should be eliminated (pp. 132, 270).
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Mind, Gunas and Vasanas

Vidyaranya then turns to the nature of the mind whose tendencies are to be eliminated. The
mind is a thing composed of parts (s@vayava), not an eternal substance, and is able to con-
stantly change like lac or gold"” (pp. 133, 271). Mental activities (vrtti) like desire, etc., aris-
ing serially, are directly and clearly perceived by the witness (saksipratyaksa) like a pot is di-
rectly perceived by the eye, and the mind is the basis (upadana) of this. He adds, following
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.5.3, that when one’s mind is absorbed elsewhere, one does not
see or hear. For example, a pot, nearby and in broad daylight, is not seen when one is not at-
tending to (avadhana) it, but when attentive, one perceives it; the case is similar with a loud
and nearby Vedic chant. An attentive mind is the common factor in all perception.' Here
Vidyaranya seems to be reiterating that the eternally “clear-minded” observer is not over-
come by or absorbed in clouded attachments due to impure tendencies.

Vidyaranya continues by discussing the gunas, of which the intellect (citta) consists (pp. 135,
272). The gunas are said to be constantly in flux (like waves on an ocean), and each is able to
overpower the others (Gita 14.10). When tamas (called moha or delusion) predominates,
demonic nature rises. When rajas (called pravrtti or activity) governs, the three latent ten-
dencies relating to society appear, and when sattva (called prakasa or radiance) dominates,
divine nature is produced. sattva is the primary basis of the internal organ (antahkarana) and
is the nature of a knower’s mind.

When tamas prevails (swelling the mind with the demonic nature of egoism, lust, and delu-
sion), the mind is to be destroyed and latent tendencies eliminated. Vidyaranya here quotes
LYV 18.20-23 on eliminating vasands: bondage is bondage to tendencies and liberation their
elimination (pp. 140, 275). Having abandoned vasands, one should abandon desire for libera-
tion. Abandoning tendencies concerning the mind and objects (a twofold distinction ex-
plained below), acquire pure vasands manifesting friendliness, etc. While still producing
them, abandon them internally, and be attached to the highest serenity within, having the la-
tent tendency of consciousness alone (cinmatra). Intently abandoning even that which is
connected with mind and intellect, resting firmly on what remains, abandon that by which
you abandon.

Vidyaranya then explains some of the points above at some length, interspersed with replies
to opponent’s objections: “mental (manasa) vasanas” means the latent tendencies relating to
the world, learning, and body, which have been described in the prior section of the paper.
Tendencies concerning objects refer to demonic nature, like deceit and pride, and are de-
scribed as mild or sharp. Alternatively, “objects” refer to sound, touch, taste, and smell, and a
mental vasand is an impression (samskara) rising from desiring them while a vasana relating
to objects is an impression rising from enjoying them. In this case, the four kinds of tenden-
cies mentioned earlier (world, learning, body, and mind) are included in these two, since no
other kind of vasana is possible other than internal (mental) and external (object).

An objection is then raised: how can we “abandon” vasanas (pp. 141, 276)? They have no
form by which we could pick them up and throw them out like a dust ball! Vidyaranya an-

" He quotes Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.5.3 that the mind is desire, conceptualization, doubt, faith and
lack thereof, resolve and lack thereof, shame, intelligence, and fear.

'8 Vidyaranya then makes an interesting distinction between a simple feeling (such as being touched on
the back) and the awareness of the touch being specifically by hand or finger. The mind (manas) alone is the
cause of the specific knowledge (visesajiiana). It is called manas for the (discriminative) thinking (manana) and
citta for the cognizing awareness (cetana).
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swers that abandoning (formless things) is possible as in the case of fasting or a vigil. Eating
and sleeping are natural, yet “formless,” activities, and people observe fasts and vigils by
giving them up.

Vidyaranya continues by emphasizing disciplining the mind, and here advocates the virtues
(commonly mentioned in Buddhist texts) of friendliness (maitri) and compassion (karund),
overcoming the ideas that happiness and suffering are solely individual (pp. 144, 278). One
sees the suggestion here that group, as well as individual, tendencies or habitual patterns ex-
ist. Vidyaranya writes that if one practices sympathetic joy (muditd) towards virtuous (pun-
ya) people, then by that tendency, one turns toward virtuous acts oneself. In comparable fash-
ion, being unmoved by evil doers, one would cease evil acts. Similarly, by practicing friend-
liness toward the happy, one removes desire and envy of the virtue of others; making an-
other’s happiness one’s own by maitri removes jealousy."

An objector notes that there are limitless good vasanas, so one cannot practice them all, and
such an attempt is futile (pp. 148, 282). Vidyaranya disputes its futility, since a single mind
cannot possess limitless impure tendencies (so does not need to practice all good ones), as
one person cannot get all diseases or take all the medicines prescribed in the Ayurveda. One
should first examine one’s mind and, on discovering which impure vasands reside there,
practice the opposing good tendencies. He offers an unsurprisingly ascetic parallel: as one
oppressed by children, friends, and wife gets disgusted and renounces to get away from them,
so one oppressed by impure tendencies like arrogance from knowledge, wealth, or family
status should practice discernment (viveka) opposed to them.”

A short time later, when discussing the relation of discernment to liberating knowledge, the
opponent states that since viveka immediately follows the rise of knowledge, impure vasands
do not continue, thus the practice of pure tendencies is not required (pp. 151, 284). Vidya-
ranya disagrees, because while impure tendencies do not continue in figures like Janaka (who
had vast accumulated virtue), they do with others. For example, Yajiavalkya, who, despite
being a brahman-knower, retained pride in learning and wealth, and Bhagiratha, who while a
knower still lacked a peaceful mind due to impure tendencies while ruling his kingdom (but
eventually abandoned all and then found peace). Thus, Vidyaranya concludes, one should ob-
serve one’s own flaws from impure vasanas as clearly as those of others, and practice coun-
teracting them. As usual, Vidyaranya insists on ongoing practice to safeguard knowledge.

The text continues discussing the remedies for pride, anger, and lust. Vidyaranya mentions
vasands when advocating discernment to remove desire for wife and children (pp. 163, 291).
His misogyny (following LYV 2.90-100) is in full flower here: women are the fuel of hellfire,
snares for trapping fools, masses of flesh, blood, and bone, and the baited hook attached to
the line of the evil tendencies of men, who fish in the pond of rebirth, wallowing in the
mind’s muck. As impure vasanas concerning learning, women, etc., are remedied by dis-
cernment, so other tendencies should be counteracted by examining own’s flaws through the
sastras or one’s own reasoning. When this is done, one obtains the highest state, liberation

1 And when hatred of one’s enemies ceases by practicing compassion toward the suffering, pride (like
the demonic egoism described in Gita 16.14-15) caused by happiness opposed to their suffering ceases. yogins,
being detached, can and do purify their minds by practicing these virtuous qualities, which suggest analogous
virtues like the divine endowments of fearlessness and purity, means to knowledge like humility and honesty,
and various positive qualities mentioned of the jivanmukta and sthitaprajiia. All these, being in the form of
good (Subha) vasanas, remove impure tendencies.

2 He adds LYV 19.39-41 here for support. The verses emphasize the transience of greatness, wealth, and
worlds and heavens themselves.
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while living. As Yogavasistha Upasama 92.9 states, if you make enough effort to abandon
vasands, all your ills will dissolve in a moment (pp. 166, 293).

Pure Consciousness (Cinmatra) Vasands

Still explicating LYV 18.20-23, Vidyaranya next turns to advocating practice to gain the pure
consciousness (cinmatra) vasana (pp. 171, 296). By control of the senses and discernment
through long, continuous, and careful effort, the practice of friendliness (maitri) is firmly es-
tablished, and impure tendencies having a demonic nature are eliminated. Tendencies like
friendliness now continually flow without personal effort, like breathing and blinking. While
acting in the world, one should abandon contemplating whether these virtuous tendencies are
complete or insufficient. And calming with effort all activities such as sleep, lassitude, or
daydreaming, one should practice the vasana of pure consciousness. One then sees that con-
sciousness (ci?) is the fundamental basis of all. One must intently pursue the pure conscious-
ness tendency until awareness of consciousness alone is as natural as breathing (and inquiry
is no longer needed).

An opponent says that if from the start this vasana alone is enough to remove impure tenden-
cies, why practice “superfluous” friendliness, etc. (pp. 173, 297)? This gives Vidyaranya an-
other opportunity to reinforce the importance of constant practice to support knowing the
real: he responds that without such practice the pure consciousness vasana would lack a firm
basis, as any well-built house must have a firm foundation. To the objection that the YV im-
properly says “one should renounce even this (pure consciousness tendency),” since then
nothing further remains, Vidyaranya argues that this is no problem since there are two types
of pure consciousness vasanda: one with mind and intellect, and one without. Mind is the in-
strument and intellect is the agent adjunct. Therefore, one should abandon the first type of
cinmatra tendency, called meditation (dhyana), associated with the idea of instrument and
agent such as “I will cultivate pure consciousness with a focused and concentrated mind.”
But one should appropriate (upa-\da) the pure consciousness tendency called enstasis (samd-
dhi), which is free from the obstructing idea of agent and instrument, by intense practice.21
Having firmly attained this enstasis by long and careful effort (taken from YS 1.14), one
should then abandon even the effort to abandon the idea of agent and instrument.

The opponent (unsurprisingly) points out that an effort to abandon effort must be abandoned,
thus leading to infinite regress. Vidyaranya responds that somehow this effort at abandon-
ment removes both itself and other efforts (like that to abandon the idea of agent and instru-
ment) like a powder in dirty water which removes itself along with the other impurities (by
precipitation). And when this (effort to abandon) ceases, the mind remains completely with-
out vasands, since both pure and impure tendencies are eliminated.

Vidyaranya ends the chapter listing and explaining verses from the LYV which support elimi-
nating tendencies (pp. 175ff., 299ft.): the mind is bound by vasands and freed without them,;
they dissolve due to right insight, and the mind is then like an oilless lamp (LYV 16.45-46).
The awakened one without tendencies is called a jivanmukta (LYV 5.92). One whose mind is
without vasana has no concern for performing or refraining from action, nor for enstasis or
muttered prayers (japa). Having studied sastra and debated at length, the highest state is the
silence due to abandoned tendencies (LYV 18.28-29). Vidyaranya adds that one should not

2! He then offers Patafijali’s definitions of dhydna (continual fixedness on a concentrated thought) and
samadhi (illumination of the object [of meditation] alone) from Yogasitra 3.2-3.
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think that ordinary activities supporting life will disappear for one whose mind is devoid of
vasands. Neither sense nor mental activity will completely cease (they just will not be over-
come by any flaw) — one continues to see without tendencies and the eye effortlessly per-
ceives without attachment, so the wise person continues to act (and experience already com-
menced [prarabdha] karma).

Still, even when enjoying karma, those with and without vasanas can be distinguished. As
LYV 18.42-43 say, the latter (without tendencies) bear up in adversity, accept what is, remain
cool and umoved (pp. 179, 301).* Thus, the importance of extinguishing tendencies is shown
by Vidyaranya’s conclusion here that it is well-established that living liberation (discernment
of which is the reason for this text) will arise by the elimination of vasands.

Later References to Vasanas in the JMV

vasandas are discussed on occasion in chapter three, on destroying the mind (manonasa), but
they are generally not linked with the main topic in this chapter, the limbs of yoga, nor with
Samkhya evolutes, though there are a few interesting remarks tying eliminating latent ten-
dencies with breath control (pranayama). Vidyaranya reiterates that these two means to
Jjivanmukti (manondasa and vasandksaya) support one another: when tendencies are elimi-
nated, the mind is certainly destroyed as well, and the proper practice of destroying the mind
brings about and protects the elimination of tendencies.

In the section most relevant here, LYV 28.128-129 hold that one conquers the mind by gain-
ing knowledge of the Self, associating with the good, and by completely abandoning all vasa-
nas and regulating the breath (pp. 186, 305). Vidyaranya adds that one afflicted by the evil
tendency of pride in knowledge (vidyamada) will lack the urge to associate with the good
and must use the means of discernment (viveka) discussed earlier to abandon tendencies. If
the vasanas prove still too powerful to abandon, one should use the means of breath control
(pranayama). Since tendencies and the rhythm of breathing impel the mind, when they are
controlled, the mind becomes tranquil. Vidyaranya then insightfully expands on how the very
nature of breathing kindles mental activity, and from the “flaring up of consciousness” (sam-
vijjvala), e.g. mental activity, suffering arises. According to YV V.91.28, the other way the
mind is produced is through generation by tendencies, manifestation in consciousness states
(bhavasamvit), and then experience (pp. 189, 308). Vidyaranya adds that not only do the
breath and vasanas impel the mind, they stimulate each other, thus by destroying one, you
destroy both (also found in LYV 28.64-65).> In chapter four, on the purpose of attaining liv-
ing liberation, vasandas are addressed only at the very end (pp. 313, 392), when Vidyaranya
deals with the objection that enstasis has been belittled and everyday action (vyavahara)
praised in LYV 25.10-11. The verses state that if the mind of one in samadhi is full of mental
activity, then his enstasis is like a wild dance, but if one wildly dancing has eliminated all
tendencies, then the dance is equal to brahman-enstasis. Vidyaranya responds that the pas-
sage accepts the excellence of samdadhi and belittles (evil) vasanas: while enstasis is better

22 LYV 19.60-64 add that Janaka, after rising from enstasis, was said to act this way: arising after a long
silence, he reflected, with an utterly calm mind, on people’s lives: “What is there to accomplish or to imagine
while having a self-established and pure consciousness? I do not desire what I don’t have or abandon what I
have. Content, I abide in the self.” Having thus reflected, Janaka rose, detached, to act however was appropri-
ate, not thinking about past or future, but just happily following the present.

3 LYV 28.121-123 (and 54-57) detail the means to and result of destroying them: breathing is controlled
by pranayama, dasana, etc., and vasanas by acting daily without attachment and with awareness of the body’s
mortality. One will reach “mindlessness” (acittata) by practicing either route.
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than everyday activity, if the former has latent tendencies, then it is inferior to everyday ac-
tivity without tendencies, so it is not really enstasis. When one in samddhi and one acting in
the world both have vasands (and are not truth-knowers), then enstasis is superior because it
produces virtue, which causes one to attain the highest realm. And when both are established
in knowledge and without tendencies, then samadhi in the form of destroying the mind
(which safeguards living liberation in the form of eliminating vasanas) is certainly superior.

There is also only one significant reference to latent tendencies in the final chapter, on the
renunciation of the knower (pp. 336, 411). In commenting on Paramahamsa Upanisad 2,
which asserts that the yogin always turns away from the cause of doubt, error, or false knowl-
edge, Vidyaranya holds that the cause of doubt, etc., is ignorance and its vasanas, which con-
ceal the reality of non-dual brahman. The ignorance of the paramahamsa yogin is removed
by realizing the meaning of the Upanisadic great statements (mahavakya) and tendencies are
removed by yogic practice, as one realizes the right compass points upon sunrise (giving
light), but the presence of vasanas (like the habit “but it must be that way”) might still cause
some confusion. However, after realization, a yogin always turns away from doubt, etc., and
their cause, ignorance and its attendant tendencies, so this cessation is considered permanent.

To conclude, concerning vasanas, Vidyaranya emphasizes the profound influence of subtle,
latent mental patterns or habits, flowing along either good or evil channels. The evil (“de-
monic”) tendencies cause affect-laden convictions which overwhelm our ability to think or
reflect clearly. We are bound to (or “become”) what we think (or project). The nature of va-
sanas 1is further evidence for the need for renunciation and yogic practice to safeguard liber-
ating non-dual knowledge, one of Vidyaranya’s major themes. Vidyaranya was keenly aware
that, despite the power of knowing the real, the continuing force of mental tendencies was
hard to resist.



Stuart Elkman (Swami Atmajnanananda)

What to Do with the World

During the years between 1974 and 1976, Wilhelm Halbfass found himself in the rather un-
usual position (enviable or lamentable, depending upon your point of view) of conducting a
series of Indian philosophy seminars attended by three staunch devotees of Sri Ramakrishna,
one a Mathematics professor who had once been a monk at one of the Vedanta Societies in
California, and two destined to become sadhus of Sri Sarada Math and Sri Ramakrishna
Math respectively. The seminars were always interesting, usually centered on textual ques-
tions related to the precise meaning of the original Sanskrit sources, and rarely contentious.
The one issue that I seem to remember creating a bit of a lively debate was the question of
the universe in relation to Brahman. In the Gospel of Sri Ramakrishna, we run across the
statement many times that “Brahman has become the world,” and one of us had evidently re-
peated this phrase in the seminar. Wilhelm took exception to this position as not representing
the advaitic point of view, while the three of us naturally tried to defend Sri Ramakrishna’s
assertion.

Wilhelm’s point of view was certainly well taken. Brahman, of course, never actually be-
comes anything, in the sense of Brahman undergoing change, since changelessness is, ac-
cording to the advaitins, one of the essential features of Brahman. When we speak of Brah-
man becoming the universe, it is certainly not in the sense of milk turning into curd. And yet,
what is it that becomes the universe if not Brahman, since Brahman alone exists and has real-
ity? This is the dilemma for the advaitin. And this is why the universe represents such an
enormous problem. It is a kind of embarrassment for the advaitin. It is the elephant in the liv-
ing room that no one wants to acknowledge, and yet no one can ignore. And it is this question
that I would like to look at in the space of a few short pages, and in a rather uncritical and
unscholarly fashion that my status as a non-academic (I hope) will allow me.

The Problem of the Universe

The advaitin has, to a certain extent, painted himself in a corner with his assertion that Brah-
man alone is real, and is inactive, unchanging, without parts, free from attributes, etc. If nir-
guna Brahman is all we have to work with, then any attempt to explain the existence of the
universe is doomed at the very outset. Heidegger believed that the ultimate philosophical
question was, “Why is there anything at all?”” But for the advaitin, the more pressing question
seems to be, “Is there anything at all?” ajatavada, the belief that there is/was no creation, is
not very satisfying. Even the most orthodox advaitins grudgingly admit that there is some-
thing that seems to be a universe, but is ultimately not what it seems. We may accept the un-
reality of the universe in the sense of its transitory and insubstantial nature, but we are still
left in the dark as to why even an unreal universe should appear. The dilemma, to state it
rather oddly, is: If Brahman alone exists, then why doesn’t Brahman alone exist?

Ultimately, of course, we have to add a small footnote to our statement. When we say that
Brahman alone exists, we really mean that Brahman alone exists as a real entity (vastu).
There is, however, an ominous cloud hovering above the sun of Brahman that is neither com-
pletely real nor completely unreal (sadasadvilaksana), which we call Maya. Whether this
cloud belongs to Brahman (an unhappy conclusion) or is distinct from Brahman (equally un-

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
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happy) or is somehow sitting on the fence (fatastha — a nice compromise, but somehow phi-
losophically tenuous) is anyone’s guess, and the different schools of Vedanta make much of
this question. But regardless of our position, this small and unfortunate footnote of Maya has
immense consequences, both philosophical and existential, as we all know.

Vivartavada

Short of denying completely the reality of the universe, the most commonly accepted theory
regarding the apparent existence of the universe is just that: that the universe is an appear-
ance. This theory has many positive features. It relieves Brahman of the onerous task of be-
coming anything, and yet explains, in some sense, how the universe becomes an object of
experience. The classic example is that of the snake and the rope, and it is used so often that
we wonder why the snake has not long ago refused to be a part of it. As the story goes, we
are strolling along the country path at twilight and see what appears to be a snake by the side
of the road. We approach and shine a flashlight on the supposed snake, and discover to our
relief that the snake was actually a rope. We had simply mistaken it for a snake in the dark-
ness of dusk. As I said earlier, this theory has several very appealing features. We know that
the rope never became a snake, that it is foolish to enquire when the snake came into being,
how it evolved, why it took birth, what possible harm it can cause us, etc. It is unreal, the
product of ignorance. The false appearance of the snake did nothing to compromise the integ-
rity of the rope. The rope has not become a snake; therefore Brahman has not become the
universe.

So, Wilhelm was right after all, or so it would seem. But let us examine this illustration a lit-
tle more closely. The rope represents Brahman (which alone exists) and the snake represents
the universe (which is merely an appearance of Brahman). So far, so good. But where did the
road come from, and who is this gentleman walking down it? To put the question a little
more philosophically, “If the universe is a false appearance of Brahman, to whom is it ap-
pearing?” The jiva cannot be the source of this illusion, since the jiva is itself a product of
illusion — our friend Maya. In fact, we find that the standard illustration used to support vi-
vartavdda serves to raise more questions than it answers.

Here I would like to bring Wilhelm back into the picture. For my comprehensive exam he
had me to translate Sankaracarya’s introduction to the Bhagavadgita, and then gave me an
essay topic to write on. I have always been grateful to him for the final question because |
found it so interesting. I was also impressed that he would choose something so suited to my
bent of mind. The question was, “What is the locus of avidya, or ignorance? Is it Brahman or
the jiva?” The question is of special relevance here, since it helps explain the mysterious gen-
tleman walking down the unmarked road, seeing the Brahman-rope lying on the ground and
thinking it to be a universe—snake.

As much as we hate to admit it, since it goes against everything we know or would like to
know about Brahman, there can be no ultimate locus for ignorance, in the cosmic sense, other
than Brahman. This conclusion is easily reached when we realize that both the long and short
lists of options contains only one entry, namely Brahman, the sole existent reality. This cos-
mic ignorance, Maya, cannot be outside of Brahman, since it would then represent a second
reality. It cannot lie at the heart of Brahman as an essential characteristic (svaripa), for it
would then compromise its nature as pure knowledge and light. It seems to somehow reside
at the very point where the real and the unreal meet, something like the fictitious line that
separates the sky from the land, which we call the horizon. The example is often given of the
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venom in the throat of a poisonous snake. It lies within the throat region; yet the snake is pro-
tected from it by an enclosing sac. The poison is deadly to others, but harmless to the snake.
In short, ignorance resides within Brahman, but does not affect Brahman. At least we hope
not. (I should note, on the other hand, that Sri Ramakrishna was fond of quoting the Bengali
verse, pancabhiiter phande, brahma pare kande — “Brahman weeps, having fallen in the
snares of the five elements.”)

But this is not the only sense of avidya that we find in Vedanta, for the jiva, though itself a
product of cosmic illusion, or Maya, nevertheless is a proud possessor of ignorance as well.
And in his case, it is an essential feature, or svariipa. This is of great significance when we go
back to our friend and his mistaken snake. If he represents the jiva in a state of ignorance and
the snake represents the entire universe, including his own person, then the illustration starts
to make some sense. Unfortunately, though, we find that the very vivartavada that is so often
used to explain the appearance of the universe is in reality not a model for illusory creation at
all, but rather an explanation of individual, post-Mdaya ignorance. That is to say, it tells us
nothing about how or why the apparent universe comes into being. This does not mean it is
not a helpful model. It is very helpful, especially if we understand the significance of the
symbolism. What we learn from the model of the snake and the rope is, not how the universe
comes into being, but how something can appear to change without really changing. It is, in
this sense, not so different from the Upanishadic example of gold jewelry. As gold, the un-
derlying substance does not change when bracelets, earrings, rings, etc., are made. The gold
remains the same, only changed externally in terms of name and form. Unfortunately, we are
no wiser when it comes to the question as to how and why and by whom the gold was turned
into golden ornaments.

There is, of course, a second deep meaning to the snake and rope example, perhaps of more
interest to the spiritual seeker than to the philosopher. I mention it here because it is often
overlooked, though of great importance. It is the fact that the first glimpse of the snake brings
to us great fear, and the recognition that it is a rope, equally great relief. When we see the
universe as real, it has a great power to affect us. When we know it to be a false appearance
of Brahman, it loses both its sting and its attraction.

So, for the advaitin, the theory of vivartavada is of the utmost importance, though it may not
be the creation model many think it is. Ultimately the advaitin is forced back into the old ex-
planation that the apparent creation/projection/illusion is due to Maya. This is at once the best
answer and no answer, since we really cannot say with any certainty what Maya is. There is a
beautiful verse which sums up the truth about Maya: It is by its very essence inexplicable. If
it could be understood, then it would have to be considered real:

avidyaya avidyatvam idam eva tu laksanam |

yat pramandasahisnutvam anyathd vastu sa bhavet ||.

The characteristic of avidya is its unintelligibility. It cannot bear the light of any standard of
knowledge. If it could, it would be something real. (Brhadaranyakavarttika v. 181)"

Nevertheless, Maya is something; it is not a mere negation, as we often think of ignorance.
The Vedantasara (v. 34) speaks of it as bhavaripa, something existent, if not altogether real
in the sense that Brahman is real. It is this Maya that inexplicably changes nirguna Brahman
into saguna Brahman. And in this sense, we are almost forced to think of Maya in terms of

! See Vedantasara, translated by Swami Nikhilananda, Calcutta 1974, p. 23.
2 Op. cit., p. 21.
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sakti, or power: the power, first of all, to conceal the true nature of Brahman, avaranasakti,
and then to cover it with an apparent reality that is in every respect contrary to Brahman, vi-
ksepasakti.

Understood this way, the advaitic doctrine of creation is far more realistic than it appears
when we try to use the snake-rope model as a creation theory tool. When we turn to the
Upanishads to try to find explanations for this apparent universe, we often find highly alle-
gorical stories and anthropomorphic conceptions of Brahman. A well-known passage from
the Taittiriya Upanisad (V1.1) speaks of Brahman almost in the sense of being lonely, want-
ing a little companionship, or being bored with its vaunted oneness and seeking “to be
many.” Though allegory, it points to the idea that Brahman is not merely a mass of pure con-
sciousness, but somehow cosmic mind as well. That is to say, it possesses the power of pro-
jection as an adjunct to its power of thought, cicchakti. By thinking the universe, or, to use
another common metaphor, dreaming the universe, it creates the universe. Out of what? Out
of itself. It is a case of Brahman becoming the universe, while remaining itself the same time.
It is Brahman, through Maya, dreaming the universe, and again, Brahman, as the jiva, acting
in the dreamed universe. It is the actor who sees the rope and thinks it to be a snake. And the
rope, or substance of all that it sees, is nothing but undifferentiated consciousness having be-
come differentiated. It is Maya that creates both the jiva and the apparent universe, both out
of the same Brahman and both at the same time. It is not the jiva mistaking Brahman as the
universe that explains creation, as the snake and rope scenario seems to imply. As Sri Rama-
krishna used to say, it is Brahman that has become all this, not through actual transformation,
but through Maya. And here, we cannot help but explain Maya in terms of the power of con-
sciousness, cicchakti.

There is another very helpful verse from the Vivekacidamani, attributed to Sankaracarya. It
reads:

mayy akhandasukhambhodhau bahudhd visvavicayah |
utpadyante viliyante mayamarutavibhramat ||.

In me, the ocean of unbroken bliss, the waves of the universe rise and fall again and again,
churned up by the winds of Maya. (v. 496)

Does any actual transformation of the ocean take place when the waves rise and fall? Only
from the point of view of name and form, not from the point of view of water. The water re-
mains completely unchanged, regardless of the waves on the surface. And yet, it is also un-
deniable that the placid ocean becomes a choppy ocean when the winds of Maya blow. How
it happens and why it happens is inexplicable. That is why we use the term Maya. It explains
it by leaving it unexplained. So, in the final analysis, Wilhelm was right: there is no becom-
ing in Brahman. It ever remains what it is. But it is equally true that there is a mysterious
power at the heart of Brahman (or, if not the heart, then the throat) that allows it to become
the universe, and not simply to appear as the universe, without ever undergoing any change
itself.

During my years of graduate work under Wilhelm, many such topics were discussed. They
were happy days and my memories of them are very fond, as are my memories of Dr.
Halbfass. I am one of many students who owe him a great debt of gratitude and remember
him with much affection. These musings certainly do not do justice to the memory of such a
brilliant thinker, but I hope they will be a small tribute to Wilhelm Halbfass — the person, and
not just the scholar.
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Raffaele Torella

Studies on Utpaladeva’s Isvarapratyabhijfiavivrti
Part I: Anupalabdhi and Apoha in a Saiva Garb

(henceforth Vivrti) would deserve a prominent place in any imaginary catalogue of the lost
works of Indian philosophical literature (Torella 1988: 137). Thirteen years later, in which
the Pratyabhijfia school of the Kashmirian Saivadvaita has continued to be one of my pre-
ferred fields of research, I would still fully subscribe to that earlier statement. The role of Ut-
paladeva’s long commentary on his ISvarapratyabhijiiakarika (IPK) as the real centre of
gravity of Pratyabhijia philosophy has become, in fact, clearer and clearer, though the later
(IPV) as the standard text. This brilliant and more compact and accessible text was copied
again and again over the centuries and became popular in South India too, where a number of
manuscripts in the principal southern scripts are still available. The success of a particular
commentary is very often the indirect cause of the decline of others, which are less and less
read and, consequently, copied, until they are completely or almost completely lost. One
could mention, among others, the particularly exemplary case of the Yuktidipika on the Sam-
khyakarika that has come down to us in a very few copies.

I need not repeat here what I have already said elsewhere on the nature of the Vivrti and its
relation to the other commentaries.' Suffice it to recall that Utpaladeva is said to have com-
posed the IPK and the concise Vrtti at the same time, and later on to have devoted an analytic
commentary to the complex of Karika—Vrtti, i.e., our Vivrti (or Tika), in which he discussed
possible alternative views and rejected them, also indulging in occasionally quite long digres-
sions on particular subjects.

The only mention of an extant fragmentary manuscript of the Vivrti occurred in K.Ch.
Pandey’s pioneering book on Abhinavagupta and the so-called Kashmir Shaivism (Pandey
1963: 69-70; see also Torella 1988: 141). Though the original manuscript was apparently
lost, a transcript of it, by Prof. Pandey’s own hand, was found among the papers left by the
learned scholar upon his demise and kept by his widow on behalf of the Abhinavagupta Insti-
tute, University of Lucknow. During my visit to Lucknow in 1987, Mrs. Lila Pandey and the
Trustees of the Institute were so kind as to show me the notebook with the transcript, but did
not allow me to copy or photograph it, except for a small portion (10 pages out of 49), which
I edited and translated in the above-mentioned article. My efforts in later years to secure the
entire transcript were, despite the good offices of Professors N. Rastogi and J.P. Sinha, totally
unsuccessful. By now, Pandey’s transcript is to be considered definitively lost.

The good fortune that sometimes helps scholars in their research, counteracting the obstacles
set up by human unhelpfulness, took me in 1998 to the India National Archives in Delhi in
search of the manuscripts used by the Pandits of the Srinagar Research Department for the
editions of the Kashmir Series. | was interested in those manuscripts because of the important
marginal notes that some of them contained, where I assumed to find quotations from lost

* ] wish to thank Prof. Karin Preisendanz for her useful comments and keen editorial care.
L Cf. Torella 1994: x1-xliv.
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ms. No. 30), belonging to a small fund of manuscripts that the Maharaja of Jammu and
Kashmir had transmitted to the National Archives in 1948, I began looking through it with
the same skepticism with which I had in the past looked through manuscripts with the same
title all over India (in all cases, the title had simply been the outcome of careless catalogu-
ing). Very soon, however, I realized that what I had in front of me was precisely the original
of Pandey’s transcript, as described by him on the very first page of his notebook.” Once the
transcript had become irretrievably lost to us, the original came to light again.

The thirty-three folios of the manuscript cover the full text of /PK 1.3.6 through 1.5.3 along
with Utpaladeva’s Vrtti and Vivrti, plus Abhinavagupta’s Vimarsini. The manuscript begins
with the Vimarsini’s bhiimika to IPK 1.3.6 (samskare saty api smrtih [...], Vol. 1, p. 103,6)
and ends abruptly with iha bodhas tavad abhinnah prakdasamatram eva hy asya parama-
<rthah>, that is, the first line of the Vimarsini on IPK 1.5.4-5 (Vol. 1, p. 135,5-6). Although
the portion of the recovered text is comparatively short, it proves to be particularly important
for the study of Pratyabhijfia philosophy since some very crucial points are dealt with there at
great length. Among them, we find the nature of cognition, its being self-aware, the impossi-
bility of a cognition’s becoming the object of another cognition, the necessity for the various
cognitions to rest on a single substratum for a connection between cognitions to be possible,
and the necessity for cognition and its object to share the same essential nature, that is,
“light”. Utpaladeva, and after him Abhinavagupta, progressively attain their final position by
means of a very interesting dialogue, mainly with the Buddhist pramdana tradition and the Vi-
jhianavada, with the participation of the Mimamsakas (Bhattas and Prabhakaras) on specific
points.

In this contribution I am continuing, after an interval of thirteen years, my above-mentioned
article, which contained the edition and translation of the full text of the Vivrti on IPK 1.3.6
up to the beginning of the Vivrti on IPK 1.3.7. The present article is devoted to the edition and
translation of the full text of the Vivrti on IPK 1.3.7.

The third Ahnika of IPK deals with the untenability of the opponent’s theses as regards the
unification of cognitions, which alone renders all human experiences (vyavahara) possible
(cf. the relevant colophon of the Vimarsini [IPV 1, p. 112]: paradarsananupapattiv nama trti-
yam dhnikam). The theses of the opponents were presented in the previous Ahnika (ibid., p.
89: pirvapaksavivrtir nama dvitiyam ahnikam). In order to better understand the content of v.

1.3.6 of the IPK, we must read it together with the previous verse, to which it is closely con-
nected (tr. Torella 1994: 102-103):

Thus, the functioning of the human world — which stems precisely from the unification (anusam-
dhana) of cognitions, in themselves separate from each other and incapable of knowing one an-
other — would be destroyed ... (I.3.6). ... if there were no Mahe$vara who contains within himself

? “Leaf 33. Size 7 '/," x 9 '/,". Lines per page 19 approximately. Syll. per line 21. Handwriting almost
recent. Written on local paper which does not seem to be old. 31* leaf worm eaten, it is clear from the note book
pages 44, 45 and 46. The ms. begins line no. 1, top: sriganesaya namah; line two: samskare saty api etc. Ends
abruptly as can be seen at page 49. Character sharada.” This description perfectly suits the National Archives
manuscript, except for the mention of the worm-eaten thirty-first leaf, which, at least as far as I can see from a
rather faint xerox-copy, would seem more or less intact. According to Prof. Prakash Pandey (personal commu-
nication), the manuscript belongs to the latter half of the eighteenth century.
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all the infinite forms, who is one, whose essence is consciousness, possessing the powers of
knowledge, memory and exclusion (1.3.7).

Utpaladeva’s final aim is to establish a single cosmic consciousness, i.e., Siva, as the com-
mon background of all reality and, particularly, of all human experiences. He pursues this in-
tention not by apodictically stating the Saiva truth — for example, by resorting to the authority
of revealed texts — but by critically examining diametrically opposed doctrines, i.e., those of
the Buddhist pramana philosophers. In doing so, he recognizes the leading position of the
Buddhist philosophy in the Kashmir of his day and at the same time shows that he is not
afraid of challenging the great cultural prestige of the Buddhist doctrines. Moreover, in many
cases he makes use, as far as possible, of their arguments to preliminarily build up and then
refine his own position. This way of carrying out the “duel” with the pramana philosophers
reminds one of the attitude often found in oriental martial arts. Instead of directly attacking
his adversary, Utpaladeva seeks to exploit the adversary’s intellectual ability to finally turn it
back upon him. The main technique on which Utpaladeva’s argumentation is based is the one
well known in $astric debate as prasangaviparyaya. The Buddhist ideas are not rejected at
the outset but are rather apparently accepted and then pushed to their extreme consequences.
As a result, the Buddhist opponent is finally confronted with two alternatives: either to aban-
don his own specific theses or, if he is still convinced of them (and, interestingly, this is the
case not only for the Buddhist but for the Saiva philosopher himself), to change the perspec-
tive from which they are to be viewed. In other words, he should accept the overall theoreti-
cal Saiva framework precisely to safeguard his own Buddhist ideas.’

The main part of the Vivrti passage edited here is devoted to the discussion of the Buddhist
concepts of “non-perception” (anupalabdhi) and, less extensively, of “exclusion” (apoha) as
the very core of conceptual thought. If one accepts the self-contained nature of cognition (as
the Buddhist does), it becomes impossible to account for either of them. On seeing an empty
surface we would not be allowed to say that there is no jar there because the cognition of a
certain object would not be able to give rise to, at the same time, alternative cognitions later
to be rejected. Yet the world of human knowledge, language and practical activity has among
its pillars precisely the possibility of taking something for “absent”, or of building mental im-
ages by way of exclusion. Furthermore, granted that the Buddhist description of how an indi-
vidual cognition works in isolation is considered as basically correct, the capability of the in-
dividual cognitions to communicate with each other, to enter into a network, is required.
Such a “network™ cannot be provided but by the single and unitary consciousness in which
all of them are rooted, in a word: by the Siva-nature which permeates reality, constituting its
ultimate ground.

Both the topics of anupalabdhi and apoha will receive a separate and extensive treatment
later on in the IPK (see 1.7.7-11 for anupalabdhi and 1.6.1-5 for apoha). Here they are pre-
liminarily discussed from a particular viewpoint, that is, as examplary grounds for the neces-
sity to postulate a single consciousness-principle (in the case of anupalabdhi) and a basic
“universal” stuff in everything (in the case of apoha). The Buddhists account for the estab-
lishment of the absence of a jar in a certain place by saying that the cognition of the empty
place, being aware of itself as opposed to the cognition of the place together with a jar, is also
aware of the place as “devoid of a jar”. In fact, if a jar were present in a certain place, the jar
would also be manifested in the cognition of the place since both the jar and the place share
the same capacity [of being perceptable] (tulyayogyataripatvat). This can be maintained, the

? The technique of prasangaviparyaya is also well known to Buddhists (cf. Iwata 1993).
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Buddhists go on, because particulars belonging to the same class (that is, “visible” particu-
lars) are grasped by one and the same cognition (here a “visual” cognition), and, conse-
quently, in the case of a jar being there, the cognition of the place should also contain a mani-
festation of the jar; but in the case at issue, this is not so. Utpaladeva points out that we are
dealing here with two distinct and separate cognitions, which are bound to remain so: the one
can by no means include or exclude the other, unless one intends to explain the establishment
of the absence of a jar in terms of inference, which is not assumed by the Buddhists (see
Torella 1994: 143, n. 17). These and other arguments are taken into account in the text (see
below). To summarize: Each cognition sheds light on itself alone; or, in other words, each
cognition has its own self-awareness (svasamvedana), which can by no means act as a com-
mon basis where two distinct cognitions may meet. No single cognition, Utpaladeva con-
cludes, not even perceptual cognition, can by itself establish the absence of something. The
only way to fill the gap between cognitions and in this way give a reasonable explanation of
the establishment of “absences” which is so common in everyday life is to accept their rest-
ing on a single consciousness. Instead of a multiplicity of unrelated svasamvedanas each cor-
responding to a single cognition, Utpaladeva posits the one supreme consciousness-principle
as the common svasamvedana of all cognitions, which in this way derive from it the capacity
to enter into relation with each other.

The starting point for the discussion of the apoha issue is clearly stated in Abhinavagupta’s
I$varapratyabhijiavivrtivimarsini (IPVV 1, p. 292,91f.): Why, on the appearance of a particu-
lar object, should one figure out something different destined to be excluded later (nanu
svalaksane ’vabhate kuto ’tadripam dsankyate yad apohyate)? Abhinavagupta is not satis-
fied with Dharmakirti’s answer, elaborated at length in the Svarthanumanapariccheda chap-
ter of his Pramanavarttika and Svavrtti: the correct knowledge of the particular (svalaksana)
is continually threatened by erroneous superimpositions (samaropa), caused, e.g., by mis-
leading similarities — such as the brightness equally found in mother-of-pearl and in silver —,
which make the knower mistake one thing for another. The doubt which projects alternative
objective forms to be negated would arise precisely because the knower is aware of the fact
that in principle many superimpositions are possible; thus a definite ascertainment becomes
possible only after hypothetical mistaken forms are preliminarily rejected. Subsequently,
Abhinavagupta takes into account the position of Sankaranandana (lines 18ff.), who in his
Apohasiddhi recognizes prasanga, i.e., the mere possibility that a thing be different from it-
self (?) (anyathdprasanga), as the cause of doubt.” Both samaropa and prasanga are unten-
able for Abhinavagupta because, no matter whether they derive from beginningless nescience
or from other causes, they ultimately lead to a regressus ad infinitum.

Utpaladeva puts forward his own version of how apoha works, taking for granted that apoha
is indeed the pivot of all conceptual thought. His view, evidently nourished by Buddhist
ideas, is centred on the plurality of causal efficiencies found in any object, an idea he substi-

* The IPVV seems to be the only work to quote from the Apohasiddhi; among the five quotations
(pp. 272,14; 292,19, 21, 23; 293,12) the second one is certainly in prose, thus showing that the Apohasiddhi, just
like other works by Sankaranandana, consisted of karikas mixed with prose passages. Only three out of the five
quotations could be traced either in its single extant Sanskrit manuscript (Bithnemann 1980: 193-194) or in the
Tibetan translation (see Gnoli 1960: xxiii-xxiv); on Sankaranandana, see Steinkellner and Much 1995 and
Krasser 2001. In a separate study under preparation I propose to examine the context of the Apohasiddhi from
which the above passages have been drawn. I cordially thank Professor Dr. Ernst Steinkellner and Dr. Helmut
Krasser for very kindly and generously putting at my disposal all the available material on Sankaranandana’s
Apohasiddhi, including a copy of the only available Sanskrit manuscript (produced from Rahula Sankritya-
yana’s negatives) and a transcript of the Tibetan translation.
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tutes for that of the plurality of wrong assumptions (vikalpa, samaropa), with respect to
which Abhinavagupta will clearly explicate the fault of infinite regress (anavastha) (cf. be-
low, n. 68) already implicit in Utpaladeva’s argument. But, more importantly, he makes an
additional remark. On the level of mdaya, on which alone discursive thought (vikalpa) is at
work, the objects should be at their highest level of differentiation; then, how can their cogni-
tion also evoke “other” objects? Utpaladeva’s answer is rooted in Saiva theology. The isvara-
tattva-level on which the whole manifested world is still enclosed in the I (sarvam idam
aham) remains so to speak in the background even in the world of maya, which is marked by
full-fledged differentiation. This is especially true for the process of cognition, in which even
the fully differentiated object ends up flowing into consciousness and being absorbed into it;
moreover, as is often repeated by the Saiva philosophers, if the object were not essentially
light, it could not at all shine in cognition (cf. IPVV 1, p. 294,18-20: sa hy eko 'pi bhavo vas-
tuto ‘nyaih saha tadatmaiva yadyapi mayasaktya prthakkrtah, tathapi bhatatvad eva anyon-
yatmatam unmilayati; see also p. 296,5-8). This latent basic non-differentiation of the object
(from other objects and from the Self) is, according to Utpaladeva, what finally renders the
process of apoha possible, the potential “openness” of the object (and the subject) being the
very ground for the “doubt” about it. On this premise alone, the Buddhist apoha is accepted
by the Saivas, who take it as a particular sakti figuring side by side with jiianasakti.

Text’

[f. 4v,16] vivrtau — yujyeta® punar etadrso vyavaharo yady esam anubhavasmrtyadinam cin-
matrasaratvenaika evatmda syat, yasyaita visvatmanah paramesvarasya jiandadika vicitrah
Saktayah’, anyatha tu na syad iti ||

na ced antahkrtananta([f. Sr|visvaripo mahesvarah |
syad ekas cidvapur jiianasmrtyapohanasaktiman || [1.3.7] ||

[Vimarsini follows] [f. 61,4] atra vrttih — cittattvam eva visvaripam ato tiriktasyanupapatter
asesapadarthajiiananam anyonyanusandhanam asyaiva jianadisaktayah, mattah smrtir jia-
nam apohanam ceti hy uktam ||

vivrtih — Qrakds'arﬁgamg hi cittattvam kartrtamayam adisiddham eva tadatiriktatvam ca nila-
sukhader_jadabhimatasya bhava®jatasya svayam aprakasaripatvam syad atadriipatve ca
prakasamanatanupapattih, na hy asvetaripah prakasah sveta iti bhavaty etac copapadayi-
syate' | tad aha cittattvam evety ato 'tiriktasyeti ca | bhinnavabhdsinam api carthanam cid-
ekarupatve tadvisayanam jnananam avivadasiddham eva tadatmakatvam, na hi tani tato

> The words underlined in the text are those literally cited in the /P¥V. Punctuation is mine (that found in
the ms. is often misleading). The sandhi has been “normalized”.

8 Ms. yujyate. I follow Abhinavagupta’s reading (IPVV 1, p. 273,6-7): tad etat tatparyam avataranikayam
aha “yujyeta” iti.

7 At this point the [PVV seems to refer to other parts of the Vivrti which are not found in the ms. (JPVV 1,
p. 273,15-16: Saktiyogalaksanam ceti).

¥ prakasaripam, my emendation (ms. visvaripam), following Abhinavagupta’s reading (cited and com-
mented upon in IPVV 1, p. 273,18-21) which seems more appropriate to the context.

? _sya bhava-, my emendation (ms. -svabhava-); cf. IPVV 1, p. 273,25.

1" upapadayisyate, my emendation (ms. pratipadayisyatam); cf. IPVV 1, p. 274,17-18: upapadayisyata iti
prakasatma prakasyo ‘rtha ityadisthanesu.
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bhedena prathante, tathapi'' visayabhedavakalpita*bhedanam api tesam vibhinnadesakala-
vacchede ’py ekacinmayasvabhavavisrantir eva | anyatha sarvesam eva jiananam ekasva-
samvedanaripantarmukhacittattvamayasvabhavabhave kevalapradesajiianaprakdasasamaye
saghatapradesajnanam nastiti katham ni[f. 6v]sciyate, jiananam svaprakasariapataya ghata-
divisayavadekajiianasamsargitvabhavat |

kevalapradese hi ghato yadi syat, tat tatra pradesajiiane tulyayogyataripatvat so ’pi pra-
kaseta tatha ca saghatapradesajiianam etat syat, na kevalapradesajiianam; atah kevala-
pradesajiianam svatmanam saghatapradesajnianaviparitam samvedayamanam pradesam api
ghatarahitam samvedayate iti ghatabhavasiddhih pradese syat |

vavata kevalapradesajiianena yadi nama svatma saghatapradesajnianaviparitah samviditas
tato dvitiyam arthantarabhiitam saghata" pradesajiianam svaprakasaripam ndstiti katham
sidhyet |

ghato nastiti kamam sidhyet, anyatha ghatasadbhave tasyaiva pradesajiianasya saghatapra-
deSajiianatapattiprasangat | na ca tat saghatapradesajiianam, api tu tadviparitam," atas taj-
Jjhaanasamvedyo nasti ghata iti bhavet |

dvitivam_tu saghatapradeSajianam nastiti kena jiidatam yatas" tajjianasamvedyah syad api
tatra ghatah, na ca tatra dvitiyam saghatapradeSajianam yadi syat tan'® na prakaseta, na ca
prakdsate ’to nastiti vaktum yujyate. tad eva hi paryanuyuktam |

katham etaj jiianam aghatapradesajialf. Trlne'” prakasata iti tu tenaiva svaprakasena svat-
md tathd jiidyeta, ghate yadvad aghatabhavariipata |

dvzitgiyam tu saghatapradesajiianam arthantarabhiitam aghata'pradesajiianabhavam api na
na ~ vyabhicarati yena tatprakasad eva saghatapradesajiianabhavo ’pi jiiayeta, dvitiyarthan-
tarabhiitasaghatapradesajiianabhavabhavayor api tasyaghata *° pradesajiianaprakasasyopa-
patter ekatara®' navyabhicarat |

" tathapi, my emendation (ms. tatha hi); 1 follow the reading cited and commented upon in IPVV 1, p.
275,5-6 (s. n. 47 to the translation).

2 _avakalpita-, my emendation (ms. -vikalpita-). Cf. IPVV 1, p. 275,7-8: bhedas tenavakalpito "vajiiaya-
prarohayogena kalpitah.

saghata-, my emendation (ms. ghata-).

Y IPVV 1, p. 277,17 seems to have one more quotation from the Vivrti (ghatam api) which is not found in
the ms.

15 Ms. jiidatam atas is to be corrected to jiiatam yatas. This was probably the reading of the exemplar, as
we can surmise from the anusvara above -ta- (subsequently deleted); the following ya- must have been misread
as ma-, thus suggesting the deletion of the anusvara.

' correct ms. tat to tan na, as meaning strictly requires.

" aghatapradesajiane, my emendation (ms. tatsaghatapradesajiianam). This seems to be the reading
required by the context. This would also tally with Abhinavagupta’s remark (IPVV 1, p. 278,2-3): nanv aghata-
pradesajiianam prakdsata ity atredam eva tattvam saghatapradesajiianam na prakasata iti.

'8 aghata-, my emendation (ms. ghata-), supported by Abhinavagupta’s quotation and comments (JPVV
I, p. 278,3-5: naitad ity aha “aghata” iti paryuddasavrttyda hy atra vastvantaraprakaso bhati, na tu prasajyaprati-
sedhatma saghatapradesajiianaprakasabhavah).

" na na, my emendation (ms. na).

* tasyaghata-, my emendation (ms. tasya ghata-), supported by Abhinavagupta’s paraphrase (I/PVV I, p.
278,13-14): kevalapradesapratyayasyobhayathapy upapatteh.

' _anavyabhicarat, my emendation. This (or also -vyabhicardt) is in fact the reading one would expect,
instead of ms. -avyabhicdrdt (ekatardvyabhicardt); see also Abhinavagupta’s comments IPVV 1, p. 278,13: a-
vyabhicaro 'vinabhavo nasti.
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atha saghatapradesajiianam ghatamatrajianam va na pradesajiianad bhinnam sambhavaty
ekajatiyariupavisesavisayasyapi caksusasyaikatvaniyamat, anyatha ghate ’pi pratiparamanu-
Jjhanabhedapatter ghatabhdasa eva na syad ityadiyuktibhis tat kevalapradesajiianam evedam
ghate sati ghatapratibhdsam api syat, na ca tatheti tata eva katham na ghatajiianabhavasid-

dhil |

tad evam iyannyayanusarandad anumaniky eva ghatabhdavasiddhih syat, na pratyaksi. yadi va
samandhakare™ ripajianam ndstiti katham jidyeta, tarhy atraitad api vaktum yujyeta™
Yadi riipajiianam syat tad etat sparsadijiianabhinnam eva syad' [my tentative restoration:
vadi ripajiianam tattatsparsadijianabhinnam eva syad) iti riipasparsajiananam bhinnendri-
yajanyanam anekatvenaivopagamat |

napy uttarakalotpannavikalpah®™ smrtir va sparsajiianamatrabhdsa ripajiianabhavavyabhi-
carini® tam api sadhayati, yato™ riipasyapi tada sadbhave yatha[f. Tv]sau sparsajiianabha-
sa tathd ripajiianabhdasa caiva®' syat, na caivam tadatmdanam sparSajiianamdtrabhasam
samvedayamandpi rupajiianabhasavivekam sadhayatiti | tato yady api svatmani ripajinana-
bhasam vyavacchindyat samvedyamandkaraviparitatvat tathapi piarvam sparsajianamatra-
prakasakale ripajianam nabhid iti katham janiyat, sparsamatrajiianasya tatra parisphura-
tah pirvoktanyayena dvitiyaripajiianabhavavyabhicarabhavar™ | smartam hi vijiianam piir-
vanubhavasamskarajam purvanubhavanusarenaiva vyavasthapakam bhavati, na tu svatan-
tryena pirvapravrttanubhavabhedasaksatkari sad yena svatmany *° abhdasamandakaravipari-
tam riupajiianam purvasmin kale vyavacchindan visayam api purvabhavinam vyavacchind-
yat, yatha pradesamdtrajianam svatmanisaghata*° pradesabhasatavyavacchedena bahir
ghatam api vyavacchinattity ahuh | tato vikalpajiianam purvanubhavasamskarat tadanusari
jayvamanam, yathd tatpiurvanubhavadvayam prthakprthakprakdasam ekaprakasasamsarga-
rahitam asit, tathanubhitam®' anubhavamiti ca tat paramrsati |

tatas cobhayaparamarse pi tatsvaprakasasparsaripajiianadvayamatravyavasthanam syat>>,
na tv ekakalikatvena yena tad andhakarakalagatasparsajianamatram tatkalikaripajiiana-
vimuktam svabhasoparidham [f. 8r] paramrsad api tadandhakarakale ripajiianam nira-
kuryat | yavata jaananam anyonyaprakasarahitanam svatmamatrapratisthanam yathd na
svayam tulyakalatavyavasthapanam tatha vikalpenapi tatsamskarajanmanda svaripamdatra-

*2 The original reading of the ms. was sambandhakare, then transformed into samandhakare, which is in
fact the correct reading (cf. IPVV 1, p. 280,23: santate ‘ndhakare).

3 yujyeta, my emendation (ms. yujyate).

In the ms. -vikalpa- has been later corrected to the correct -vikalpah.

3 _avyabhicarini, my emendation (ms. -vyabhicdrini); cf. IPVV 1, p. 281,18-19: [...] ripajiianasyabha-
vam avyabhicarena bhavantam sadhayet.

%% yato, absent in the ms. but cited by Abhinavagupta, apparently has to be added here. The following
phrases up to sddhayatiti are taken by him as a quotation (from an unknown source). Cf. IPVV 1, p. 281,20-21:
tatra hetutvam granthantarasyaha “yatah” iti.

27 caiva, my emendation (the ms. has cai-, corrected to nai- above the line).

% _abhavat, my emendation (ms. -bhavar). Utpaladeva is here stating the Saiva position on the matter
which in fact excludes any correlation between the two cognitions.

* The expected meaning (with the further support of Abhinavagupta’s comments in IPVV 1, p. 282,10-
15) has induced me to modify at some places the transmitted text which is evidently corrupt. In fact, the ms.
reads: abhasamanakaraviparitam paricchindan pirvasmin kale visayam api ripajianam pirvabhavi vyava-
cchindyat. In particular, Abhinavagupta’s tadatmyena asahamand (ibid., line 12) can by no means refer to the
transmitted paricchindan.

3 saghata-, my emendation (ms. ghata-).

*! The ms. has an anusvara deleted above -ta-.

32 _vyavasthanam syat, my emendation (ms. -vyavastha na syan).
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prakasakanekajiiana®paramarsakena naikakalavyavasthapanam sakyam piirvanubhiitatirik-
tavastusamsparsisamvedanatvabhavat tasya, na capi purvanubhiitavastusamsparsitvam api
vikalpanam ghatata ity uktam | tad evam ekantarmukhasvasamvedanaripacittattvatmatavi-
Srantim vina jiananam aindrivakanam apy anyonyam sahabhdavaprthagbhavaprakaso na
syad ity arthanam api sadasattaniyamaniscayo na syat, tatas ca sarvavyavaharocchedapra-
sangah | tasmad esam ekacittattvavisrantirupam anusandhanam avasyabhyupagantavyam |
tad aha asesapadarthajiiananam iti jiananam bahiinam anusandhanam eva cittattvam ity
anena ekasabdo pi vivrtah |

smrtyadau™ canekanubhavanam anusandhanam ekacittattvavisrantir evata evabhedenatra
cittattvam anusandhanam iti tasya caivam avibhedena vaksyamananayenasesabhavanir-
bharasya® tattadvicitrabhavavabhdasanamayam jianam nama Saktir eva | phalabhedaropita-
bhedo®® hi padarthatmaiva Saktir ucyate sa ca Saktih svecchalf. 8v]vasenaiva na punar an-
yakaranasamarthyasacivyena yasya phalati’’ sa mahesvara iti siitre tatha nirdistah | cittat-
tvasya caikaripatvam agre pratipadayisyate [** smrtir api pirvavabhasitavastunah piirvava-
bhasitatvena vartamanakale prakhyapanasaktih | desakalavisesavacchedasunyatvena vi-
citrecchabodhita® jia
kitapratipaksapratiksepaparatvad vikalpanam | padarthantarasamparkarahite 'py arthe pra-
tiniyataprakrtav avabhate® vividharthakriyakariny api visistaikarthakriyarthina isvaranga-
bhuta ivanyonyatmataya Sankyamanatattadarthakriyakaritattatpratipaksanirakrviyam vina na
tena vyavahartum alam pratipattara iti svabhava evaitesam *' padarthanam anyonyabheda-
mayatvat |

tad visvavyavaharaprajanaisa vikalpavyaparapohanasaktir iti gitasu bhagavatavistamahe-
svarabhavena pariganitd | tad aha mattah smrtir iti | etac ca jianasaktibhedat ||

3 By reading -prakasakanekajiiana-, 1 restore what seems to have been the original reading of ms.,
which was corrected to -prakasakale jiiana- (by changing -ne- to -le- and deleting -ka- by means of a horizontal
stroke).

3 smrtyadau, my emendation (ms. smrtyatma); cf. IPVV 1, p. 285.,6.

3 The ms. has nirbharasya, corrected to nirbhara-. The correct reading is the original nirbharasya (cf.
the paraphrase IPVV 1, p. 285,21-25: uktabhir yuktibhir ekasya [...] ityadivaksyamdandabhih samastabhavapiirna-
sya jiianam nama Saktih).

3% phalabhedaropitabhedo, my emendation (ms. phalabhedaropitadbhedo). The passage is also quoted,
with a slightly different, equally possible reading in Ksemaraja’s commentary on the Vijiianabhairavatantra

°7 The ms. has pratiphalati, apparently corrected to phalati; the latter reading, which I have accepted, is
also confirmed by IPVV 1, p. 289,6-7: “phalati” phalaparyanta sampadyate, na punah pratihanyate yasya.

3 The following definitions of smyti and apohana are incorporated in a marginal note found in one of the
mss. of Abhinavagupta’s [PV used for the Kashmir Series edition (Delhi National Archives, Sanskrit ms. No. 5,
p. 131, right margin): desakalavisesavacchedasiinyatvena vicitrecchaprabodhitavabhasabhedavasanamatropa-
panasaktih smytisaktir ity anayor bhedah. Note 71 of the IPV edition (Vol. I, p. 117) is based on this marginal
annotation.

3% The text as quoted in the /PV manuscript (see above n. 38) has -prabodhita-.

* avabhate, my emendation (ms. avabhati). The latter reading would not in itself be impossible; Abhi-
navagupta’s paraphrase and comments, however, consistently have avabhdte).

*1f we rely upon IPVV 1, p. 295,25 (atraha “mayiyanam” iti), we should add mayiyanam (omitted in the
ms.) after etesam. However, this would involve a slight redundancy, which is not usual in Utpaladeva’s style. I
prefer to surmise that efesam was omitted in the edited text of IPVV, leaving merely mayiyanam which glossed
it.
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Translation

Vivrti: On the contrary, such a world of practical experience (vyavaharah) will become pos-
sible (yujyeta)* — if all the various cognitions — direct perception, memory, etc. — have only
one intrinsic nature (@rma),* being in essence consciousness only. Of this [afman], namely
the Supreme Lord, whose essence is all, these cognitions, etc., represent the various and mul-
tiform powers.** [The world of practical experience] would otherwise be impossible.

Karika: ... if there were no MaheS$vara who contains within Himself all the infinite forms,
who is one, whose essence is consciousness, possessing the powers of knowledge, memory
and exclusion.” [1.3.7]

Vrtti: The mutual unification of all cognitions of things is [constituted by] the consciousness
principle itself (cittattvam) whose form is all, since nothing distinct and separate (atiriktasya)
from it is admissible. The powers of knowledge, etc., only pertain to this [consciousness-
principle]. For it has been said: “From me derive memory, knowledge and exclusion.”*

Vivrti: For the consciousness-principle, whose form is light, constituted by agency, is estab-
lished since the very beginning. If the world of objects, such as a patch of blue colour or plea-
sure, [erroneously] assumed as being insentient, were separate from it, this would [amount to
saying] that its nature is not by itself light. But if [things] did not have light as their essence,
their shining would be impossible, for, as we are going to demonstrate,*® a light which is not
white*’ cannot become white. This concept has been expressed [by the Vr#ti] with the phrases
“the consciousness-principle itself” and “distinct and separate from it”. If the objects, though
appearing as differentiated [from consciousness], are to be recognized as constituted solely
by consciousness, it is established beyond discussion that [also] the cognitions which refer to
them are made of consciousness.*® For cognitions never manifest themselves separately from
it; all the same,® though they (i.e., the cognitions) may show [a certain level of]
differentiation somehow induced (avakalpita)50 by the differentiation of their contents, yet,
despite this delimitation due to spatio-temporal differences, they ultimately do rest (visrantir

2 According to Abhinavagupta, here the meaning of the optative conforms to Panini’s Astadhyayi (P)
111.3.156: hetuhetumator lin, “Affix LIN optionally occurs after a verbal root when hetu ‘cause’ and hetumat
‘effect’ are denotated” (tr. Sharma 1995: 574). The fact that cognitions share the same essential nature is pre-
cisely what renders vyavahara possible.

B CE IPVV 1, p. 273,12: “atma” iti svabhavah.

* This means that they rest on the Lord, and are neither independent of Him nor exceeding His own form
(IPVV1, p. 273,14-15).

* See below n. 91.

* See, e.g., IPK1.5.3.

*" That is, a cognition in which the colour white does not appear.

* For Abhinavagupta (IPVV 1, p. 274,25) this is a case of dandapipiyanydya, “the maxim of the stick
and cakes”. A stick and cakes are usually tied together so that if something happens to the stick (e.g., being
eaten by rats) the same happens to the cakes.

* Despite any “superficial” differentiation deriving from their contents, cognitions too must have (at
least) the same status of ultimate non-differentiation from consciousness as their objects (IPVV 1, p. 275,5-7:
“tathapi” iti tenapy ahamamsavyatirekena vartamananam ity arthah).

% The preverb ava- is given a derogatory meaning (avajiiayd) by Abhinavagupta: the objects are only
able to shed an imperfect, that is, not fully developed (aprarohayogena), appearance of differentiation onto their
cognition (cf. n. 12 to the text).
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eva)’' on their own nature consisting of a single and unitary consciousness (ekacit).”” If it
were not so, and all the various cognitions did not have as their essential nature the
consciousness-principle, introverted, in the form of a single and unitary self-awareness (eka-
svasamvedana), how could one, at the moment when the cognition of an empty surface oc-
curs, arrive at the statement “There is no jar here” [lit.: “This is not the cognition of a surface
with a jar”]? For cognitions, being by their very nature conscious of themselves [alone], can-
not combine to form a single [complex] cognition (ekajiianasamsargitvabhava)™ having as
its object a jar, and so on.>*

[Buddhist:] In fact, if a jar were in an empty place, then also the [jar] would be manifested in
the cognition of the place since [both the jar and the place] share the same capacity [of being
perceptable] (tulyayogyataripatva),” and in this way it would be the cognition of a place
with a jar, not the cognition of an empty place. Therefore, the cognition of an empty place,
being aware of itself as opposed to the cognition of a place with a jar, is also aware of the
place as devoid of a jar. In this way the absence of a jar in the place can indeed be estab-
lished.

[Saiva:] But if the cognition of an empty place is aware [only] of itself as opposed to the cog-
nition of the place with a jar, how would it be possible to establish that there is not a second®
cognition — which is another fact-event (arthantarabhiita) — having the place with a jar as its
object and being manifest by itself?

[Buddhist:] It is nonetheless true that, some way or other, one should be able to affirm that a
jar is absent, for otherwise it would ensue that when there is no jar that very cognition of the
place [without a jar] would be the same as the cognition of the place with a jar. However, that

>! eva means here “restriction”. As the Vivrti sets out to show, this resting of the various cognitions on
one unitary consciousness principle is the necessary condition for the worldy transactions to take place success-
fully (IPVV 1, p. 275,14-17).

>2 In this context, eka (qualifying cit, jiiana, etc.) always oscillates between “one, single” and “unitary”,
usually expressing both meanings at the same time.

>3 The Buddhist position Utpaladeva is referring to is clearly formulated in Dharmottara’s Nyayabindu-
tika (NBT) p. 101,13-14: yadaikajnianasamsargivastvantaropalambhah | ekendriyajiianagrahyam locanadi-
pranidhanabhimukham vastudvayam anyonyapeksam ekajiianasamsargi kathyate.

> Utpaladeva’s criticism is addressed to the Buddhists, who, just like the Saivas, uphold the self-aware-
ness of cognitions but, unlike the Saivas, reject a common ground for them, represented by the unitary con-
scious subject. Interestingly, in order to present an exemplary statement on the self-awareness of cognition,
Abhinavagupta resorts to Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya, by citing a well-known verse from the Jatisamuddesa (VP
1I1.1.104):

yathd jyotih prakasena nanyendabhiprakasyate |
JjAanaripam tathd jiiane nanyatrabhiprakasyate ||.

(Incidentally, it is to be noted that padas c and d differ considerably from the text in Rau’s and Iyer’s editions,
which both read: jianakaras tathanyena na jiianenopagrhyate.) The weakness of the Buddhist position on the
matter appears quite clearly in their treatment of the crucial problem of anupalabdhi (‘“non-perception”) and a-
bhava (“non-being, absence”), which therefore becomes the object of a sustained analysis in the subsequent por-
tion of the Vivyti IPVV 1, pp. 276,24-277,1: anyavyavacchedair grahanavyavaharo 'pi svaparavisayo ya ucya-
te, so 'pi na nirvahed ityasayena saugatiyam abhavasiddhiprakaram eva vicarayati).

> Cf. Hetubindu (HB), p. 22*,2-4 (Steinkellner 1967: 1, p. 73): yatra yasminn upalabhyamane niyamena
yasyopalabdhir bhavati yogyatdayda avisesat, sa tatsamsrstah, ekajiianasamsargat. See also the sentences imme-
diately following the Nyayabindutika passage quoted above (n. 50): tayor hi sator naikaniyata bhavati pratipat-
tih | yogyataya dvayor apy avisistatvat (NBT, pp. 101,14-102,1).

>% As to the meaning of dvifiya (lit. “second”), see below n. 58.
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cognition would not be the cognition of the place with a jar, but a cognition opposed to it;’’
hence we would have: “There is no jar being cognized by that cognition.”

[Saiva:] But by which cognitive act is a second (dvitiyam) (i.e., distinct and separate)™® cog-
nition of the place with a jar cognized as not being there, thanks to which [one could say that]
the jar, being potentially cognized by that same cognition, should also have been there? If
such a distinct and separate cognition were there, it could not but be manifested (na ca ... na
prakdaseta), whereas, on the contrary, it is not manifested. Therefore, one cannot reasonably
say that it exists.” In fact, this is precisely what has been questioned.

[Buddhist:] But to him who might wonder how this cognition can be manifested when [only]
the cognition of the place without a jar occurs, we would reply that it is cognized by that (i.e.,
the latter’s) very self-awareness, just as when there is a jar, its being there has the form of the
not-being-there of a non-jar.”

[Saiva:] However, the distinct and separate cognition of the place with a jar, which is “an-
other” fact-event, is not also invariably accompanied by the absence of the cognition of the
place without a jar, so that simply from the manifesting of the latter®’ one could also cognize
the absence of the cognition of the place with a jar.® For, even as regards the presence and
the absence of a distinct and separate cognition of the place with a jar which is “another”
fact/event, there is no invariable concomitance with either [the absence or the presence of the
cognition of the place without the jar], since the cognition of the place without a jar is mani-
fested [in both cases].”

[Buddhist:] But the cognition of the place with the jar or the cognition of the jar alone cannot
occur separately from the cognition of the place, since a visual cognition having particulars
belonging to the same class as its objects is by necessity unitary.* If it were not so, also with
reference to a jar the manifestation “jar” itself would not take place because one would come
to have a single and separate cognition for every single atom.® Therefore, from these argu-
ments and others of this kind it ensues that this cognition of the place alone should, in the
case of a jar being there, also contain the manifestation of the jar. But [in the case at issue] it

ST CE IPVV 1, p. 277,18-19: saghatapradesajiianam tad bhavet, na tv etadviparitaghatapradesajiianam.

SIPVV 1, p. 277,19: “dvitiyam v iti vyatiriktam. In other words, the perception of an empty surface
cannot evoke the possible perception of a surface with a jar, to be subsequently negated. This is apparently what
Abhinavagupta means to say with the laconic remark (ibid., lines 19-21): na hy aghatapradesajiianena jiianan-
tarasya bhavo jiayate, yena tadabhavo ’pi jiayeta.

Y Cf IPVV, p- 277,24-25: iti ca vaktum na yujyata iti sambandhah.

5 According to the Buddhists, we do not need a separate cognition to account for the cognition of the ab-
sence of a non-jar when a jar is cognized: it is the self-awareness of the cognition “jar” which implicitly also
cognizes the negation of its contrary. The jar itself has as its own form the not being a non-jar.

%1 That is, of the cognition of the place without the jar, i.e., an empty space.

52 In other words, the negation of the cognition of an empty space in the Buddhist argument is not to be
taken in terms of prasajyapratisedha but of paryudasa: it does not confine itself to negating a thing but affirms
the presence of another (see n. 18 to the text).

% That is, of the space taken in itself, independently of the jar’s being or not being there; cf. Abhi-
navagupta’s paraphrase (IPVV 1, p. 278,13-14): kevalapradesapratyayasyobhayathapy upapatteh.

% Abhinavagupta develops the Buddhist’s arguments outlined by Utpaladeva and casts them into full-
fledged inferences based on various forms of anupalabdhi (cf. IPVV 1, p. 278,141F.).

St Iy, pp. 278,22-279,1: kim ca kevalapradeso ghato vanantaripaparamanumayah samnihita-
nantavayavo va | tatra yavanti dravyani, tavanti cet prthag jiianani; tarhi tesam prthak prthak svaprakasatve-
naikasamitharapaprakasabhavat pradesajiianam eva na bhavet, bhati ca tat pradesajiianam iti.



484 RAFFAELE TORELLA

is not s0.% Due to this very reason, the establishment of the absence of the cognition of a jar
cannot be questioned.

[Saiva:]®’ Thus, if we accept your argument as following such a line of reasoning, the ab-
sence of a jar comes to be established by means of inference (anumaniky eva), not by means
of direct perception (na pratyaksi).”® If, on the other hand, someone [i.e., a Buddhist] ob-
jected that on these conditions one could not [even] say when one is in continuous darkness
that there is no cognition of a visible form, [we would reply that] in this case this too® would
be admissible, provided that such a cognition of a visible form were not distinct from the
cognition of a tangible form and so on — whereas [on the contrary] the cognitions of tangible
and visual forms, being produced by different senses, are to be admitted as [differentiated and
therefore] not [reducible to] one.”

Nor can a conceptual elaboration, which takes place at a later time,”' or memory, in which
only the cognition of a tangible form is manifested and which is [consequently deemed as]
invariably associated with the absence of the cognition of a visual form, also establish the ab-
sence of the cognition of a visual form. For if at that time a visual form had also been there,
then, just as [now] in this [memory] the cognition of a tangible form is manifested, in the

% That is, when one is perceiving an empty space.

57 From this point onwards it is no longer feasible to present the larger structure of the argumentation by
demarcating the Saiva and the Buddhist positions, because the latter come to be too closely embedded in the
former.

% The Buddhist explanation is seen as not conforming to common sense, which explains the matter under
discussion in a much simpler way (IPVV 1, p. 280,8: “evam” iti svakalpanaya lokapratityananugrhitaya). More-
over, the Buddhist argument would lead to a regressus ad infinitum (ibid.: iyan ity anavasthapdadako nyayah).
Dharmakirti himself was well aware of the risk involved in not accounting for anupalambha directly, that is, by
explaining it within the inner dynamics of the self-awareness of a perceptive act: The absence of an object
would be arrived at by means of its non-perception, but the absence of its perception would need another an-
upalambha to be established, which would lead to a regressus ad infinitum (Pramanavarttika [PV] IV.274-275:

tasmad anupalambho 'yam svayam pratyaksato* gatah |

svamdtravrtter gamakas tadabhavavyavasthiteh ||

anyatharthasya nastitvam gamyate 'nupalambhatal |

upalambhasya nastitvam anyenety anavasthitih ||).
*Manorathanandin reads svasamvedanat.
Verses 270-275 are quoted by Abhinavagupta in IPVV 1, pp. 279,24-280,5. The same kind of objection is put by
Dharmakirti into the mouth of an opponent in his svavrtti on Pramanavarttika 1.3 (PVS p. 4,15-17: atranupa-
labdher lingad asattayam upalabdher abhavo 'py anyayanupalabdhya sadhya ity anavasthanad apratipattih
syat). The Buddhist explanation itself would become acceptable (instead of coming to a dead end) if it were
placed in a Saiva perspective (IPVV I, p. 280,13: yad bhavadbhir uktam, tad upapadyate ...). For the Saivas, in
fact, a single introverted self-consciousness is the common ground which unifies all cognitions (ibid., line 10:
asmaddrsa jiiananam svasamvedanam antarmukham ekam eveti).

% Cf. IPVV 1, p. 280,24-25: “etad api” ity apratitikam nisphalam ca sad apity apisabdarthah.

O If two things (e.g., a jar and a cloth) are the object of the same sense, they are cognized by the same
cognitive act. But this is not the case with a visual and a tangible form. In the negative case it ensues that in the
dark the absence of a tangible form cannot be understood as the absence of a visual form, since there is no sin-
gle cognition in which both a visual and a tangible form are manifested. Cf. IPVV 1, p. 281,1-4: abhinnendriya-
Jjanyanam hi ghatapatadinam iva samnihitanam esa niyamah — ekajiianagrahyateti | na ca ripasparsau ripa-
rasau va samanendriyagrahyau, yena tadvisayam ekam eva jiianam ripasparsabhasam sambhdavyeta riparasa-
bhasam va.

"V If T understand correctly, this remark is meant to exclude the vikalpa which immediately follows direct
perception and transforms it into a determinate cognition.
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same way also the cognition of a visual form should be manifested in it.”* In fact, although
[memory], in the manner [outlined above], is aware of itself — referring to that time — as con-
taining the manifestation of the mere cognition of a tangible form, it does not [contextually]
establish a discrimination (i.e., the absence) of the manifestation of a cognition of a visual
form. Therefore, although it may [be admitted to] exclude in itself the manifestation of a
cognition of a visual form as being opposed to the form being currently cognized, nonethe-
less how could it (i.e., memory) know that previously, i.e., at the time when only the cogni-
tion of a tangible form was manifested, there was no cognition of a visual form? For on the
basis of the already stated reason, there is no invariable concomitance of the cognition of a
mere tangible form, which is taking place there, with the absence of a distinct and separate
cognition of a visual form. In fact, that [particular kind of] cognition that is memory (smar-
tam vijiianam) derives from the impressions left by a previous perception [and] performs the
task of determining [its object] only by conforming to the previous perception, [that is,] not
by autonomously (svatantryena)’ having access to the particular perception that occurred in
the past, so that, while excluding in itself the cognition of a visual form in the past’* as being
opposed to the form currently being manifested, it might also exclude its object [equally] be-
longing to the past.”” In the same vein, some [opponents] maintain that by excluding the
manifestation in itself of the place with a jar the cognition of a mere [empty] place also ex-
ternally excludes a jar. For the above-mentioned reason, just as two [distinct] former percep-
tions each shining by its own light were not associated into a single light, in the same way a
discursive cognition (vikalpajiiana)’® — which derives from the impressions left by a former
cognition and [consequently] conforms to it —, is reflectively aware (paramrsati) of them in

terms of “[This has been] perceived” and “I am perceiving”.”’

Therefore, although we have a reflective awarenesses of both [cognitions], [nonetheless we
do have] the determination only of those two cognitions — that of a tangible form and that of
the visible form —, taken in themselves (-matra-), each being self-illuminating, but not the de-

"2 This inference would have as its hetu “the non-perception of the effect” (karyanupalabdhi), whose va-
lidity is viewed by Abhinavagupta as highly questionable already in itself, that is, prior to his examination of the
relevant arguments.

73 Namely, through an illuminating power of its own (cf. IPVV 1, p. 282,9: svatantryena svena prakasa-
balena). What memory can do is only to recall the illuminating power belonging to the original perception, or,
in other words, it conforms to it or “imitates” it (ibid., lines 15-16: smyrtir hi piarvam anubhavam anukaroti);
however, this perception being “imitated”, Abhinavagupta goes on, is to be related to the object of memory
(ibid., line 16: param smartavyasambandhinam).

™ That is, a cognition which had been hypothesized and then negated in the past.

> This crucial passage has been carefully examined and explained by Abhinavagupta (/PVV 1, p. 282,10-
15). Memory, while cognizing the previous cognition of a tangible form, contextually realizes that in the range
of its own cognitive act the cognition of a certain visual form, opposed to that of the tangible form, would not be
admissible. In this way, memory would be allowed to establish now the previous absence of the cognition of a
visual form (and, through it, also the previous absence of that visual form) on the basis of the fact that if the
cognition of a visual form had taken place it would have entered the range of the memory cognition along with
the cognition of the tangible form. This argument, however, is based on a presupposition that is altogether unac-
ceptable to the Saivas for whom a cognition cannot possibly become the object of another cognition. In the case
at issue, the former cognition cannot become the “object” (visaya) of memory (ibid., lines 7-8: na tu visayatve-
nabhdsayati jiiananam parasamvedyatvasya vistarato nirakrtatvat).

® According to Abhinavagupta, this is a general designation also including memory (IPVV 1, p. 282,24-
25: “vikalpajiianam” iti samanyoktih smrtim api samgrhnite). Abhinavagupta (ibid., p. 283,1-4) also records a
different interpretation by “others” who take vikalpa as a particular form of memory, the only difference being
that memory proper refers to a perception which occurred in the past and is now extinct (apart from the impres-
sions left by it).

77 That is, memory and discursive cognition respectively.
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termination of their occurring at the same time (na tv ekakalikatvena), by virtue of which it
(i.e., the memory / discursive cognition) — being reflectively aware only of the cognition of
the tangible form which occurred at the time of darkness, free from any cognition of a visual
form occurring at the same time and resting in its own self-manifestation (svabhasoparii-
dha) — might [be able to] negate the cognition of a visual form at the time of that darkness.”®
On the contrary, [perceptual] cognitions, being unable to illuminate each other and each be-
ing grounded in itself only, cannot by themselves establish their occurrence at the same time.
Similarly, the discursive cognition, too (vikalpenapi), which originates from the impressions
left by them and has a reflective awareness of several [distinct] cognitions each illuminating
its own form alone, cannot establish their occurrence at the same time, for it is not in the na-
ture of [discursive cognition] to be an awareness directly touching a distinct real entity which
has formerly been perceived. Nor, on the other hand, has it ever been said that the discursive
cognitions are admitted to directly touch (i.e., have direct access to) the real entity formerly
perceived. On these premises, cognitions, even the perceptual ones (aindriyakanam api),”
could not be manifested as mutually associated or separated, unless they rest on having as
their essential nature the consciousness-principle in the form of a single and unitary intro-
verted self-awareness. Consequently, one could not determine for things, too, a restriction of
their being [mutually] present or absent, whence the destruction of the world of practical ex-
perience would ensue. Therefore, [we] are obliged to admit for cognitions [some] unification
which has the form of [their] resting on a single consciousness-principle. This [is what is
meant by the Vrti] with the phrase “of all cognitions of things”. The consciousness-principle
is that very unification (anusandhana) of the many cognitions: in this way, also the word
“one” in the Karika (cf. ekacidvapuh) has been explained.

Also the unification of many perceptual cognitions in memory, etc., is nothing but [their]
resting on the single consciousness-principle; it is for this very reason that “consciousness-
principle” and “unification” are put here [in the Vr#ti] in a relationship of non-difference. And
thus, on the basis of the reasoning that will be stated below, to this consciousness-principle,
full of all things, there belongs a power, in terms of non-differentiation [from it], named
“knowledge”, consisting in the manifestation (-avabhdsana)®® of the various multiform
things. In fact, when something which is in itself a [unitary] substance (padarthatmaiva) is

superimposed with a differentiation deriving from its different effects, we call it “power”."!

8 Cf. the construction of the sentence by Abhinavagupta (IPVV 1, p. 283,15-16): ripajiianaviviktasva-
bhasopariudhasparsajiianaparamarsi vikalpajiianam iti sambandhah.

7 Utpaladeva is addressing again the Buddhist opponent: no single cognition, particularly not even the
perceptual cognition, can establish the absence of something by itself alone. As a consequence, either the per-
ception has to enter by itself into a net of relations to other cognitions (which goes against the Buddhist presup-
positions) or the Buddhist has to admit that absence can only be established by means of inference (which the
Buddhist intended to reserve for the establishment of the abhavavyavahara alone). But also the establishment of
the abhavavyavahara by means of inference would entail a regressus ad infinitum (cf. IPVV 1, pp. 284,25-
285,1: pradesakaivalyavyavaharo 'py anumanikatvad anavasthopahata iti).

% The “causing things to appear [as ‘this’]” concerns the limited subject (IPVV 1, p. 286,3: idam ity ava-
bhasamana [read: avabhasana) pasupramatyvartini). The samarthacarana component that Abhinavagupta sin-
gles out in the causative form (“to make somebody/something able to ...”) is referred to the freedom of the
Lord. The manifestation of the object as external to consciousness (“this”) does not entail a real separation from
the absolute light of consciousness (ibid., lines 10-11: na mahaprakasat prthakkaroti), since it presupposes the
contextual “creation” of a mayic subject, from whose limited light alone the object appears as separate.

81 According to Abhinavagupta (cf. IPVV 1, p. 287,3-9), a single thing or being, capable of producing
various effects, does not lend itself to be indicated, or taught successfully, through a single word or concept.
Practical reality and linguistic communication (vyavahara) require the unitary thing to be expressed in manifold

99

ways on the basis of its various efficiencies: one and the same fire can be indicated as “burner”, “cooker” or “il-
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And by the word “Great Lord” (mahesvara iti) the sitra indicates him whose “power” yields
fruit due to his will alone, that is, without the intermediation of the capacity of other causes.
And the fact that the consciousness-principle is to be one and unitary in its nature will be ex-
plained later on.** Memory, for its part, is the power to make an entity, which has been mani-
fested in the past, known in the present as formerly manifested. We have the power of exclu-
sion (apohanasakti) when a cognition in the form of conceptual elaboration is generated ex-
clusively by the latent impression left by a particular manifestation, [a latent impression
which is] awakened by the wonderful (vicitra)®® will [of the Lord] as devoid of any specific
spatio-temporal delimitation. For these (i.e., “this kind of”) conceptual elaborations have as
their [specific] function that of rejecting envisaged contrary options (Sankitapratipaksa).**
Also in respect to an object being manifested without commingling with other realities [and]
having a well-defined nature of its own® — but at same time being capable of having a variety
of possible causal efficiencies —, the knowing subjects aspiring to only one of these causal ef-
ficiencies — a specific one — will not succeed in making use of such an object in the various
occurrences of practical life, unless we reject the various contrary options, endowed with
various causal efficiencies, which they are figuring out.*® For the object, which is not sepa-

luminator”. When the manifoldness of aspects is borne in mind, we speak of “power(s)”’; when unity is borne in
mind, we speak of “possessor of powers”. However, none of these two approaches, Abhinavagupta continues,
can be claimed to be ultimately true, because both of them are a creation of the Supreme Lord (ibid., lines 8-9:
paramesvarenaiva tatha systatvat). In their conception of sakti Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta are reminiscent
of what Bhartrhari says about the many saktis that any substance possesses, being the basis of the grammatical
notion of s@dhana; see particularly Vakyapadiya 111.7.2:

Saktimatrasamiuthasya visvasyanekadharmanah |

sarvada sarvatha bhavat kvacit kimcid vivaksyate ||.
Cf. Helargja’s commentary thereon (VP p. 232,4-5): ghatadayo bhava visvasabdavacyah | te ca tattadudakaha-
ranadikaryasadhikanam saktinam samitharipah); see also karika 6.

%2 According to Abhinavagupta, Utpaladeva here refers to JPK 1.6.11.

%3 What puzzles a hypothetical opponent in the “exclusion” process (apohana) outlined here is the fact
that the conceptual elaboration arises only from the impression left by the former perception of the object, and
yet does not possess the same character of spatio-temporal definiteness that belonged to its source (in fact, the
conceptual elaboration is in essence something general). The objection is made explicit in IPVV 1, p. 291,8-9:
nanu desadyavacchinne 'nubhiite tatkrta vasana katham tadanavacchinnavisaya [my correction; the edited text
is apparently corrupt: tatkrtaya vasand katham tadavacchinnavisayayd| prabudhyate. According to Utpaladeva,
this inexplicable fact is due to the unfathomable (ibid.: vicitraparyanuyojya) will of the Lord.

# According to Abhinavagupta (IPVV I, p. 291,13ff.), the peculiarity of apohanasakti with respect to the
mere jianasakti lies precisely in this figuring out of possible alternatives and then excluding them. In Dharma-
kirti’s formulation of the apoha theory, the alternatives to be rejected are in fact various erroneous super-
impositions (adhyaropa). However, Abhinavagupta replies (ibid., p. 292,15-17), the object of the superimposi-
tion is already a mental construct, which in turn had to be established by way of the exclusion of other
superimpositions, and so on; this entails that the simple ascertainment of a patch of blue colour could not be
arrived at even in thousands of cosmic eras (vikalpasamaropaparamparanavasthanad yugakotibhir api na nila-
niscayah). Next, Abhinavagupta takes into account the position of Sankaranandana (ibid., lines 18ff.), who in
the Apohasiddhi substitutes anyathaprasanga (the mere possibility that a thing be different from itself? Cf. lines
24-25: tatrapi visiste ‘rthe pratibhate ko ‘nyathaprasangasyavasara iti vaktavyam) for Dharmakirti’s adhya-
ropa as the cause of doubt (see above n. 3). Both samaropa and anyathaprasanga, however, are seen by Abhi-
navagupta as inevitably leading to a regressus ad infinitum.

% The possibility that an object may be different from what it appears to be usually depends on its being
mixed with something else (e.g., milk with water) or on its having the same features as something else. Utpala-
deva’s following explanation of the apoha process is intended to cover all possible cases, including the one
most difficult to account for: the case of a distinctly characterized object which is not mixed with anything else.

% According to Abhinavagupta, this peculiar variation on the theme of apoha, which, though not being at
all incompatible with the Buddhists’ position, has, to the best of my knowledge, never been explicitly put forth
by them, is to be traced back to some “Gcaryapada”, presumably a Saiva teacher (Utpaladeva himself?); cf.
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rated from the level of I§vara, as it were, has as its essence that of all other objects.87 The
above is the very essential nature of these® realities as they are characterized by mutual
differentiation.”

Therefore, it is precisely this power of exclusion, whose sphere of activity is represented by
conceptual elaboration, that opens the way to all transactions of practical life.”” (Or: “pro-
duces the world of practical experience”; cf. the beginning of text.) On account of this, [the
power of exclusion] has been mentioned separately in the Songs by the Blessed One, who
possesses the status of the Great Lord. In fact, He said: “From me memory [...]”."' [All]
these [powers derive] from a differentiation of the power of Knowledge.

IPVV 1, p. 295,18-20: tad uktam acaryapdadair eva yavatyo ‘rthakriyds tavatsamkhyo tatkarinam ganah | tavan-
tas tatsamaropas tannisedhas ca tatsamah, etc.

%7 The unexpressed question that Utpaladeva is answering is highlighted by Abhinavagupta (IPVV 1,
p- 294,6-7): How can a particular object be a strictly individualized entity and at the same time the occasion for
a number of hypothetical alternatives?

% That is, the objects existing on the level of maya. To sum up, they are primarily anyonyabhedamaya,
and secondarily anyonyatma.

% In conclusion, the process of apoha can be successfully explained only in a Saiva context. Particularly,
it presupposes that both the knowing subject and the object are ultimately identified with I$vara and are visvat-
ma — even at the level of maya, although in a more virtual and concealed form. In the Buddhist explanation the
defect of anavastha, etc., is unescapable because vikalpana, samaropana, etc., are separate and incapable of re-
lating to each other by their own capacity alone (IPVV I, p. 296,22: yena [referring to the Saiva position]
prthagvikalpanasamaropananavasthadosaprasangah). This potential “openness” of the object (and the subject)
is at the root of the subject’s “doubt” about it. Of this “openness”, i.e., of the visvatma-nature of the object, the
subject maintains some kind of subliminal, inner awareness, even on the level of maya. To sum up: unlike the
Buddhists who view the “doubt” (i.e., the first step in the apoha process) as deriving from the object alone, the
Saivas have it arise from the “greatness” of the subject as well (ibid., p. 296,18-19: mayapade ’pi ca tatprakasa-
samskarasyesvarasyanativrtter asankda pramatrmahdatmyad evottisthati). The solution of the problem of objec-
tive and subjective disparateness involved in the Buddhist theory as proposed by Dharmakirti, who maintains
that the objects, though being essentially differentiated, can be ascertained by the subject as unified owing to
their production of a single effect, e.g., a single cognition (PVS p. 60,16-17: bhavah prakrtibhedino ’pi jianadi-
kam ekam karyam kecit kurvanti nanya iti), does not seem satisfactory to Abhinavagupta. In fact, after quoting
PV 1.119 he refers to his subsequent indication of its shortcomings (IPVV L, p. 297,1: tatra sphuritam api vastu
duhsamartham ity agre [to be added: sphutam] bhavisyati).

% It is precisely for this reason, Abhinavagupta says (IPVV 1, p. 297,2-8), that the power of exclusion has
been given separate status, though exclusion is the very body of conceptual cognition and of the special case of
conceptual cognition which is memory.

! Bhagavadgita (BhG) XV.15b: “From me derive memory, knowledge and exclusion.” This passage
sounds somewhat cryptic. For Sankara (Gitabhdsya [BhGS] p. 627,4), apohana stands for “turning away from,
departing from” (apayanam apagamanam), that is, the loss of knowledge and memory due to evil karma (the
objects of apohana are jiiana and smyti: tadapohanam). According to Anandagiri’s Vyakhya thereon (p. 626,14-
15), “knowledge” is the supernatural power to perceive what is beyond the normal reach of the senses; “mem-
ory” is the capacity to recollect what has been experienced in past lives. The commentary of Rajanaka Rama-
kantha (possibly identical with Utpaladeva’s disciple) is the one that seems closer to the interpretation given by
Utpaladeva. According to Ramakantha (Sarvatobhadra [BhGS] p. 330,3ff.), memory, perceptual cognition and
exclusion are the outcome of the outflowing of Power (Saktiprasara) in human beings. This Power, or more
precisely this Consciousness-Power (samvedanasakti) acts in two ways, in that it defines the being and the non-
being of the various realities (tattatpadarthabhavabhavaparicchedakatva). While the “non-being” of realities is
defined by means of apohana alone, their “being” is defined by means of perceptual cognition (which makes
something which was not there before manifest) and by means of memory (which brings something that has al-
ready been perceived in the past again to the mind). In both processes apohana acts as prakasanabhava (‘‘ab-
sence of manifestation”). Though these powers act in limited subjects, they ultimately flow from the one and
absolutely real knowing subject (paramarthasamveditur ekasmar). According to Abhinavagupta’s Bhagavadgi-
tarthasamgraha (BhGA) (p. 231,10-16), jaana is the manifestation of something new and corresponds to the
“great” creation (mahasrsti) of the universe; apohana, which represents the creation of the limited soul, is con-
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Loriliai Biernacki

Possession, Absorption and the Transformation of Samavesa

This article purports to be something like a piece of detective work, tracing the history of
meanings of the word samavesa. In larger terms it addresses the problems of interpretation,
particularly, how an interpretation can often serve a political end. In a specific sense, I hope
this helps us to understand that the political aspects of interpretation, interpretation as the
production of knowledge, to borrow a phrase, does not commence with the advent of the
British into the farther reaches of the globe in the beginning of the eighteenth century.

In specific terms, I address in this paper the transformations of the notion of samavesa.' A
number of modern, twentieth-century translations of this word, notably, and representative
for our purposes here, K.C. Pandey’s, whose book on Abhinavagupta was published in 1963,
present samavesa as having a sense of absorption into divinity. Drawing from Tantraloka
(TA) 1.173, he describes samavesa as the merging of the limited individual into the highest
reality.” With this understanding of samavesa as “absorption” into divinity, one detects the
implied model of transcendence, along with the image of merging, as a key. Here we find
what we might construe as a Vedantic metaphor of merging, reminiscent of the salt in the pan
of water in the celebrated sixth chapter of the Chandogya-Upanisad.

Sanderson, on the other hand, writing in the 1980’s, proposes another sense of samavesa.
Rather than translating it as “absorption” or “immersion”, he translates it as “possession”.’ In
an insightful article® he relates it especially to a ritual context, linking this “possession” to the
upayas, the methods for spiritual attainment; here he notes that the different formulations of
these methods indicate the different degrees of possession by deity.

I hope to show here that the strain influencing Pandey’s version represents a subtle shift in
interpretation influenced in large measure by Ksemaraja’s writings in the eleventh century.

Literally’ meaning the “complete entrance, immersion” Utpala felt the term samavesa was
important enough to devote a sifra of his fairly condensed Karika to it. Based on what we
find in scriptural sources like the Malinivijayottaratantra (MVT) or the Kubjikamatatantra
(KMT), one might conjecture that this term evidently referred to some sort of visceral medita-
tive experience. In the course of commentarial writing, however, both in the works of Abhi-
navagupta and Ksemaraja, it appears that the meaning of the word slowly shifted, and to a
certain extent this occurred as the result of a conscious effort on the part of these writers.

How does samavesa appear in Tantric scriptural sources? Abhinavagupta and Ksemaraja
both frequently cite the Malinivijayottaratantra when they address the issue of samavesa.
Most often cited from Malinivijayottaratantra is the following verse:

! Ideally a study of this sort would be more comprehensive and include a wide variety of Tantras. I hope
to do this in the future. This study serves as a preliminary venture.

2 Pandey 1963: 312.

? Sanderson 1986: 176.

* Sanderson 1986: 176-177.

3 Of course, giving a “literal” meaning is also a species of interpretation, and one quite subject to “mis-
reading”.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 491-504.
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akinicic cintakasyaiva gurund pratibodhatah |
Jjayate yah samavesah sambhavo ’sav udahrtah ||.

The possession/immersion that arises from an awakening by the guru, for one who is free from
thought or contemplation, that is the designated as sambhava [the possession relating to Siva].®

This is the verse that Abhinavagupta paraphrases in 74 1.168, where he describes the sam-
bhava samavesa:

akificic cintakasyaiva gurunda pratibodhatah |
utpadyate ya avesah sambhavo ’sav udiritah ||.

The immersion/possession (a@vesa) produced from an intense awakening (by the teacher) for one
who is without thought or contemplation, that is called the sambhava type.’

Here the Malinivijayottaratantra states three types of samavesa, in a descending order. The
first we just noted. The second is the Energy (sakti) samavesa, which occurs without any spo-
ken words or outward muttering of mantras, but which does involve thought and a subtle
transmission of energy:

uccararahitam vastu cetasaiva vicintayan |

yam samavesam apnoti Saktah so ‘trabhidhiyata .}
The third, the Small, i.e., limited, samavesa (anava), involves all manner of methods — recit-
ing mantras, yogic trance, meditation and thought:

uccarakaranadhyanavarnasthanaprakalpanaih |
yo bhavet sa samavesah samyag anava ucyate ||.’

The Malinivijayottaratantra then goes on to expand this list into fifty by ascribing avesa
separately to the thirty-six zaftvas (with some fattvas being again subdivided), a scheme
which again Abhinavagupta addresses in his 74.

Here we get a sense of samavesa as some sort of spiritual experience, a sudden awakening, or
one brought on through contemplation or else through standard yogic disciplines.

We know that samavesa has occurred, the Malinivijayottaratantra tells us, if we see five
signs in a person; here the type of samavesa is possession in or by the sakti of Rudra, and this
rudrasaktisamavesa stands as paradigmatic in this text as the “highest” form of samavesa
which I think is figured in general with the addition of the prefix “sam-" despite the syn-
onymity in several texts, including Abhinavagupta’s, of avesa and samavesa. The five signs
are:

1. Firm devotion to Rudra.
2. One becomes accomplished in mantras.

3. One gains control over beings.

* MVT2.23.

7 Although neither Silburn nor Padoux draws attention to this in the translation and introduction to the
TA (Silburn and Padoux 1998), it seems likely that Abhinavagupta specifically notes that guruna in verse 1.172
means “intense” rather than “by the guru” because he wishes to undermine the Saiva Siddhanta elevation of the
role of the teacher and initiation (diksa). That this is evidenced in a number of other places elsewhere as well
indicates that it may be construed in connection with a systematic attempt on Abhinava’s part, though for lack
of space it will not be treated here.

S MVT2.22.

’ MVT2.21.
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4. Those works which have already been started ripen [quickly]. (This may refer to an
idea that the karman, effects of deeds which were destined to be experienced in this
life, ripen quickly.)

5. One acquires skill in poetry, a refined aesthetic appreciation or enjoyment and a sud-
den, spontaneous knowledge of all scriptures."

These five signs appear to reference a type of yogic accomplishment. However they do not
seem to correspond exactly to the vague notion of “supreme immersion” or “absorption” pro-
posed by a number of twentieth-century scholars. In some sense this may be perhaps because
the signs this rudrasaktisamavesa describes are especially precise. They appear very little
connected with the general transcendent vagueness that comes to mind when we think of ab-
solute immersion into a highest state. On the other hand, neither do these five signs appear to
connect with the idea of “possession” (avesa) as a possession by fierce deities in the Kapalika
rites."'

Another interesting feature to note about samavesa in the Malinivijayottaratantra is that in
some instances the cultivation of samavesa entails a profound preoccupation with the physi-
cal body. For instance in the twelfth chapter we find instructions on how to “practice” avesa,
according to a procedure given by the guru,'” and it involves the body to a large extent. The
practitioner’s own body becomes shining like gold for instance (svadeham hemasamkasam)"
and the text specifically mentions that the body should be properly immersed or possessed
(samyag avistadehah syat).'"* The procedures employed also involve nydsa, a practice of
placing mantras in the different limbs of the body.'” Although these passages here are
somewhat opaque, incorporating what appears to be some type of obscure secret or encoded
teaching, as in tatas talasatad yogi samavesam avapnuyat,”® (“following this the yogin gets
samavesa because of talasata”), nevertheless the emphasis on the body reinforces a sense of
bodily phisical experience and an experience very much grounded in this world — not tran-
scendence — just as the five signs noted above reference the body and are useful in this world.

In the context of the Malinivijayottaratantra’s precise description of and prescriptions for
samavesa, we still do not get either a sense of transcendence or a sense of some sort of ec-
static or out-of-control state of “possession” by wild or demure deities. In any case, whatever
the state of samavesa may be, it does not appear to neglect the body or this world.

' This last would certainly be useful! The passage quoted is MVT 2.13-16:
rudrasaktisamavesas tatra nityam pratisthatah |
sati tasmims ca cihnani tasyaitani vilaksayet ||13|]
tatraitat prathamam cihnam rudre bhaktih suniscala |
dvitiyam mantrasiddhih syat sadyah pratyayakarika ||14]]
sarvasattvavasitvam ca trtiyam laksanam smytam |
prarabdhakaryanispattis cihnam ahus caturthakam ||15||
kavitvam paricamam jiieyam salankaram manoharam |
sarvasastrarthavettrtvam akasmdc casya jayate ||16|].

" Torella 1994: xxxiii.

2 MVT 12.20b: yah punar gurunaivadau krtavesavidhikramah.

" MVT 12.22b.

Y MVT 12.22a.

" MVT 12.16.

' MVT 12.19a.
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In the Kubjikamatatantra, the word avesa is favored over samavesa. In contrast to the Ma-
linivijayottaratantra with its three basic types of samavesa, the Kubjikamatatantra presents
six types of avesa corresponding to the six paths (adhvan). The six types of avesa are bhiita,
bhava, sakta, mantra, raudra, and sambhava.'"” Here in the Kubjikamatatantra’s description
of these types of avesa, a more pronounced sense of “possession” appears. Although still
presented in the context of yoga, with its consequent implications of conscious control of
psychic processes, we do find a greater emphasis on a lack of control, which we associate
with the word possession. For instance, in the Kubjikamatatantra the signs of bhiitavesa are
trembling, weeping, moving unsteadily, jumping up, and falling down, speaking incoherently
and crying out like an insane person,'® and so on, with similar types of non-normative and
non-conforming behavior occurring with the other avesas. The person experiencing avesa
would appear to others as though perhaps mad. In this text’s presentation, glossing avesa as
“possession” appears to be appropriate.

Again, however, as in the Malinivijayottaratantra regarding the avesa, the “possession” re-
lating to Rudra, the person becomes able to understand the scriptures and other books without
studying them. So it appears that the mad “possession” of the earlier stages (and the text here
does assume a hierarchical ordering'’) gives way to a sane comprehension of normative cul-
ture. This expresses itself as a spontaneous knowledge of the tradition’s scriptures and books
and superknowledge of past and future. Now this knowledge may be surprising with regard
to its spontaneity and depth, but the person displaying this “possession” could no doubt ap-
pear quite sane, not at all like someone possessed, to those around him or her. And following
this, not surprisingly, the @vesa in Rudra progresses to culminate in (the usual) omniscience
with the sambhavavesa.

Here, however, the situation is more complicated. This person does not tremble or roar’ in
an obviously mad way like someone in the earlier stages, but he does whirl just a little bit
(iSadghiirmi),”' and among other signs his body becomes stiff, comatose.”> While the person
in sambhavavesa does not appear patently mad or possessed as in the earlier stages, he or she
certainly does not appear quite normal. The text goes on to tell us that these different avesas
progress in stages from the lower to the higher. We see that the possession here culminates
with a person who is both omniscient (sarvajiagunabhiisita)” and constantly** intoxicated
with bliss (sadanandamadonmatta).” This characterization seems to include both the image
of the transcendent yogin possessing omniscience and the mad divine reveller intoxicated
(unmatta) in the transgressive rituals involving sex and wine.

7 KMT 10.68. A thorough comparison of the two systems might prove very interesting, though this will
not be attempted in this paper.

'8 KMT 10.83a-c: kampate bhramate rodec cotpaten nipated vadet | anibaddharavonmadi ...||. See KMT
10.83-98 for a description of the different signs of the six types.

" KMT 10.99.

0 KMT 10.96.

*! Thid.

> Tbid.

> KMT 10.98.

** sadanandamadonmatta could be read as “always, constantly intoxicated with bliss” or also as “intoxi-
cated with the bliss of being” or “the true bliss”, depending upon how one reads the compound. My reading here
emphasizes a fleshiness over transcendence, which the “bliss of being” might otherwise suggest. In any case,
madomgatta tends to connotatively bring back the body and intoxication.

Ibid.
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These signs of trembling and whirling do also occur in the Malinivijayottaratantra in the
context of initiation, in forms ranging from mild to intense (mandativradibhedena).*® And
here the degree of intensity is dependent on the extent to which the person is entered or pos-
sessed by the Energy ($akti).”” The description of the signs here in the Malinivijayottaratan-
tra is not nearly presented with such an in-depth fervor or minutely and comprehensively
adumbrated as in the Kubjikamatatantra. However, in one place where trembling is described,
notably unaccompanied by either whirling or avesa, it is associated with a teaching of the
highest non-dualism (paramddvaita).*® Tt may be possible to see in this overt espousal of a
non-dualism both a later interpolation and also inchoate beginnings of a transformation from
a boisterous overtly expressive “possession” to the more demure “absorption” which comes
to be promoted especially by Ksemaraja, as we will see later. And in fact where we might
normally find avesa the word used here is /ina, denoting a more benign and transcendent ex-
pression of absorption. It may be that part of the reason why Abhinavagupta® favored the
Malinivijayottaratantra so much is precisely that it represented a middle ground, one which
was capable of incorporating aspects of both a transcendent sense of immersion associated
with a non-dual philosophy and a sense of immanence, an incorporation of divinity in the
world here and now, exemplified especially in its focus on the physical body.

For the sake of comparison we may look at the use of the word avesa in a classical text like
Patanjali’s Yogasiitras (YS). Here avesa has no connection with a highest state of liberation
(moksa) or “absorption” or the like. Rather it belongs to the realm of obstacles on the path,
the magic powers which must be ultimately rejected by a seeker of liberation. However, it
should be added that even though magic powers must be ultimately rejected, they do function
as a type of signpost indicating that the seeker is making progress. The relevant sitra de-
scribes how a yogin with his mind may enter (@vesa) the body of another person, by perceiv-
ing the flow of its currents.”® This does seem to be in keeping with a tone of @vesa which we
have seen above, connecting it with magic powers and yogic trance, and here also there is the
sense of possession, though not in the passive sense and not by a spiritual power or deity.

Contrasting the very human manipulation involved in avesa for Patafijali, in a patently dual-
istic Tantra like the Mrgendratantra (MT) the Lord enters/possesses (@vesa) the beings An-
anta, etc., who are cosmologically the overlords of the world here; having entered them (avis-
ya) he gives these not entirely pure beings authority over the worlds.’! Here possession is di-
vorced from the context of individual experience and transposed entirely into a mythic cos-
mological realm. And neither does Ramakantha in his commentary try to reconstruct cos-
mology as a psychological map for the individual, as Abhinava so often does with the cos-
mological. Rather cosmology remains a story of the Gods and beings above humans, and

% MVT11.27 and 11.35.
2 MVT 11.36: evam avistya Saktya mandativradibhedatah.
* MVT 18.4; here the text also enjoins one to worship the spiritual /inga, not the one made of clay, stone,
etc. (MVT 18.2-3).
¥ This may also be a reason why it was a popular text for a majority of Kashmirian householders as
well.
3% Y8 3.39: bandhakaranasaithilyat pracarasamvedandc ca cittasya parasariravesah.
' MT 1.4.9-10:
tato 'nantadyabhivyaktah patinam granthitattvatah |
kaladyarabdhadehanam karoty astadasam satam ||
tan apy avisya bhagavan sanjanan bhuvandadhipan |
yebhyah sarvam idam yesam saktih karmanibandhana ||.
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avesa is not part of the human experience. So, even if we cannot say that avesa represents
immersion into the highest reality here, we can say that it nevertheless speaks to something
transcending this world.

Somananda on Samavesa

Now to get a clearer sense of how samavesa comes to be transformed in non-dual Kashmir
Saiva philosophy we will take a look at some important medieval writers. In Somananda’s
ninth-century Sivadrsti (SD), samavesa carries the sense of an undifferentiated unity in which
Somananda is nevertheless able to maintain a poignant expression of devotion to a personal
God. Somananda uses the word samdvesa in the first eloquent verse of his Sivadrsti, which at
once sets the tone of an indivisible monism and at the same time maintains the diverse ele-
ments which make up what we know as the disunified world. Though Utpala does not draw
attention to the weaving of nara, the limited self (third person), Sakti (second person) and
Siva (first person) in his commentary on the verse, one would not be surprised if Abhinava-
gupta, in his lost Sivadrs_lydlocana, would have elaborated on this in a manner similar to his
expositions in the Pardtrimsikavivarana (PV).”

Somananda describes his relationship with Siva as samavista, completely merged:

asmadripasamavistah svatmandatmanivarane |
Sivah karotu nijaya namah saktya tadatmane ||.

May Siva by means of his own Energy bow to his own Self. He has completely merged into and
possessed my form in having covered up his Self with [what is really] his own form.*

Siva, who would traditionally be accorded the grammatical first person, especially according
to the scheme Abhinavagupta gives in the PV mentioned above, is here in the third person
performing the action of the verse. Further, Siva would traditionally in the opening verse be
honored or bowed to — here Somananda has Siva himself performing the bowing with a third
person verbal form. And the nara who is Somananda, the traditional third person, here speaks
in the first person, saying “my” (asmad-). All this occurs by the agency of Sakti, the tradi-
tional second person. At the same time a unity prevails everywhere, as Utpaladeva tells us
the I (i.e., Somananda) who is bowing is simply Siva having attained oneness with my form.**
Siva who is the entire world enters into his own Self, covering his own resplendent nature,
and by his own energy bows to himself.

Where is Somananda really in all this? In the samavesa he has attained, there seems to be no
Somananda, but rather all is only Siva. No doubt it is his form, his body and his words recit-
ing the praise and bowing to Siva, yet here, perhaps trying to convey a non-discursive ex-
perience of union in language, a medium eminently suited to highlighting differentiation,
Somananda at every corner lands only on the Self (though perhaps we may say not his own
Self, rather Siva’s Self).

In any case, whatever Somananda meant in this verse, it is possible to see how Utpaladeva
and Abhinavagupta are able, in the profuse pervasiveness of Siva expressed in this verse with
the past passive participle that Somananda uses for his merger, to begin to move into a unity
beyond the violent ruptures of identity punctuated by powers and reassertions of the world of

* PV pp. 25-28; cf. Singh 1989: 70-75.
SD1.1,p. 2.
3 SD p. 2.,8: yo "ham namaskaromi sa Sivo ‘smadripenaikyam praptah.
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the possessed Kapalikas. The intrusions of the deity as the wholly other do not figure in So-
mananda’s conception where all is Siva.

And while Utpaladeva in his commentary mentions a certain mutuality in this samavesa,
where both Siva and Devadatta here, for instance, are mutually “merged” and “possessed”,*
still in the final analysis this mutuality is simply a part of the drama of Siva, highlighted in a
verse which three times resorts to the word Self (atman). For, Utpala tells us, “everything

consists of Siva — speech, mind, etc.”.*

But what is quite remarkable is that Somananda is in fact able to maintain the tension be-
tween the necessary duality essential to the devotion he wishes to convey and a fluid sense of
union. And we might add, on an aesthetic level it is this very tension which gives the verse its
power and prevents it from lapsing into an inaccessible transcendence divorced from the exi-
gencies of living.

Utpaladeva on Samavesa

At the same time, another point we should not lose sight of is that Utpala also, contrasting the
modern scholarly interpretation we looked at earlier, does not ultimately rely on a notion of
samavesa which transcends the world, as he writes in one of his songs:

bhavadavesatah pasyan bhavam bhavam bhavanmayam |
vicareyam nirakanksah praharsaparipiritah ||.

From this merger in you,

let me, seeing all existence,

consider this existence to consist of you,
remaining free of desires

filled full with excited, raptured joy.’

For Utpaladeva the world does not disappear. He wishes not to transcend the world but rather
to imbue it with divinity, or rather to rediscover its actual divinity. Somewhat thematically
typical of much of Utpaladeva’s poetry, the movement is towards an all-encompassing ex-
perience of Siva, encompassing the world as well. The verse here plays upon oppositions,
contradictions, upon seeing existence, this life here, yet not seeing it in its usual worldly
sense, rather seeing it as part of Siva. Similarly, Utpala is free of desires and yet at the same
time praharsapirita, filled with the joy accompanying sexual excitement. The force of oppo-
sition is delicately conveyed in the sensuous connotations of the word praharsa, which car-
ries a sense of sexual excitement. It can mean a joyous excitement where the hair on the skin
becomes erect and also a sexual erection. Embedded in the root vi- Vear is a further punning
contradiction. It carries connotations of wandering and of straying from the right path and of
using the mind to discern. And this discernment as well is something that happens in the
world, using the dangerous and worldly instrument of the mind. In this case the world is not
transcended, and the mind also is not transcended, but as in many of Utpaladeva’s poems
they are seen in a new and intimate relationship to Siva.

3 SD p. 3.8: samavistas ca Sivo 'pity ucyate devadattadir api ca, ubhayor aikyagamanavisesat.
% SD p. 3,14: sarvam ca Sivamayam iti namaskare vanmanasadi karanam api Siva eva.
37 Sivastotravali (SSA ), song 6.5.
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In this way, we can see in Utpaladeva’s rendition of the word avesa, this merger, this posses-
sion is both full of the world and with hints of an ecstatic experience, and at the same time
beyond the desires attendant on living in the world.

Utpaladeva in his I$varapratyabhijiiakarika (IPK) and Vrtti stresses again the idea that sama-
vesa 1s allowing one aspect to be made prominent while another is subordinated:

mukhyatvam kartrtayas ca bodhasya ca cidatmanah |
sunyadau tadgune jianam tat samavesalaksanam ||12|].

When both agency and awareness, which is essentially pure consciousness, become predominant,
and when the Void, etc., become subordinate to them,*® then that knowledge [which arises in this
state] is defined as complete absorption.

In his gloss to this verse Utpala emphasizes that the knowledge attained here is characterized
as immersion into the (feminine) Energy. Equating the two and facilitating a knowledge-
based — and hence more abstract and transcended — form of samavesa, he starts to move away
from a notion of “possession”. Also, we may note here, we encounter the metaphor of promi-
nence versus subordination.

Abhinavagupta on Samavesa

Now when we look at the uses of samavesa in Abhinavagupta we find that he uses the word
in multiple senses extending in a variety of directions which are not all mutually compatible.
On the one hand he still does retain a sense of samavesa connected with yogic praxis and or-
giastic ritual which tends towards a notion of samavesa as possession. On the other hand he
also prioritizes samavesa as immersion, moving away from a sense of samavesa as posses-
sion towards a sense conveying a more abstract transcendent beatitude. And moving in an-
other direction again, he also construes samavesa as something not ultimate but instead as a
lower state.

In all of this one does not get a sense of contradiction as much as a sense that Abhinavagupta
shifts registers on us, so to speak, and at different places views samavesa from a different
perspective. While in one context samavesa is the highest absorption, this is highest only
relatively speaking. And probably to some degree certain perspectives were necessitated by
the social climate and expectations of those people he was trying to woo to his version of
non-dual Kashmir Saivism. For instance to appeal to the more staid liberation-seeking
householder not so keen on wild cremation ground possessions, Abhinavagupta may empha-
size the sense of samavesa as an absorption, immersion, somewhat divorced from the flailing
whirling avesa of the Kubjikamatatantra.

To take a closer look, in his T4 3.167 Abhinavagupta places samadvesa in the context of yogic
and ritual praxis. Arising out of mantric utterance, samavesa is associated with the sitkara, an
ecstatic expulsion of breath connected with the sexual ritual, a state of bliss and a deep medi-
tative state:

ksobhddyantaviramesu tad eva ca paramrtam ||166||
sitkarasukhasadbhavasamavesasamadhisu | ...

¥ Here I take Sinyadau tadgune as locative absolute, where the void is subordinated, and knowledge is
predominant.
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Here Abhinavagupta ascribes samdavesa a meaning very much connected with ritual and
yogic practice. Here Jayaratha notes the connection with the adiydga, a secret sexual ritual,
which suggests that a possession oriented experience might not be too far off the mark.

At the same time, elsewhere, Abhinavagupta explicitly construes samdavesa as immersion into
the supreme:

avesas casvatantrasya svatadripanimajjanat ||
paratadripata Sambhor adyac chaktyavibhaginah | ...

avesa occurs from submerging one’s limited form which lacks freedom, so that one identifies
with the supreme form which comes from the primordial Siva, inseparable from his Energy.”

With this articulation of samavesa, we can see why a number of twentieth-century scholars
have drifted towards an abstract transcendent notion of samavesa. And in the section where
this definition of samavesa occurs in the 74, Abhinavagupta also takes great pains to culti-
vate a notion of samavesa as a unified ultimate and non-specific state in order to reconcile
into a unity the fifty types of avesa that the Malinivijayottaratantra puts forth. To this end
Abhinavagupta provides us with a long discussion on why, despite that there are so many
“ways” (here we see samavesa also assimilated to the meaning of updya), so many forms of
avesa, there is nevertheless one unified result, a total immersion in the supreme.*” As the
song goes, “there must be fifty ways”, but the end result is the same. Abhinavagupta accom-
plishes his end by appealing to a gestalt-like notion, the idea that a conceptual unity underlies
the actual external variety. We see the whole and that is the form of its unity; even though
this unity is inevitably made up of a myriad of diverse parts, still it is the unity as its ground
and source which we initially pre-linguistically apprehend. Here Abhinavagupta takes what is
a spatial duality and reconfigures it by analogy with a temporal duality to show us how the
variety is dependent on a unified substratum. This hinges on our accepting an unarticulated
component of the metaphor, that the temporal is in fact commensurable with the spatial.

exposition of Utpala’s verse treated above, Abhinavagupta makes a point of undermining the
notion of samavesa. Having described two types of samavesa, one connected with knowledge
and one connected with yogic practice, he equates the two and then goes on to say, “Other
schools point out the way to that state”. He then quotes from the Bhagavadgita (BhG): mayy
avesya mano ye ... “Those who merge their minds in me ...”*' and continues by elaborating
on the practices enjoined, which he notes are forms of dualism.”* That they are essentially
dualistic in his view gives the clue that he does not see this state as an ultimate attainment.
This is also reinforced by the fact that he notes that latent traces (samskdras) are not erased in
this state.”” And then in a telling conclusion to his exposition, Abhinavagupta writes:

However, when the body goes, then the essence of Siva becomes one dense full mass. Then one
can no longer speak of samavesa, absorption, etc.**

Here Abhinavagupta highlights a dualism endemic to the notion of samavesa, and we may
note that this dualism likely arises as a concomitant component of samavesa, inherent in the

¥ T4 1.173¢-174b.

0 T4 1.196ff, especially 1.197 and 1.201.

“' BhG 12.2

2 IPVV p. 328,8: sa iyam (sic!) dvayy api dasa samaveso yallabhaya anyad upadisyate.

B IPVV p. 328,1-2: tada turyatita, tadapi ca Sianyadisamskaro ‘py asti.

 IPVV p. 328,18: dehapate tv ekaghand eva Sivateti tada samavesadivyavaharo na kascit.
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dual use of the verb Vvis, in both an active sense of “possessing” or “immersing”, and in the
passive sense of “being possessed”. It may be fair to say that Abhinava is ambivalent about
samavesa, particularly in its dual capacity, in its ability to function, to use a paraphrase of his,
like a “crow’s eye”,* alternatively with one meaning or the other. Likely Abhinavagupta
sees in it some aspects that are essential to his vision of non-dualism and at the same time he

feels it necessary to redefine it to incorporate also an element of transcendent pervasiveness.

Ksemaraja on Samavesa

Thus far we have seen how Abhinavagupta along with Utpaladeva sets out to subtlely recon-
stitute the meaning of the word samavesa. Now what Ksemaraja adds to this process is a
heightening of it and extending it in new directions with a result that places more stress on a
notion of samavesa as a transcendent immersion. Abhinavagupta, Utpaladeva and Somanan-
da articulate samavesa both in terms of a transcendent immersion and in terms evocative of
possession. And they tend to try to balance both these aspects, but Ksemaraja tips the scale in
favor of transcendence for samavesa.

In general Ksemaraja effects this reconstitution of the notion of samavesa in what might be
construed as a covert method, relying more on contextual positioning and a pervasive as-
similation of samavesa to a notion of knowledge. We saw hints of this latter in Utpala’s
Karika verse above; however, in Ksemaraja this trend becomes more pronounced. For in-
stance, in Ksemaraja’s Pardpravesika he introduces a new element into the classic formula
for immersion. Here, we discover that samavesa alone is not enough by itself. One needs
knowledge as well, as Ksemaraja says, in a style reminiscent of an upanisadic text: yo veda
samavisati ca, sah ... jivanmuktah ... .** In his formulation here one must know as well as
merge, and we might add that the passive usage of samavesa, so typically associated with
possession, is displaced by the active meaning with its sense of merging. Consequently, here
it is not just a question of immersion into the highest state, but knowledge as well is impor-
tant for salvation.

Again, in his introduction to the third section of the Spandakarika (SK)* Ksemaraja says that
the eleventh verse refers to samavesa.* However, when we look at the verse itself, the evi-
dence is more ambiguous. The verse says:

didrksayeva sarvarthan yada vyapyavatisthate |
tada kim bahunoktena svayam evavabhotsyate ||11]].

When with the desire to see everything, as it were, one pervades [all this] then why speak much?
One experiences this for oneself.”

This verse does not explicitly mention or refer to samavesa. Neither does it match the de-
scriptions of samdvesa that we saw for instance in the Kubjikamatatantra, or in the Malini-
vijayottaratantra. If we were to redefine samavesa to incorporate a sense of pervading im-
mersion, like the upanisadic metaphor of salt merging in water that we looked at earlier, then

P IPVV p. 312,7.

* Parapravesika (PP) p. 12,1-3: yo veda samavisati ca, sa paramdrthato diksitah prandn dharayan
laukikavad vartamano jivanmukta eva bhavati.

7 SK p. 127.

* bid., line 15 (line 10 of the Sanskrit text): ekena dvitiyanihsyandanirnitavisvatmatasvabhavah sama-
vesa uktah.

¥ SK p. 148.



POSSESSION, ABSORPTION AND THE TRANSFORMATION OF SAMAVESA 501

one could interpret the verse as referring to samavesa. However, in view of the text’s prefer-
ence for silence, we remain with nothing more solid than a simple conjecture to hang on to.

What 1s Ksemaraja doing here? I suggest that ascribing samavesa to this verse facilitates his
reconstitution of the notion of samdavesa to a sense of immersion that avoids the more violent
cultic sense of “possession”. Further, his reformulation reconfigures the underlying metaphor
to one that follows the upanisadic image of salt dissolving in water. But why should he
choose such an ambiguous verse in the first place? No doubt influencing his decision to look
to just this particular verse is the fact that the verse which follows it elevates knowledge to a
position of central importance:

prabuddhah sarvada tisthej jianenalokya gocaram |
ekatraropayet sarvam tato ‘nyena na pisyate ||12|.

After having surveyed the world visible to the senses by means of knowledge, one should always
stay awake. He or she should put everything in one place, and consequently he or she won’t be
troubled by something which is other — separate or different.*’

This is a far cry from any notion of “possession”. With this it becomes possible for Kse-
maraja to insinuate a subtle hierarchy where samavesa is “defined” as a transcendent immer-
sion which is even then superseded by knowledge, the “staying awake” of verse twelve.
Ksemaraja wants to establish that higher than samavesa is knowledge.

This is on a par with the different enunciation of the yoga system that non-dual Kashmir
Saivism takes in contrast to Patafijali’s eight limbs of yoga,”' namely, to reduce the number
to six and put tarka, reasoning, on top, above samddhi, meditative absorption.”> Both Abhi-
navagupta and Ksemaraja are aware of Patafijali’s yoga system, since both quote it, but we
may see this as part of the same trend towards a valorisation of the cognitive over the expe-
riential, to make a correct view more essential for liberation (moksa) than correct experience,
or, perhaps in the case of the Saiva Siddhanta, to make a correct view more important for lib-
eration than correct ritual praxis (i.e., an attempt to de-emphasize the status of diksa, which
we see elsewhere, especially in Abhinavagupta™).

Why, we may ask, does Ksemaraja do this? I suspect it forms part of a consistent and perva-
sive strategy especially on the part of Ksemaraja to establish a nondualism which distances
itself to some extent from the socially uncomfortable cultic possessions of the more trans-
gressive left-oriented groups. And consequently it makes it possible for him to woo a broad-
based householder constituency for his version of nondual Kashmir Saivism. In any case, it
serves to remind us that while a philosophical system may develop according to a logic in-
ternal to its system, it is also the case that neither does any philosophical system exist in a
social vacuum.

We can see this process carried further when Ksemaraja takes the notion of samavesa, which
in both its uses — in its sense of total immersion and in its sense of possession — carried a
sense of presence and immediacy, and connects it to the notion of samskara. With this he
subtly relegates it to a second-order experience. Ksemaraja writes: yatsamavesasamskaraba-

50
SK p. 150.
> Wilhelm Halbfass pointed out to me (oral communication) that the sixfold system of yoga does not
originate with Kashmir Saivism, but can be found as early as the Maitri-Upanisad (V1.18).
52
T4 4.15-16.
3 See IPVV p. 326,12ff., in the commentary on verse 10 as only one instance.
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lat, “because of the strength of the latent impression (samskara) of immersion” [a person is
able to make the oneness of consciousness firm and so to become liberated while alive].**
Although the point I am making here hinges upon the connotative value of words, I think it is
fair to say that for this system an ultimate state would not leave samskaras, because the word
samskara is so consistently associated with the limiting, insentient overlays covering over
and obscuring one’s true nature. For the sake of contrast we can compare this with a verse of
the Spandakarika frequently quoted both by Abhinavagupta and Ksemaraja: atmabalasparsat
“from the contact with the strength of the Self”.”® The contact with the Self is touch — palpa-
ble and present. When something starts to leave traces, samskaras, we tend to find ourselves
back in the realm of prakrti, in contact with the insentient — that which is not the Self, and not
the highest state. And we may note that even here this “latent impression” of samavesa is
strengthened (upabrmbhita) by reasoning (yukti).>

In a similar vein at one place in his commentary on the Netratantra (NT) Ksemaraja presents
samavesa as something which one practices with great effort (prayatnena); this effort
consists of removing one’s negative traits, greed, pride, jealousy and the like.”” We can see
how the tone of samavesa has changed. The text of the Netratantra itself is an exposition
describing how one attains a state like Siva’s and the process involves removing these
negative traits. In this context Ksemaraja introduces the word samavesa and quotes half a
verse of the Bhagavadgita: mayy avesya mano ye mam nityayuktd upasate,”® “Those who
merge the mind in me, and worship me, constantly joined [to me]”, assimilating this verse to
samavesa (as we earlier saw his teacher Abhinava do, cf. p. 499 above) to samavesa. But
here, unlike in Abhinavagupta, the implications of samavesa are more overtly mundane,
dealing with what for Patafijali would reach only to the first limb of yoga. And, we may note
here that the Siva whom one attains according to Ksemaraja’s commentary is lokottara Siva,
a “Siva beyond this world”, in a word, transcendent.

If we compare this to Ramakantha’s commentary on this verse in the Bhagavadgita we find
that the sense of @vesa as immersion or possession is entirely ignored,” where Ksemaraja
makes a point of explicitly bringing up the subject. What we gather from all this is that avesa
and samavesa were most likely a phenomenon associated with non-dualist circles. (After all,
vegetarian Vaisnavas do not get possessed!) Ksemaraja needs to keep the term as support for
and association with non-dualism, but wishes to refine it out of the reach of transgressive
praxis.

Consequently, we may say that the image of transcendent immersion so prevalent in a num-
ber of contemporary scholars may to some extent be a product of Ksemaraja’s influence.
Now by the time we reach Jayaratha, the issue of possession has to a certain degree become

> Pratyabhijiiahrdaya (PH) p. 91,8: yatsamavesasamskarabalat pratipadayisyamanayuktikramopabym-
hitdc cidaikatmyapratipattidardhyam avicala, cidekatvapratha, saiva jivanmuktih.

> SK 8cd: api tv atmabalasparsat purusas tatsamo bhavet, “but rather from the strength of the contact
with the Self the limited Subject becomes equal to that [non-dual principle of the Self]”.

36 Cf. PH p. 91,8, quoted in n. 54.

T NT 8.8, p. 63,8-9: satatasamavesaprayatnena parena vairdgyena drstagamikadharadyanasritanta-
samastabhogavaitrsnyena ata eva ragadvesadisarvadosaprasamac ca labhyate.

% NT 8.8, p. 63,7; text emended here from mayy avesva.

> For Ramakantha dvesa merely has the sense of “having made that one arrives at, or falls into that”
(tatsamapannam krtva ...) (BhG p. 266.9).
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resolved, with regard to the highest state in any case. In his commentary on the T4 Jayaratha
writes:

Sivas tu samdavesya eva iti na tatraveso ’sti tasya paramadvayasvabhavatvat, tadapeksaya sama-
vesyasamavesakalaksanabhedanupapatteh.®

Siva is only to be “entered”; there is no @vesa there because his natural state is supreme
non-duality. Therefore it does not make sense to have this distinction between the one who is be-
ing entered and the agent who is entering (possessing) with regard to him.

Looking at Jayaratha’s commentary here one begins to form a picture of how the passive
transcendent meaning of samdavesa may have come to attain a certain ascendancy. It may be
said that the tradition itself contributed part of the impetus to whittle away at this distinction
between the active and passive senses of the verb Wis, based on a philosophical and political
“refitting” of the term.

Conclusion

Now all of this is not merely an exercise in semantics. In the course of surveying the inter-
pretations of the term samavesa 1 hope that what has also emerged is the notion that a theol-
ogy can appropriate a specific praxis, here via the term denoting it, and transform its meaning
and no doubt to a certain extent transform the praxis as well. The political ramifications of
this are salient. Especially it illustrates the need to look for contextual motives for under-
standing how knowledge is represented, indeed manipulated. With the subtle shift seen in
Ksemaraja the scale tips towards the transcendent.
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Tom Tillemans

Trying to be Fair to Madhyamika Buddhism

Is that all there is?
(Peggy Lee)

I think it is fair to say that people by and large perk up when they hear talk about Madhya-
mika Buddhism, Nagarjuna, Candrakirti, ultimate truth and voidness in a way in which they
do not when they are treated to a talk about Vinaya, Abhidharma or the pararthanumana
chapters in Dharmakirti. I will spare you the detailled history of the school and its Western
interpreters, but in a word the point is this: Madhyamika, whether in the East or in the West,
has been revered for its depth and has stimulated the best minds in Buddhism and in Buddhist
Studies.

My focus in this paper is on some interesting and well informed contemporary critics of Ma-
dhyamika, ones who have seen deviousness and fraudulence where most others saw depth.
The first article in this direction was that of Richard Robinson, published in 1972, and enti-
tled “Did Nagarjuna Really Refute all Philosophical Views?”' For Robinson, the principal
complaint was that Nagarjuna and the Madhyamika school were attributing to their oppo-
nents notions and positions to which these opponents themselves would never agree. The
second major article was a follow-up to Robinson by Richard P. Hayes, “Nagarjuna’s Ap-
peal,” in which the author argued that not only did the Madhyamika regularly misrepresent
his opponent’s positions and thus refute a man of straw, but his key arguments only appear to
work because of a systematic equivocation upon the key polysemic term “intrinsic nature”
(svabhava). While Robinson saw a strategy of deliberate misrepresentation, Hayes added
equivocation to the would-be sins of Nagarjuna.’

That there would some time or another be a strong negative turn like this is to quite a degree
understandable. After all, what could be more irritating to a good, serious, scholar than a
general idolatry of a philosophy that seemed to him to be a series of bad arguments, misrep-
resentations and sloppy or deliberate plays on words. The temptation is great to buck the tide
of exaggerated claims. Nonetheless, the Robinson—Hayes type of reaction is short on charity,

* An earlier and longer version of this article on Madhyamika was presented as a Numata Lecture and
published by the University of Calgary’s Department of Religious Studies. Let me, straight off, consecrate a few
lines to a troublesome quibble: should the term be Madhyamaka, or Madhyamika? In fact, the attempt to see the
former as the word for the school of thought and the latter as the word for the adherents to this thought is, as
Jacques May pointed out quite some time ago, not grounded in rigorous data from Sanskrit texts. The situation
in Sanskrit is not parallel to that in Tibetan where dbu ma and dbu ma pa do respectively designate the philoso-
phical system and its adherents. In short, although there is now a type of pedantic convention amongst modern
writers to make such a distinction between the two Sanskrit terms, it is doubtful that there is much to recom-
mend it. Even if Madhyamaka might be more of a designation of the system, Madhyamika is attested for both,
viz. the system and its adherents. See p. 472 in J. May, “Chugan,” Hobogirin V, Paris/Tokyo 1979, pp. 470-493.

" R.H. Robinson, “Did Nagarjuna Really Refute all Philosophical Views?,” Philosophy East and West 22
(1972): 325-331.

* Richard P. Hayes, “Nagarjuna’s Appeal,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 22 (1994): 299-378.

3 Cf. ibid., p. 325: “To the various fallacies and tricks brought to light by Robinson in his articles, we can
now add the informal fallacy of equivocation as outlined above. That is, not only did Nagarjuna use the term
‘svabhava’ in ways that none of his opponents did, but he himself used it in several different senses at key
points in his argument.”

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 507-523.
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leading to more heat than light. Worse, it is sometimes short on some potentially relevant
information on the complicated points it treats. Indeed, as we shall see, the later Indian and
Tibetan Madhyamika scholastic had taken up some of the accusations similar to those which
Robinson and Hayes are leveling and had some solutions that involved considerable ingenu-
ity, and in some cases, I would argue, significant insights. I think it is clear that at least the
impatient tone of Robinson’s and Hayes’ articles is unfair: the Madhyamika philosopher is
much, much less of an amateur, or to put it more strongly, he is less of a trickster or fraud,
than Robinson and Hayes make him out to be.

It would be too involved and technical in the present context to undertake a detailed blow by
blow analysis of the passages that these modern critics of the Madhyamika cite. Nor fortu-
nately do I think we need to do this, as I think we can get our points across with a reconstruc-
tion of some general strategies in this school’s argumentation. But before we delve into that,
it is worthwhile to point out that the argumentation is not just what should make or break this
philosophy or other philosophies for us. Even if certain of the different sorts of arguments
that we find in these Madhyamika texts seem unconvincing to us, as they perhaps often do, it
would nonetheless be a mistake to thereby dismiss Madhyamika thought. To take a parallel, I
think that many people, other than perhaps certain die-hard analytic philosophers, would
think it strangely narrow to dismiss the philosophies of St. Thomas Aquinas or Descartes
because of the unconvincingness of the Five Ways, the cogito or the ontological argument —
it would be seen as narrow because somehow these philosophies are more than just those
arguments, and involve a certain systematic vision, approach and method of thinking that is
of interest and can be developed further, even if many of the actual arguments that St. Tho-
mas and Descartes themselves gave might often leave us less than converted. It may be that
someone formulates other arguments to arrive at essentially Thomistic or Cartesian conclu-
sions. So I think it could be with Nagarjuna and the Madhyamika: even if certain of the rea-
sonings which he gave in the third century would leave us somewhat puzzled in the twenty-
first, the philosophic vision may well be of interest and could conceivably find support in
arguments quite different from those of Nagarjuna himself. I am not going to elaborate or
invent such types of arguments, but I can imagine other people doing so. In short, I think the
Madhyamika should be of interest to contemporary scholars, because the system and phi-
losophic vision should be of interest. On the most general level the Madhyamika is tren-
chantly asking the question “What is a thing?,” and this question, as well as the Madhyami-
ka’s attempted answers, should be of interest to philosophers, be they analytic philosophers
concerned with issues of realism and anti-realism, or so-called “continental” philosophers,
such as the Heideggerians meditating on Die Frage nach dem Ding.

|

Our task at hand, however, is to try to help re-open the debate on Madhyamika in a fairer
way, and for that we need to dispel, to some degree at least, the accusations of sleight of hand
and amateurism.

Clearly, the key term at stake here is svabhava, intrinsic nature. Broadly speaking, a recurrent
semantic feature of the term, whether in Madhyamika or in other philosophies, is that sva-
bhava is something or some property which exists objectively and genuinely occurs in, or
qualifies, certain things; it is thus to be contrasted with a mind-dependent appearance that is
absent from, or fails to correspond to, the things themselves. Thus, to take the stock Indian
example: when a striped rope is seen as a snake, the pseudo-snake that appears has no intrin-
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sic nature and is not present in, or corresponding to, the striped rope. In the Madhyamika
texts we find this fundamental sense expressed in terms of designations and their bases: to
say that something has an intrinsic nature and is not just a mere appearance or a mere desig-
nation (prajiiaptimatra) due to language and thought, means that it withstands logical analy-
sis and that it is findable or obtainable by reason in the “basis of designation.” The pseudo-
snake is obviously not findable anywhere in the striped rope — a fact which any worldling can
verify — but if we switch to a more sophisticated level, that of ultimate analysis of the mode
of being of things, then, according to the Madhyamika, nothing is fully findable in its bases,
and in that sense nothing has intrinsic nature.

Note that the formulation I have adopted in terms of x having a svabhdva implying that x and
its properties are findable when one searches logically, or equivalently, that x and its proper-
ties have the ability to withstand logical analysis (rigs pas dpyad bzod pa), is not literally
what occurs in the texts of Nagarjuna himself. That said, the locution “ability to withstand
logical analysis” and variants upon this terminology are prominently used by most major
Indian Madhyamika writers, who say that customary things exist for us only insofar as they
are not analyzed (avicaratah), or to take the striking formulation of Srigupta and Atida, they
are “satisfying [only] when not analyzed” (avicararamaniya)." “Findable/obtainable/percepti-
ble as existent under analysis™ figures in such texts as, for example, Madhyamakavatara
VI.160 where Candrakirti discusses the so-called “sevenfold reasoning” (rnam bdun gyi rigs
pa) and says that when yogins analyze things, the latter are not found (rnyed pa) to exist as
having any of the seven possible relationships to parts.” Thus, it is argued that under analysis
wholes are neither identical with nor different from their parts, meaning that when we look
for, or analyze, what we take to be the intrinsic nature of something like a cart in terms of
possible part-whole relations, we come up empty handed: we don’t find (obtain/perceive)
any coherent, unassailable, version of what this cart or its cartness could be. And in that
sense, we do not find (obtain/perceive) any real thing: the customary cart only exists unana-
lyzed. In short, these ways of interpreting Nagarjuna are probably present in one way or an-
other in all the important currents of Indian Madhyamika philosophy and especially so in the
later Indian Madhyamika works, such as those of Candrakirti, Jianagarbha, Srigupta, Santa-
raksita and Kamalasila. There is a quasi-consensus amongst commentators on this matter of
Madhyamika philosophy being about unfindability under analysis, and I see no reason to
deny that, on this very broad characterization at least, they may well have gotten Nagarjuna
pretty much right.

As we shall discuss shortly, Richard Hayes also focused on something like this sense of
svabhava, but instead of speaking of it being a type of analytically findable identity or intrin-
sic nature, he spoke of it as being identity simpliciter. Thus, for him this usage of svabhava

* See e.g., Prasannapada p. 67,7 (ed. Louis de La Vallée Poussin, Bibliotheca Buddhica IV): naitad
evam | laukike vyavahara ithamvicarapravrtter avicaratas ca laukikapadarthanam astitvat. “No, it is not so, for
in the world this type of analysis does not operate with regard to transactional usage, and entities for the world
exist [only] from a non-analytic point of view.” See also ibid., p. 71, n. la. On the term avicararamaniya and
Jhanagarbha’s emphasis on non-analysis (avicara), see pp. 42 and 138 in M.D. Eckel, Jianagarbha on the Two
Truths: An Eighth Century Handbook of Madhyamaka Philosophy, Delhi 1992.

> Madhyamakavatara V1.160ab (ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Petersburg 1912): rnam bdun gyis med
gang de ji Ita bur | yod ces rnal ’byor pas ’di’i yod mi rnyed. It is not clear what the Sanskrit corresponding to
rnyed pa is here, but it is likely to be labdha, as it is in V1.23, or possibly prapta /upalabdha. The basic idea of
things being fundamentally unfindable (na labdhah / labdhah) is already present in the Samadhirajasiitra 32.96
(ed. P.L. Vaidya, Darbhanga 1961 [Buddhist Sanskrit Texts 2]): dharmo na labdho buddhena yasya samjia ut-
padyate “The Buddha has not found any dharma of which a notion arises.”
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meant just what something is, its identity, as opposed to what it is not, its difference from
other things.® This is not far from accurate as an account, but nonetheless lacks a very impor-
tant feature in Madhyamika contexts. The term svabhava can indeed mean identity, what
something is — as for example in Abhidharma texts or when Madhyamikas themselves en-
dorse the generally recognized verity that fire has the svabhava of heat — but it is always
more than that in the polemical contexts where it is being refuted by the Madhyamika. In
those contexts, it is an identity that withstands analysis, that is hence real and not just cus-
tomary; it is consistent and does not dissolve into contradictions when subjected to logical
analysis. This is why I prefer to speak of this sense of svabhdva as an “analytically findable
intrinsic nature,” or “analytically findable identity,” thus bringing out the fact that the
Madhyamika is arguing against real identity, what something really is. In their polemical
attributions of svabhava to “realists,” or advocates of “real entities” (bhava), the Madhyami-
kas always take this svabhava as involving a reification, a misguided attempt to confer some
sort of an ultimate status to things, a bhavasvabhdava. As 1 shall try to show below, this idea
that realists, and indeed we ourselves, are constantly engaged in reification, i.e., a type of
distorting projection, is the thread which ties the would-be double use of the term svabhava
together. However, before we get to that, let us very briefly look at Nagarjuna’s own use of
svabhava.

In Chapter XV of his most important work, the Mitlamadhyamakakarikas, Nagarjuna devel-
ops another use of “intrinsic nature,” a use which, prima facie at least, might seem different
from that which we have termed “analytically findable identity.” In the first two verses he
speaks instead of an intrinsic nature as something which “cannot arise due to causes and con-
ditions” (na sambhavah svabhavasya yuktah pratyayahetubhih) and as that which is “not
fabricated and is not dependent on anything else” (akrtrimah svabhavo hi nirapeksah paratra
ca).” Tt is then this sense that Robinson would take as the point of departure for his critique,
arguing that Nagarjuna foists upon his innocent opponent an acceptance of an absurd and
self-contradictory svabhava (After all, would anyone actually acknowledge that things are
independent of causes and conditions?) and proceeds to an all-too-easy refutation of his op-
ponent by saying that this cannot exist.” Equally it is this second sense of svabhava that
Hayes would seize upon to show that the Madhyamika arguments’ seeming persuasiveness
will evaporate when we diagnose the equivocations between the first and second senses of
svabhdva. Let us term these two aspects, intrinsic-nature-as-findable-identity and intrinsic-
nature-as-independent-existence.” As I had mentioned earlier, Hayes spoke of the first sense
as identity simpliciter, but it is worth our while to stress that what it is is actually a type of
analytically findable identity, or analytically findable intrinsic nature. So I will deliberately
take the liberty of modifying Hayes’ formulation a bit and add the qualification of “findabil-
ity” to identity.

% Hayes, op. cit. (cf. n. 2), at pp. 305 and 311.

7 A similar statement concerning svabhava being independent is also to be found in Candrakirti’s #ika to
verse 288 of the twelfth chapter of Aryadeva’s CatuhsSataka: tatratma nama bhavanam yo ’pardyattasvaripa-
svabhavah “There, what is called arman (“self”, “identity”), is entities’ intrinsic nature (svabhava), the essence
(svariipa) that does not depend on anything else.” See T. Tillemans, Materials for the Study of Aryadeva, Dhar-
mapala and Candrakirti, Vienna 1990, p. 126.

¥ See Robinson, op. cit. (cf. n. 1), p. 326.

? Hayes’ terms are respectively svabhaval “identity” and svabhava?2 “causal independence™; cf. Hayes,
op. cit. (cf. n. 2), p. 312.
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Now, I think that it is quite clear that Nagarjuna himself made a conscious attempt to fuse
these two would-be separate aspects of svabhdava in some sort of mutually implicative rela-
tionship. In his Milamadhyamakakarika XVIII.10, we find:

pratitya yad bhavati na hi tavat tad eva tat |
na canyad api tat tasman nocchinnam napi sasvatam ||

Whatever x exists in dependence [upon y], that x is not identical to y, nor is it other thany. There-
fore it is neither eliminated nor eternal.

The passage is in effect stating that whatever exists dependently — i.e., whatever lacks inde-
pendent existence — also lacks findable identity, for being a findable identity means, accord-
ing to Nagarjuna, that one should be able to say rationally, in a way that stands up to analysis,
that a thing is either identifiable with or is something different from the things it depends
upon. In short: if x and y are dependent, they do not have independent existence; if they do
not have independent existence, they do not have a findable identity. And if this “if ... then”
paraphrase of Nagarjuna’s verse is right, it follows by applications of modus tollens that
whatever x and y have findable identity must also have independent existence, and will not be
dependent on anything. The route from findability to independence is thus short and sweet:
for Nagarjuna, a findable identity entails independence. If we add the term “intrinsic nature,”
it looks like the following entailment holds for Nagarjuna: intrinsic-nature-as-findable-entity
entails intrinsic-nature-as-independent-existence.

There is another famous passages in the Milamadhyamakakarikas that rather clearly supports
our contention that Nagarjuna himself saw a link between findability and independence and
thus between the two aspects of the semantic range of the supposedly equivocal term, sva-
bhava. This is the extremely well known verse XXIV.18, which makes a series of equivalen-
ces or mutual implications, including one between being dependent and being something just
simply designated by the mind on the basis of other things, especially its parts:
yah pratityasamutpadah sunyatam tam pracaksmahe |
sa prajiiaptir upadaya pratipat saiva madhyama ||
Dependent arising, that we declare to be voidness. This [voidness] is [equivalent to] being a des-
ignation in dependence. And it [i.e., voidness] is precisely the middle way.

Without going into a detailed exegesis of this rich and complex verse, we can fairly readily
see that an attempt is once again being made to connect the concepts of dependence and un-
findability, or equally, findability and independence. Being a designation in dependence upon
something else has to be understood as being just a designation by thought and language and
no more (prajiiaptimatra): the thing in question cannot be found if we subject it to analysis.
What is dependent, then, is unfindable under analysis. Note that characterizing all things as
dependently arising and as being mere designations also highlights the primordial role of the
cognizing mind that is responsible for something being such and such: these “designations”
are “mere designations” in that they are mentally created without being somehow “out there”
in the object.

We will come back to the type of argumentation strategies used by Nagarjuna, but in any
case I think we already should have an inkling that a relatively natural reading of Nagarjuna
is to take him as accepting a very close link between the two aspects of svabhava. In fact, 1
strongly suspect that the link is not just a conditional in one direction, but is rather a bicondi-
tional, i.e., x has independent existence if and only if x is analytically findable. Besides find-
ability under analysis implying independence, it looks to me that Nagarjuna would also ac-
cept the converse, i.e., that if something were to be of a genuinely independent intrinsic na-
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ture (viz., independent of causes, parts, and even the minds that designate it), it would have to
be somehow findable under analysis — for example, as something completely distinct from
parts or from any kind of causal history, and present in an object independently of the mental
processes of designation. It would be a genuine absolute completely other than the relative.
The candidates for this sort of absolute would be things like nirvana or the “unconditioned”
(asamskrta), and it is not surprising that Nagarjuna subjects them to a trenchant critique of
unfindability under analysis. In short, it looks like, for Nagarjuna at least, findability under
analysis and independence are two equivalent, mutually implicative, notions. If we say that
sometimes the use of the term svabhava seems to highlight one aspect and sometimes the
other, that does not mean that the term svabhava is thereby equivocal: we may well have two
ways to unpack one and the same concept. If that is right, then the minimum result of our
discussion up to this point is that it should begin to look rather doubtful that Nagarjuna is
guilty of the gross equivocation of which he is accused by Hayes. He may perhaps have been
wrong, he may have even done something which we cannot easily follow, but he did not just
simply play, amateurishly or cunningly, on two different senses.

11

A few words about Robinson’s paper and the charge that the Madhyamika pursued a sophis-
tical strategy of misrepresenting his opponents as accepting an absurd and contradictory no-
tion of svabhava. Robinson had argued: “The validity of Nagarjuna’s refutations hinges upon
whether hlig opponents really upheld the existence of a svabhava or svabhava as he defines
the term.”

He then proceeded to survey the various opponents’ positions to see whether “Nagarjuna
succeed[s] in refuting all views without making any assumptions that are not conceded by the
adherents of the particular view under attack.”'' T will not evaluate the actual list of “axioms”
that Robinson attributes to the Madhyamika himself and their non-acceptance by the Ma-
dhyamika’s opponents, as fortunately we need not enter into the details of this rather compli-
cated picture. I would maintain that the accuracy of those details is in any case a secondary
debate — what is significant for us here is Robinson’s general line of argument that the Ma-
dhyamika philosopher is just practicing sleight of hand because he attributes to his opponents
things they do not accept.

Now, I think we would have to say that it would be quite unfair to accuse Nagarjuna of delib-
erate misrepresentation simply because he attributed to his opponent things that the same op-
ponent would reject, even vociferously. Certainly if an opponent did not recognize something
attributed to him, that in itself would not necessarily mean that he was misrepresented, for it
is a natural and even inevitable part of many genuinely philosophical debates between truth-
seekers that at some point one group says what the other actually thinks, or what they must
think if they are to remain consistent with their own basic principles. Of course, there are
good and bad, fair and unfair, ways to do this, but the simple fact of one party adopting such
a move in a debate does not in itself mean that it is misrepresenting the other or playing, what
Robinson calls, a type of sophistical “shell game.”

The issue can be reformulated: Is the Madhyamika then himself being fair to his opponent,
and (often or mostly) doing truth-seeking philosophy, or is he just playing at disingenuous

1% Robinson, op. cit. (cf. n. 1), p. 326.
" Ibid., p. 327.
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and sophistical shell games? I think the texts would tend to back mostly the former view,
even if the dichotomy is a little simplistic and the line that we want to draw between truth-
seeking and sophistry is often shaded. In any case, Madhyamikas, or at least many Madhya-
mikas, were quite aware that misrepresentation was a charge they had to answer, and they
tried to answer it (as far I can see) with sincerity. Of course, it might be that they were in the
long run unsatisfying in their answers, but it is very hard to agree that they were just perform-
ing a trompe [’oeil or deliberately setting up their opponent with facile self-contradictions.
For example, the eighth century Indian writer Kamalas$ila, in his Madhyamakaloka, was con-
fronted with the objection that his opponents would not themselves acknowledge the logical
reasons which the Madhyamika was using, and that therefore the reasons would be “unestab-
lished” (asiddhahetu). He replied with rather detailed arguments showing that his adversaries
would have to accept the reason, in spite of their vociferous denials, because it was entailed
by other propositions that they did explicitly accept. The tactic of argumentation is clear and
figures repeatedly in the discussion of the “neither one nor many” argument (ekanekaviyoga-
hetu) in the Madhyamakaloka, from folio 215b to 218a in the sDe dge edition (henceforth
“D.”)."? Indeed, Kamalasila systematically takes up the objections of numerous sorts of Bud-
dhist and non-Buddhists who argue that they have been misrepresented by the Madhyamika
who alleges that things they accept (i.e., God, atoms, space, consciousness, etc.) are neither
single entities nor several different entities (and are hence unreal). Kamalasila’s reply is al-
ways the same: the adversary accepts by implication, or has in fact accepted (shugs kyis na
khas blangs pa nyid; khas blangs pa kho na), that the pseudo-entity to which he subscribes is
neither one thing nor many different things, because he accepts such and such a property of
this entity and that property in fact implies being neither one nor many. The key Tibetan term
shugs kyis na that is used here probably translated a Sanskrit original term along the lines of
samarthyat, “indirectly,” “by implication.” One example passage from Madhyamakaloka
should suffice to show how such “acceptance by implication” works:

gang dag gis lus la sogs pa rdul phran bsags pa tsam yin pa’i phyir rdul phra rab rnams so so re
re gcig pa nyid du kun brtags pa de dag gis kyang sbyor ba dang bsags pa sogs pa’i chos su khas
blangs pa’i phyir shugs kyis na gcig pa nyid dang bral pa nyid kyang khas blangs pa kho na yin
te |.

Those who imagine that each atom individually is one thing since the body and other such [gross
objects] are just simply collections of atoms, do in fact also accept by implication that [the atoms]
lack oneness, for they accept that [the atoms] have properties (chos) such as being junctions or
collections [of parts]."”

Nor should it be thought that this use of “acceptance by implication,” or perhaps more simply
“implicit acceptance,” was an occasional flash in the pan of one Indian thinker — it looks to
me to be a more or less basic Indo-Tibetan Madhyamika argument strategy. In Tibet, the
same basic general method of attributing positions by implication was often known as pre-
senting what the “opponent’s position ends up being” (khas len pa’i mthar thug pa), or less
literally, “the upshot” of his views. One also finds in certain texts the related notion rigs pas
‘phul ba, “imposing [a principle] through logical reasoning” or ‘phul mtshams kyi rigs pa,
literally translated as a “logical reasoning which imposes a limit.” Interestingly enough, al-
though the term ‘phul mtshams is not, to my knowledge, found in any dictionary, including
the three volume Tibetan—Tibetan—Chinese Dictionary, or Bod rgya tshig mdzod chen mo,
and is a bit difficult for me to translate satisfactorily, a quick search of the Asian Classics

12 = peking edition f. 238b-241a.
1% sDe dge edition f. 216a-b.
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Input Project data base of Tibetan collected works (gsung 'bum), reveals that phul mtshams
occurs eighty-two times — if we were to add the variants like rigs pas ‘phul, ‘phul nus pa’i
rigs pa, etc., we would be into hundreds of occurrences, largely in later commentaries, but
also occasionally in Tsong kha pa’s works, like his dBu ma dgongs pa rab gsal on Candra-
kirti’s Madhyamakavatara. It seems to have escaped lexicographers, and so it escaped west-
ern researchers on Madhyamika too. That said, I have the impression that it was, and still is,
more or less common knowledge amongst monks. Indeed, this technique of logically impos-
ing principles upon recalcitrant opponents was, according to the late dGe bshes rTa mgrin
Rab brtan, essential in actual dGe lugs pa monastic debates on Madhyamika and was typi-
cally used when someone wanted to show that having an intrinsic nature, or equivalently “be-
ing truly established” (bden par grub pa), or being truly established as such and such a thing,
would imply its being such and such in “complete independence from everything whatso-
ever” (gang la’ang bltos med)."* In fact, this implication of complete independence from
causes, parts and also from the cognizing mind, is amply attested in the texts and is not just
an oral tradition. It figures, for example, in an extract from Sera Chos kyi rgyal mtshan’s
sKabs dang po’i spyi don that I translated a number of years ago." I think the implication in
question is a compactly formulated version of the principle that we were stressing earlier in
looking at the two verses from Nagarjuna, viz. that findability under analysis, or findable
identity, implies complete independence. What is noteworthy in the present context is that
this implication, according to experienced debaters like dGe bshes Rab brtan, is known as a
case of rigs pas ‘phul ba. Of course, it would supposedly hold whether the opponent liked it
or not — his protests would just be grounds for more debate, a debate which could, neverthe-
less, be quite sincere and truth-seeking.

111

Let us now take up anew the problem of the link between findability and independence.
While it should be clear that the Madhyamika, with his strategy of implications, upshots and
imposed principles, is probably a much more sophisticated and interesting philosopher than
Robinson and Hayes made him out to be, his use of these implications between findable iden-
tity and independence is a particularly important step and is a hard one to fathom. Perhaps at
some point much further down the road we might come to the conclusion that we should give
up on it all and go back to detecting misrepresentations, equivocation and other forms of
sloppy thinking. But I think that Robinson and Hayes were far too quick in taking that step.
So, how does the link work? If we grant, as I think we should, that Madhyamikas were not
cunningly equivocating on svabhava and misrepresenting their opponents, then how did they
think that the seeming gap between findability and independence should be bridged?

There is unfortunately no quick answer. To arrive at a charitable interpretation of Madhya-
mika thought that would start to answer that question, we need to be clearer on how the mass
of seemingly diverse arguments in Madhyamika might work together. I can see at least three
types of argument strategies that are relevant to us in this context, all three present in varying

'* 1 had the privilege of being dGe bshes rTa mgrin Rab brtan’s student for a number of years in the
1970’s and early 1980°s and often had arguments with him where I presented my own Robinson-like objections.

> T, Tillemans, “Two Tibetan Texts on the ‘Neither One Nor Many’ Argument for Sinyata,” Journal of
Indian Philosophy 12 (1984): 357-388. See especially p. 364 (text f. 26a6): khyab ste | bden grub kyi gcig yin na
gang la’ang bltos med kyi gcig yin dgos | de yin na cha bcas ma yin dgos pa’i phyir | “The entailment holds
because if anything were to be truly one, it would have to be one [thing] which does not depend on anything
[else] whatsoever, and in such a case it could not have parts.”
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degrees in Madhyamika texts, although for the purposes of this paper I will have to be brief
and concentrate on broad outlines rather than on the detailed exegesis of specific textual pas-
sages. Here are the three:

(a) a selective use of pan-Indian philosophical debates
(b) etymological and purely semantic arguments
(c) non-obvious facts about our mental-makeup and way of seeing the world.

We first turn to what I am calling “the selective use of pan-Indian philosophical debates.” A
good example of this is to be found in Dharmapala’s commentary on Aryadeva’s Catuh-
Sataka, where this sixth-century Vijianavada commentator on Madhyamika examines the
possibility of vision and other sensory experiences, and embarks on a detailed analysis
whether or not the subtle matter of the eye has contact with its object.'® The problem thus is
whether or not the senses act at a distance. This is a bona fide pan-Indian debate, known as
the problem of prapyakaritvavada (“action by contact”) and aprapyakaritvavada (“action
without contact”), and interestingly enough Dharmapala accepts the critique of each side
against the other.'” This acceptance of the absurdities raised by both sides means that the
Madhyamika can then move to the desired conclusion that all possibilities of genuine vision
are riddled with faults and that it is hence impossible that people do really see anything. For
Dharmapala, Aryadeva’s end was best served by showing that both sides of the debate were
untenable — the two adversaries’ refutations were both accepted, with the result that the mat-
ter in question was shown to be without intrinsic nature, that is, inconsistent and unable to
resist a thorough examination, and hence unfindable under analysis.

We see a similar strategy at work in the Madhyamika arguments on causality, e.g., whether
effects and causes are essentially identical or different. Causality was regularly examined in
terms of two alternatives, satkaryavada and asatkaryavada, or the “theory of the effect exist-
ing or not existing [at the time of the cause]” — predictably Nagarjuna’s conclusion is that
neither alternative is possible.'® We also see this use of pan-Indian themes in Nagarjuna’s use
of the recurring controversy on parts (avayava) and wholes (avayavin), i.e., whether parts are
identical to or different from wholes, or whether wholes are somehow more or less real than
parts. Here too the conclusion is that none of the alternatives are satisfactory, and yet if some-
thing genuinely had intrinsic nature it would have to fit in with one of the two possible posi-
tions. The conclusion is immediate: no intrinsic nature.

What is noteworthy for us is that this peculiar type of acceptance of both sides’ refutations in
pan-Indian controversies does make for a bridge between intrinsic-nature-as-independent-
existence and intrinsic-nature-as-findable-identity. In Milamadhyamakakarika XVIIIL.10, cit-
ed above (cf. p. 511), we saw that when x was dependent on y, the two were neither genu-
inely identical nor different; at least following Candrakirti’s interpretation in the Prasanna-
pada, the argument turns on the satkaryavada—asatkaryavada debate: the cause would be
neither the same nor different from the effect. Millamadhyamakakarika XXIV.18, it will be

' See pp. 156-159 and nn. 290 and 299 in Vol. I of Tillemans, op. cit. (cf. n. 7).

"7 On the general outlines of this debate in Indian philosophy, see chapter XVIII in S. Mookherjee, The
Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux, Delhi 1980.

'8 There are several arguments involved here involving fairly clearly discernible pan-Indian controversies
invoking widely accepted principles, often from grammatical analysis. For example, my colleague, Johannes
Bronkhorst, has traced how Nagarjuna used a certain pan-Indian preoccupation concerning the correspondence
between words and things to argue that statements like “X causes Y” or “X makes Y” cannot resist analysis,
because the effect Y does not yet exist at the time of X. See J. Bronkhorst, Langage et réalité: Sur un épisode
de la pensée indienne, Turnhout 1999.
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recalled, made a linkage between being dependent and being a mere designation (prajriapti-
matra), that is to say, between dependence and being unanalyzable, unfindable. Here Candra-
kirti explicitly glosses the verse in terms of the problem of parts and wholes — everything has
parts and is dependent upon parts, but cannot be found as the same or different from the
parts.

Whether it is causality or part—whole problems that are at stake, the Madhyamika very often
relies upon the same type of argumentation strategy: use one side of a pan-Indian debate off
against the other to show that dependence will imply not being findable, and thus show that
findability entails independence. If things were dependent and findable under analysis, then
the cause and effect relationship would be either along the lines of satkaryavada or asat-
karyavada, but it is neither of the two; therefore things cannot be both dependent and find-
able. Similarly for parts and wholes: if things were dependent and findable, then they would
be identical or different from their parts; but they are neither; therefore they are not both de-
pendent and findable. The linkage between dependence and being unfindable is thus made by
means of an implicit three-step argument:

1. For things to be both dependent and findable under analysis would imply a solution to
major pan-Indian debates such as those concerning parts and wholes and causality.

2. These debates have no such solution.

3. Ergo dependence and findability are incompatible and cannot both be asserted.

In sum, if things are dependent, they cannot be findable under analysis; their findability en-
tails their independence from causes, parts and all other factors.

The second approach, i.e., etymologies and semantics, is what one finds in the Milamadhya-
makakarikas’ chapter XV on svabhdava, and especially in Candrakirti’s exegesis upon this
chapter in the Prasannapadd. 1t is the type of argumentation where the Madhyamika says
that if something has svabhava, the word svabhava is to be analyzed as meaning that the
thing has its own being, i.e., svo bhavah. Equally, in the world, to say that a property is the
svabhava of something is to say that it is “natural,” “innate,” “intrinsic,” and is not “fabri-
cated” by extraneous causal facts, just like heat is said by the world to be an intrinsic nature
of fire but not of water (because when we boil water the heat has to be brought in “from the
outside”). While an adequate treatment of the use of semantic arguments in Madhyamika
texts would take us much too far afield here, for our purposes now we can probably skirt the
detailed textual exegesis. What is to be stressed is that the semantic approach in arguments
like the one about fire, water and heat is probably best viewed as providing no more than ap-
proximate illustrations and analogies, but not rigorous probative demonstrations about sva-
bhava’s complete independence. Indeed Candrakirti himself, in the Prasannapada, goes on
to stress that actually the heat, because it is causally dependent, does not have intrinsic nature
for the Madhyamika at all, and he thereby acknowledges rather clearly the approximate and
merely illustrative aspect to his discussion about fire, water and heat."” Not only that, but in
stressing the limits of the fire—heat case, he suggests that what constitutes the intrinsic nature

¥ See Prasannapada p. 260,9-10: tad evam akrtakah svabhava iti lokavyavahdre vyavasthite vayam
idanim briimo yad etad ausnyam tad apy agneh svabhavo na bhavatiti grhyatam krtakatvat | “So, thus, when in
the world’s transactional usage it is established that intrinsic nature is what is not produced [i.e., fabricated], we
now assert that it should be understood that heat is not the intrinsic nature of fire either, for it is produced [from
causes and conditions].” Cf. also the discussion of this and other uses of svabhava in Chapter XV developed by
J.W. de Jong, “Le probléme de 1’absolu dans 1’école madhyamika,” Revue philosophique 140 (1950): 322-327;
“The Problem of the Absolute in the Madhyamaka School,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 2 (1972): 1-6.
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that he and other Madhyamikas are refuting is not just the worldly conception of a natural,
innate, or intrinsic property like fire’s heat, but something more subtle and radical, in that it
involves complete independence. It may be approximately illustrated by reference to the or-
dinary worldly notion of nature with its partial independence from certain types of (extrane-
ous) causes, but it is not the same as that notion because it goes much further in its independ-
ence. Similarly for the etymological argument about svo bhavah, which immediately pre-
cedes the fire—water—heat analogy: this too is explicitly recognized by Candrakirti to be
showing how “it is established, for the world, that intrinsic nature is not a fabricated entity.”20
It is at most indirectly illustrating the type of svabhava which the Madhyamika is attacking.
But once again, that latter svabhava is something rather special and is not simply identifiable
with the ordinary notion of intrinsic nature with which the world is familiar.*'

Finally, the third strategy, viz., invoking non-obvious facts about our mental make-up and
way of conceiving the world, is arguably what pins down better the interpretation of the first
two as involving a subtle sense of intrinsic nature. An extremely important feature of Ma-
dhyamika philosophy is that it depends heavily on the idea of the Madhyamika refuting our
“superimpositions” (samaropa), i.e., our inveterate tendencies to distort the world by system-
atically imposing upon it “intrinsic natures.” svabhava is thus a false projection upon other-
wise innocuous objects of our customary world that do not have such svabhava, and the task
of the Madhyamika is to refute these projections, but not the customary world itself. This key
emphasis on distinguishing subtle “superimpositions” (samaropa) of intrinsic nature from the
otherwise innocuous customary world of ordinary objects is to be found in texts of Can-
drakirti, Jnanagarbha, Kamalasila, and many others, and perhaps even in those of Nagarjuna
himself, at least if we believe the commentators. To take a passage from Jianagarbha’s Sat-
vadvayavibhangavrtti (D. f. 12a-b):

gzugs la sogs pa’i lus rtog pa’i nyes pas ma sbags pa gzhan gyi dbang gi bdag nyid rnam par shes

pa tsam snang ba dgag par mi nus pa 'ba’ zhig tu ma zad kyi | byed na byed pa po la mngon sum

la sogs pas phyir gnod pa kho na byed do ||.

We cannot negate physical things, such as visible matter and the like, which are untainted by con-
ceptualization’s corruptions, are of a dependent nature, and which are appearances to simple [non-
conceptual] cognition. Not only is this impossible, but if we did [negate such things] then the per-
son who performed [this negation] would in fact be subsequently refuted by direct perception
(pratyaksa) and other [valid cognitions].

* Prasannapada p. 260,5: krtakah padarthah sa loke naiva svabhava iti vyapadisyate.

21t is also worth noting that what the Madhyamika is arguing against is not simply the notion of an “in-
trinsic property” as it figures in certain articles in contemporary western analytic philosophy. Compare Stephan
Yablo’s intuitive characterization: “You know what an intrinsic property is: it’s a property that a thing has (or
lacks) regardless of what may be going on outside of itself”” (p. 479 in S. Yablo, “Intrinsicness,” Philosophical
Topics 26 [1999]: 479-505). Cf. also I.L. Humberstone, “Intrinsic/Extrinsic,” Synthese 108 (1996): 205-267. See
the summary of these views in B. Weatherson, “Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic Properties,” Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/intrinsic-extrinsic, 2002. One of the ways of distinguishing intrinsic
and extrinsic, i.e., that of Brian Ellis (Humberstone, op. cit., p. 206), is suggestive of Candrakirti’s fire—heat—
water case: intrinsic properties are those which an object has independently of any outside forces acting on them
and extrinsic are those the object has because of outside forces. Cf. also J.M. Dunn, “Relevant Predication 2:
Intrinsic Properties and Internal Relations,” Philosophical Studies 60 (1990): 177-206. On p. 178 Dunn writes:
“Metaphysically, an intrinsic property of an object is a property that the object has by virtue of itself, depending
on no other thing.” In any case, it should be clear that when these authors are speaking of no dependence on
outside forces, other things, etc., they are not saying that an intrinsic property (e.g., an object’s mass or atomic
composition) is completely independent of any and all factors, like its own causes that brought it into being, its
parts, etc., etc.
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Compare Kamalasila in the Madhyamakaloka (D. f. 180a):

des na dngos po rnams kyi ngo bo nyid kun rdzob pa la yang gnod pa ni mi byed kyi | ‘on kyang
de la bden pa’i rnam pa nyid du sgro btags pa sel ba’i phyir rab tu sgrub par byed pa kho na yin
no ||.

We do not invalidate the customary natures of entities, but instead just prove [the absence of real
intrinsic nature] in order to exclude what is superimposed upon the [customary entities] as their
aspect of being true (bden pa’i rnam pa).

Finally, Candrakirti also stressed that there had to be an all-important distinction between
things and the “intrinsic nature” (svaripa = svabhava) of things. Cf. Prasannapada p. 58,10-
11:

tasmad anutpannd bhava ity evam tavad viparitasvariupadhyaropapratipaksena prathamapra-
karanarambhah | idanim kvacid yah kascid viseso 'dhyaropitas tadvisesapakaranartham sesapra-
karanarambhah | gantygantavyagamanadiko 'pi niravaseso viseso ndsti pratityasamutpadasyeti
pratipadandrtham ||.

Thus, when [Nagarjuna] says “entities do not arise” in this way first of all [it is pointed out that]
the initial chapter [of the Miulamadhyamakakarikas] was written as a counter to superimpositions
of false intrinsic natures; and then that the remaining chapters were written in order to eliminate
whatever distinctions are superimposed anywhere; the [passage] is designed to show that depend-
ent arising has absolutely no distinctions at all like goers, places to be gone over and going, etc.

Some remarks. First, all three authors regularly speak in one way or another of superimposi-
tions, be they superimposed intrinsic natures (svabhava, svariipa), distinctions (visesa), as-
pects (akara) — the differences are essentially those of wording. That said, Kamalasila’s
words, “what is superimposed upon the [customary entities] as their aspect of being true
(bden pa’i rnam pa),” take on special significance because they show that this superimposi-
tion is a reification, a way of taking the ordinary as being much more real, consistent, and re-
sistant to analysis than it is. Second, in a recent article, “On samdaropa,” Teruyoshi Tanji says
quite rightly about the passage cited from the Prasannapada:

... Candrakirti asserts that, strictly speaking, the effect of samaropa is not a thing but the own-

being [i.e., intrinsic nature] of a thing, as he observes that ... [tasmad anutpanna bhava ity ...

pratipadanartham). This observation [i.e., the passage in Prasannapadd p. 58,10-11], being the

summary of the subjects of the chapters in the MMK [i.e., Millamadhyamakakarikas), expresses

aptly the core of Candrakirti’s philosophy of emptiness. It is so important and cardinal that the

meaning of all the other statements in his commentary ought to be estimated by way of meeting
the view of this observation.”

I agree fully. In brief: at least for Jianagarbha, Kamalasila and Candrakirti, refuting superim-
positions (i.e., reifications of things rather than customary things themselves) is what Ma-
dhyamika thought is essentially about.”> Madhyamikas would thus refute superimposed ver-

2 P. 353 in T. Tanji, “On samdropa. Probing the Relationship of the Buddha’s Silence and His Teach-
ing,” in J. Silk (ed.), Wisdom, Compassion, and the Search for Understanding: The Buddhist Studies Legacy of
Gadjin M. Nagao, Honolulu 2000, pp. 347-368. See also our remarks on Tanji’s article in our review in The
Eastern Buddhist 33/1 (2001): 181-185.

» One way to arrive at a more or less similar interpretation of Nagarjuna as refuting superimposed reifi-
cations is to say that the Madhyamika tetralemma (catuskoti) is refuting propositions implicitly or explicitly
qualified by an operator “ultimately,” but is not attacking unqualified propositions. Thus, e.g., Nagarjuna would
be refuting “Ultimately, such and such is the case,” but not the simple statement “Such and such is the case.”
See p. 197 in T. Tillemans, Scripture, Logic and Language: Essays on Dharmakirti and his Tibetan Successors.
Studies in Indian and Tibetan Buddhism 1, Boston 1999. Cf. C. Oetke, “Remarks on the Interpretation of Nagar-
juna’s Philosophy,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 19 (1991): 315-323, where we are advised (p. 318) to inter-
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sions of causes, parts, wholes, people, things, what have you, but not the causes, parts,
wholes, etc., themselves upon which the superimpositions are made. It is here, in the reliance
upon the contrast between superimpositions and the ordinary, that we see clearly that the
svabhava which the Madhyamika is refuting is not just an ordinary and familiar property or
nature like heat, impermanence, being blue, etc. — it can and should be distinguished (albeit
with difficulty) from ordinary things. The result, however, of it not being identifiable with
ordinary things is that it is non-obvious as to what it is.

In fact, while it seems clear that we must see Candrakirti, Kamalasila and other commenta-
tors as recommending an interpretation of Nagarjuna as refuting superimpositions, it is con-
siderably less clear if Nagarjuna himself is to be read that way. It could be argued that his
reasoning does not have anything to do with superimpositions at all and simply targets the
ordinary things themselves, showing that, if analyzed, the latter are seen to just exist errone-
ously and only for benighted worldlings. This is certainly a way in which people (e.g., those
of a Jo nang pa inspiration) have taken Madhyamika thought, viz., that the point of this phi-
losophy is to show that customary things themselves are just “void of themselves” (rang
stong) and only “exist from the perspective of mistaken consciousness” (rnam shes 'khrul
ba’i ngor yod pa);** it also finds a type of confirmation in the recurrent Buddhist image of the
customary world being just like the hairs and other such hallucinations that appear to people
suffering from opthalmia (timira). 1 will not delve into the problem of how to eliminate this
way of reading Nagarjuna, if indeed it can be eliminated at all. I personally am increasingly
skeptical about current attempts to say in meaningful philosophical terms what Nagarjuna
himself really meant apart from how he was interpreted: at the end of the day we may well
come to Paul Griffiths’ conclusion that Nagarjuna’s texts, by themselves, straight without a
commentarial chaser, may be simply too indeterminate to answer philosophers’ questions
about their precise meaning.”> In any case, all I wish to claim is that historically the way of
reading Nagarjuna’s philosophy as a refutation of superimpositions was very well attested
and was explicitly promoted by major commentators of India, be they of the so-called
Svatantrika school or of the Prasangika school. That will have to suffice for us here.

Now, if we adopt the commentarial approach and methodology of Candrakirti, Kamalasila,
Jiianagarbha et alii on which we have been insisting, the use of semantical arguments, ety-
mologies and pan-Indian debates will have to be interpreted accordingly. Candrakirti, as we
saw above, was especially clear in his exegesis of Nagarjuna: the myriad of arguments in the

pret Nagarjuna’s refutations as of the form “On the highest level of truth, it is not so that there are x such that x
is such and such.”

# See, e.g., a modern Jo nang pa textbook, the Gyu 'bras theg pa mchog gi gnas lugs zab mo’i don
rnam par nges pa rje Jo nang pa chen po’i ring lugs ’jigs med med gdong Inga’i nga ro of Yon tan bzang po,
published by Mi rigs dpe skrung khang, Beijing 1990. In the section on the two truths (p. 116) we find state-
ments like: de ltar gyi kun rdzob bden pa | chos can | khyod don dam bden pa ma yin te | khyod gshis kyi gnas
lugs su ye shes dam pa’i spyod yul du mi bden pa’i phyir | der thal | khyod kyi rang bzhin na rnam shes ’khrul
ngo tsam du zad pa gang zhig | ‘phags pa mchog gi ye shes kyi gzigs ngor rnam yang ma grub pa’i phyir | kun
brdzob bden pa yin na rnam shes ’khrul ngo tsam du zad pas khyab ste ... “Take such customary truth as the
topic: it is not ultimate truth, because it is not true as an object of the highest wisdom about the absolute. This
follows because in its nature it is nothing more than a mere perspective of mistaken consciousness and is never
established from the perspective of the noble, supreme wisdom. If something is a customary truth, this implies
that it is nothing more than a mere perspective of mistaken consciousness.”

2 P. Griffiths, Review of D. Burton, Emptiness Appraised, Journal of Buddhist Ethics 7 (2000): 22-25.
See p. 24: “The first difficulty is one endemic to all scholarship on Nagarjuna. It is that Nagarjuna’s works are,
in this reviewer’s judgment, insufficiently precise and systematic to make debates about what he really meant,
philosophically speaking, very useful.”
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Miilamadhyamakarikas which focused on the basis schemata of Indian thought were exclu-
sively refuting superimpositions. The Madhyamikas, thus, were not using these pan-Indian
arguments against ordinary entities, such as chairs, vases, etc., nor even our ordinary notion
of natures, intrinsic properties, etc. (notions which the worldling does undoubtedly have and
use),”® but rather against a peculiar reified version of intrinsic nature, i.e., one which at most
exhibits analogies to the ordinary. In that case, the pan-Indian arguments about parts, wholes,
causes, perception, etc., etc., are not being used to undermine the purely ordinary notions of
parts, wholes, etc., but rather superimpositions, or perhaps more exactly, the notions of parts,
wholes, etc., as corrupted by a subtle, erroneous, superimposition which is responsible for
them being reified. It is with regard to that rather specific subject matter that both sides of the
pan-Indian debates, for the Madhyamika, have no solution.

What then of the link between findability and independence? The first problem would be
exegetical: to look at some of the passages that Hayes discussed and try to see whether Na-
garjuna’s arguments could work better and make better sense once we saw them as directed
against a rather special target of things corrupted by superimpositions. I think they do make
better sense, in that the equivocations and non-sequiturs which Hayes diagnosed with regard
to verses like Millamadhyamakakarika 1.5 disappear rather well when we see svabhava as
always involving both analytically findable identity and independence. Similarly for the other
verses that troubled Hayes. True, the verses highlight, at one time or another, one of the as-
pects of svabhava, but the other aspect is always implicitly present. And if that is so, then the
complicated analysis that Hayes gives us is largely unnecessary. Indeed, instead of hastening
towards a reading discerning equivocations, we might well want to adopt what Paul Grice
once termed the “Modified Occam’s Razor”: senses are not to be multiplied beyond neces-
sity.?’ It looks like there is no need to do what Hayes did with Nagarjuna and thus I think we
had better not do it.

I could imagine a defender of Hayes’ approach saying the following: if we avoid the charge
of equivocation by making svabhava non-obvious in this way, we may have temporarily shel-
tered Nagarjuna and co. from being charged with sleight of hand, but at the price of fuzz and
obscurantism. Why should we believe that people see the world through these mysterious
types of superimpositions of svabhava? A quick and somewhat cavalier reply: I am not sure
that I can or need to show that people do in fact see the world in this way; my rather longish
argument so far has not been that the Madhyamika philosopher is right, but rather that he is
not tricky, sloppy, equivocal or amateurish. Now, if one also wanted to argue that people do
make the superimpositions that the Madhyamika says they do, then unfortunately the Indian
Madhyamika literature would offer very little evidence, apart from a number of quotations
from scriptures and a lot of doctrinal talk about people being ignorant, under the influence of
karma, etc. And this type of religious “evidence” would of course not be persuasive to any-
one other than an already convinced Mahayana Buddhist. Indeed it looks like the type of evi-
dence that we would need would be some type of psychological, or phenomenological,
analysis of how people perceive and think of objects, so that the Indian Madhyamika reason-
ings would have to be supplemented with another, and quite different, sort of analysis,
namely, introspection and thought-experiments, perhaps a type of phenomenological analysis
of our Lebenswelt.

26 See n. 19 above.
" See p. 47 in H.P. Grice, Studies in the Way of Words, Cambridge, Mass. 1991.
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To my knowledge, the only Madhyamikas who explicitly discuss these kinds of thought-
experiments are the Tibetans in the dGe lugs pa school. Some of their experiments and phe-
nomenological investigations are indeed fascinating in that they provide a set of Madhyamika
meditations which are said to be necessary preliminaries to the use of Nagarjunian logical
reasoning.”® They are designed to make it vivid that in our way of conceiving of things and
persons we take them as being something analytically findable and isolated from their com-
plex background of relations so that they stand out as if something independent of everything
else, independent of their relations to the mind, independent of their causal history, of parts,
etc. — entities seem to have objective status completely independent of our thinking, the
causal chain seems to us to be one thing, the entity itself at the end of the chain another, parts
are apprehended as separate from the whole and persons are apprehended as separate entities
from the bodies, ideas, impressions, feelings, etc., which constitute their component factors.
In general, this independence seems to be fundamental to our apprehension of a thing, what-
ever it may be, and yet reflection would show that there is something fundamentally wrong
here, if things are what they are only because of minds and a myriad of factors, dependencies
and relations. This process of recognizing where we go wrong comes to be known in dGe
lugs pa Madhyamika thought as dgag bya ngos ’'dzin, “recognizing that which is to be de-
nied.” Obviously this is a considerable step beyond (or perhaps away from) the Indian texts.
Although arguably the notion of the “object to be refuted” (dgag bya) looks like what the
Indian Madhyamika is calling “superimpositions of svabhava,” there are no exercises or pre-
liminary procedures in the Indian texts to lead us to this recognition or to persuade us that we
make the superimpositions we do.”’

v

What might have laid at the root of Robinson’s and Hayes’ treatment of the Madhyamika? I
suspect that their point of departure was their sincere puzzlement as to why anyone intelligent
would ever want to subscribe to a Nagarjunian type of svabhava, once it was brought out
clearly and starkly what this svabhava supposedly was, especially when it involved absurd

% One such thought-experiment is to imagine a tempting trade-off of one’s own old and decrepit psycho-
physical components for those of the youthful, omniscient, bodhisattva, Maiijusri. At that point, the “exchanger”
(brje pa po), i.e., the self whom we feel would benefit from this deal, appears as if it were separate and inde-
pendent from its components. For Buddhists, such a separate “self” is of course an illusion, but it stands out vi-
vidly when “just like a merchant seeking [potential] profit, [the old person] would sincerely grasp at making an
exchange.” See p. 36 in T. Tillemans, Persons of Authority, Stuttgart 1993 (Tibetan and Indo-Tibetan Studies
5).

% Note that the fact that commentarial evidence suggests that we should see Madhyamika philosophy as
a refutation of superimpositions is at most a partial vindication of the dGe lugs pa Madhyamika philosophy
about the necessity to recognize the object to be refuted (dgag bya’i ngos ’'dzin). In fact, the similarity with
Tsong kha pa and the dGe lugs pa Madhyamika is far from complete, even if the Indian Madhyamika’s empha-
sis on superimpositions could be a surprising source of legitimacy for the notion of a dgag bya. The dGe lugs
exegesis of Chapter XV in the Prasannapada and Milamadhyamakakarikas is, for example, very different from
what we have adopted, taking non-fabrication, immutability and independence, as being a positive description of
a genuine nature, namely, voidness itself. As William Magee has pointed out in a recent publication, it is an
exegesis which was contested by many Tibetans and which is also quite different from the way many major
modern writers on Candrakirti and Nagarjuna (including Hayes, Jay Garfield and D. Seyfort Ruegg) have taken
these chapters. Whereas Magee seems to think that Tsong kha pa can perhaps correct these writers, I would tend
to think that the balance of the evidence comes down against Tsong kha pa here — there are good reasons why
people read Chapter XV as they did, essentially the straightforwardness of reading what Candrakirti says as he
says it. See chapters 3-5 in W. Magee, The Nature of Things: Emptiness and Essence in the Geluk World,
Ithaca, N.Y. 1999.
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properties like independence.’® And of course why not formulate things clearly and starkly
and expose fallacious theses for all to see? Is not this what a rational, analytic reader and
critic should do? In fact a so-called “Prasangika Madhyamika” like Candrakirti potentially
has a type of response, which we may not ultimately accept, but which is certainly not to be
dismissed outright: bringing svabhdava out into stark clarity is impossible and even counter-
productive, for how could one readily distinguish between superimposed intrinsic natures and
the otherwise innocent customary things? The subtlety of the superimposition, and hence the
difficulty in distinguishing it from the ordinary that should be conserved, is a key position of
certain Tibetan Prasangika commentators, who speak of the average man’s life-world as a
kind of inseparable “mixture” (’dres pa) between customary truth (which is innocent) and
reification (which is not). But it is also implicit in Candrakirti’s discussion of samvrtimatra,
the “merely customary” — merely customary things are not to be identified with what the av-
erage man sees and conceives, but are according to Candrakirti the ordinary as understood
only by those who can see the world free of reifications, i.e., those Noble Ones (arya) who
have understood voidness and are free of grasping things as being true (satyabhimana). For
these Madhyamika writers there is thus a sense in which grasping at svabhava can only thrive
in the shadows.

An illustration from another context may be of use in showing possible dangers inherent in
certain demands for clarity. The extreme difficulty of distinguishing the “purely ordinary”
from the ignorant person’s hybrid combination of ordinary-plus-superimpositions is not
unlike that which, in another context, Wittgenstein faced in trying to separate what is right
and wrong in our views on following rules. The ingrained tendency we have is to think that
when we follow a rule, like adding two numbers, the results are already determined and im-
plicitly present from the start — Wittgenstein’s well-known phrase is that we think rule fol-
lowing is grounded in a “superlative fact.” Nonetheless, someone asks “But are the steps then
not determined by the algebraic formula ... in a gueer way, the use itself is in some sense pre-
sent.” To this Wittgenstein replies, “But of course it is ‘in some sense!” Really the only thing
wrong with what you say is the expression ‘in a queer way’. The rest is all right.”’

One of the more interesting and persuasive analyses of the complexities inherent in philoso-
phical reform of seemingly acceptable commonsense beliefs is that of Saul Kripke in his
Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language. The dangerous phase invariably comes in when
we feel the need to formulate clearly what we deny and thus filter it out from what is accept-
able in the commonsense belief: in other words, a problem arises when we try to explicitly
separate the deep-seated queer way of taking things from what is all right and ordinary.

For in denying that there is any such fact, might we not be expressing a philosophical thesis that
doubts or denies something everyone admits? ... We merely wish to deny the existence of the “su-
perlative fact” that philosophers misleadingly attach to such ordinary forms of words, not the pro-
priety of the forms of words themselves. ... Whenever our opponent insists on the perfect propri-
ety of an ordinary form of expression (e.g., that “the steps are determined by the formula,” “the
future application is already present”), we can insist that if these expressions are properly under-

%% See Hayes, op. cit. (cf. n. 2), pp. 324-325.

1 See §195 in L. Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, Oxford 1989. This Wittgensteinian theme
of queerness versus the ordinary is a major preoccupation of Stanley Cavell in his exegesis of the opening pas-
sages of the Investigations discussing the seductiveness of St. Augustine’s theory of language. Cf. also his idea
of the “uncanniness of the ordinary,” e.g., pp. 153-178 in his In Quest of the Ordinary: Lines of Skepticism and
Romanticism, Chicago 1988.
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stood, we agree. The danger comes when we try to formulate what we are denying — what “erro-
neous interpretation” our opponent is placing on ordinary means of expression.*

The danger, i.e., a type of misplaced clarity, also seems to be what the Prasangika Madhya-
mika alleges to occur in the attempt to isolate ordinary customary things from their superim-
posed intrinsic natures — the superimpositions at stake look to be close to a type of “superla-
tive fact,” i.e., a hard to isolate queer way of taking things that is held as necessary to
ground the ordinary. The danger then is this: the Madhyamika runs the risk of being simply
dismissed as absurd when he lays out a general thesis as to what he is denying. From the
Madhyamika philosopher’s own point of view, it is thus arguably defensible, and even per-
haps profound, that this svabhava must be non-obvious and remain so if it is not itself to be
misconstrued and trivialized. And if we follow Madhyamikas this far, then the starting point
of the problem that Hayes and Robinson had in taking Nagarjuna seriously will have been
that they proceeded with clear generalized theses about what was to be denied. In setting out
what svabhdva was in the form of axioms and theorems, they had already guaranteed that the
Madhyamika would be seen to be absurd: the queer way of taking the ordinary had lost all its
potent grip and all its interest. No doubt there will be something disturbing here to the ana-
lytic reader intent on giving clear summaries of such and such a philosopher’s theses: if a
Madhyamika philosophy like that of Candrakirti is to receive a just and serious treatment,
then the otherwise laudable intellectual work of dissection, disambiguation and formulating
clear theses and general principles is not without danger of superficiality; indeed, in certain
important areas, it is precisely not what we should be doing.

32 See pp. 69-70 in S.A. Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language, Oxford 1982.
3 See Wittgenstein, op. cit. (cf. n. 31), §192.






Joseph S. O’Leary

From Impermanence to Emptiness: Madhyamaka and Momentariness’

For many people, fear of old age or of death is replaced by an anxiety about the implacable
tread of Time. This phantasmal but ever-present antagonist becomes a stand-in for the future
imponderables which have less of a grip on their imagination. They turn to philosophies of
time not from speculative curiosity, but in search of relief from the oppression caused by the
incessant falling of sand in the hourglass, by the dismaying speed with which the quiet lapse
of hours converts into an unbelievable — yet unchallengeable — reckoning of vanished years.
Often the philosophers are more than happy to respond to their demand, with bland assur-
ances that “time, like space, has most evidently proved not to be real, but to be a contradic-
tory appearance” (Bradley 1987: 36). If a deconstruction of time is called for, who holds out
more promise than Nagarjuna, the most radical of the Buddhist philosophers? In its rigid
structure, its unfaltering rhythm, its undeniable, ever-present insistence, time would appear to
have the character of intrinsic existence (svabhdava), which Nagarjuna systematically refutes.
His doctrine that all phenomena are empty (sinya) of such existence promises to end the fret
of our chafing against the chain of time.

Some spiritual uses of Nagarjuna are deftly set forth by David Loy, who finds in him a mid-
dle path between the affirmation of permanence, which entails that “time itself is in some
sense illusory and unreal,” and the affirmation of radical impermanence, which entails that
“nothing escapes from the ravages of time” (Loy 1988: 216). “Rather than accepting the real-
ity of both permanence and change by combining them in a hierarchy, I follow Madhyamaka
in criticizing and dismissing them both by revealing their conceptual interdependence” (ibid.,
p. 217). The reader who may doubt the capacity of conceptual dialectics to remove weighty,
oppressive realities is not left in the lurch, for Loy goes on to give an empirical, phenomenol-
ogical account of living in time beyond the dualism of permanent and impermanent. He op-
poses “the thought-constructed dualism between things and time” (ibid., p. 221), which leads
us to conceive the flow of time in contrast to permanent things or a permanent subject that is
somehow trapped in this flow. If things and the subject are temporal through and through,
there is no permanence to be guarded against the flux. “I am not in time because I am time,
which therefore means that [ am free from time” (ibid., p. 220).

Time “flies away” when we experience it dualistically, with the sense of a self that is outside and

looking at it. Then time becomes something that I have (or don’t have), objectified and quantified

into a succession of “now-moments” that cannot be held but incessantly fall away ... As Nagar-

juna would put it, that things (or rather “thingings”) are time means that there is no second, exter-
nal time that they are “within” (ibid., p. 221).

In the end, Loy affirms something unchanging in the midst of change: “Dogen’s ‘eternal pre-
sent of time’... is eternal because there is something that does not change: it is always now”
(p. 223). To accept one’s impermanence, then, would mean to recognize and enjoy the space
of the present (not conceived as an atomistic instant) as one’s vital milieu, to remain mindful
of it in all one’s activities so that they all take on the “eternity” of the “now.” I think it would
be better to speak of the perpetuity rather than the eternity of the now, since the phenomenon

* My thanks to Prof. Eli Franco, Dr. Anne MacDonald and Prof. Alexander Rospatt for their valuable criticisms,
and to Fernando Tola and Carmen Dragonetti who generously shared with me the treasures of their library in
Buenos Aires in August 2002.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 525-549.
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in question is a modest, empirical one, not some theological claim, and the word “eternal”
inevitably attracts the suspicion of substantialism (Sa@svatavada). It seems clear that mindfully
living in the present is the practical solution that Buddhism offers to the problem of time.
That Nagarjuna’s comments on temporal categories will be in line with this attitude seems a
good hermeneutic assumption.

To bring Nagarjuna’s views on anything, and especially on so slippery a topic as time, into
clear focus is never an easy task. Is his method of demonstrating that time is empty of inher-
ent existence a purely dialectical, logical one, or has it a phenomenological dimension as
well? Is it directed against Sarvastivada claims about the reality of the three times, or is it di-
rected against Sautrantika theories of the point-instant (ksana) as well? How developed
would such theories have been in his time, and how much would they have concerned him or
his circle? How far does the scope of his critique extend? Is the target merely the meta-
physical speculation of these Abhidharma schools? Or are these speculations seen as express-
ing ever-renascent delusions of the human mind as it craves for illusory stability? Are every-
day language about time and commonsensical calculation about past, present and future left
unchanged by the critique of metaphysical projections, or are these everyday conventions
themselves under attack? Does Nagarjuna go beyond the early Buddhist stress on imperma-
nence (anityatd) in order to move on to the more radical insight of universal emptiness (sin-
vata)? How does his discussion of time in Milamadhyamakakarika (MMK) 19 relate to the
other topics of analysis in the MMK? What, if any, is the implicit temporal component in his
analyses of other topics such as causality and movement?

How to Approach Nagarjuna

Any discussion of these questions has first to negotiate the more general issue of the nature of
Nagarjuna’s thought. A fresh consideration of this might be provoked by David J. Kalupa-
hana’s claim that Nagarjuna was not a Mahayana Buddhist in the sectarian sense of the Lotus
Stitra for example, and is rather to be seen as one who defended the authentic teaching of the
Buddha against metaphysical excrescences, much as Moggaliputtatissa did against similar
targets, including the Sarvastivada views of Katyayaniputra, at the second council of Patali-
putra in the mid-third century BC. Whereas Lindtner (1987: 21) says that even in the MMK
alone “the Mahayana background is indisputable,” with its use of such topics as gandharva-
nagara (magic city) and its echoes of early Mahayana texts such as the Kasyapaparivarta
and Aksayamatinirdesa, Kalupahana attaches little weight to these points (1986: 6, 25 and
179), stressing that in the MMK “no reference whatever is made to any one of the major dis-
courses of the Mahayana tradition, not even to the famous Prajiaparamita-sutras” (ibid., p.
7). He pounces on the reference to the Kaccayanagottasutta (Samyuttanikaya 2.17) in MMK
15.7 and sees much of the MMK as elaborating the teaching of that scripture. For a sober and
well-nourished reading of the MMK it is surely valuable to attend to its echoes of early Bud-
dhist tradition. To see Nagarjuna as developing the tetralemmas of the fourteen inexpressi-
bles (avyakrta) of the Vacchagottasamyuttam and parallel texts in the Pali Tripitaka (as sug-
gested by della Santina 1986: 2-5), is not incompatible with seeing him as a Mahayanist, if
Mahayana is seen as a critical reaction to the svabhava thinking that had infiltrated Abhi-
dharma scholasticism. To say that Nagarjuna is totally dedicated to clarifying the doctrine of
dependent arising (pratityasamutpada) does not exclude that his basis is the emptiness doc-
trine of the Perfection of Wisdom Siitras, for this itself, it might be argued, is nothing other
than a clarification of dependent arising. Perhaps the most crucial hermeneutic tip the reader
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of Nagarjuna should follow is to bear in mind the basic Buddhist doctrine of dependent origi-
nation and to watch for how Nagarjuna undoes substantialist and annihilationist misreadings
of the doctrine, which themselves would need to be precisely defined. But the next step,
surely, is to place him against the background of the anti-substantialist emptiness thinking
that culminates in the Perfection of Wisdom Siitras. The dizzying effect of Nagarjuna’s text
is not an accident, and brings him close to the paradoxes and the sweeping proclamations of
emptiness in those Siitras.

Even with such a full knowledge of his background, the MMK would remain a deeply puz-
zling text, not to be approached independently of the traditions of interpretation embedded in
which it has come down to us. To the variety among the different strands of Madhyamaka,
and between the individual authors in a given strand, must be added the variety within a sin-
gle author or a single text, depending on which side of the issues is being emphasized. The
basic tenet of Nagarjuna, that dependent origination is emptiness, is double-edged. If one
places the stress on dependent co-origination, emptiness is merely a safeguard against sub-
stantialist misinterpretations of this doctrine. If one places the stress on emptiness, Nagarjuna
is seen as consolidating a Mahayana “Copernican revolution” within Buddhism by drawing
out little-suspected implications of dependent origination, and by giving logical form to the
radical declarations of the Perfection of Wisdom Sitras. An “absolutistic” tendency may pre-
vail, stressing the “truth of ultimate meaning” (paramarthasatya) as something that subverts
the bases of the everyday conventional world, as an ineffable reality beyond thought and lan-
guage, to be understood in a leap of yogic intuition, and capable of being fully grasped only
by a Buddha. Within the Prasangika—Madhyamaka current in the tradition, the only critical
reaction possible against this is to stress the valid function of conventional truth (samvrti-
satya), giving it an equal dignity with the ultimate. Candrakirti is often thought of as tending
to the former pole, Tsong Khapa to the latter, with his stress on “a verbal distinction between
existence and inherent existence which cannot be realized in everyday experience” and which
can obscure the fact that “Madhyamika is attacking and refuting our very sense of existence”
and not “something merely intellectual” (Napper 1989: 147). However, Candrakirti often
shows due respect for the conventional perspective, and Tsong Khapa sometimes speaks di-
rectly from the paramarthic so as to restore to the doctrine of emptiness its shock value.
Tsong Khapa saw insight into emptiness not as a mystic intuition bypassing the discursive,
but as a fruit of vipasyana, which is a lucid, integral grasp of the texture of the real, made
possible by the prior attainment of Samatha or calm abiding. vipasyana is “an analytical wis-
dom defined as a wisdom of thorough discrimination of phenomena conjoined with special
pliancy induced by the power of analysis” (Napper 1989: 20).

Returning to Nagarjuna from the vast jungle of later debate, we are liable to say, “here he is
talking from the ultimate, paramarthic perspective, and there he is talking from the conven-
tional perspective,” but this recourse to a two-truths theory, usually to save the conventional
existence of something that Nagarjuna roundly declares not to exist — time, for example —
seems to me prone to produce an arbitrary or abusive hermeneutics. Recourse to that distinc-
tion should surely be kept to the strict minimum, as should the practice of saying “here the
opponent speaks” when the text gives no clear indication that this is so. Often the effect of
such interpretative interventions is to blunt the impact of the text and make its concerns
merely academic. Surely when Nagarjuna attacks the real existence of such entities as time or
the Self, he does not leave our everyday functional usage of self-language and time-language
entirely unscathed. If the realization that the referents of our everyday speech have no inher-
ent existence but only a provisional, conventional status has something to do with nirvana,
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then it must signify a profound conversion in our attitudes. It cannot mean that everything
goes on just as before, except that we have dumped some superfluous metaphysics.

The meaning of emptiness (siunyata) does not lend itself to being directly and securely
grasped, once and for all. Nagarjuna does offer, in his irksomely cryptic verses, logical dem-
onstrations that dependently arisen entities are lacking in own-being (svabhava). A concrete
phenomenological account of what this means is scarcely favoured by the abstract cast of his
arguments and his reliance on a set of argumentative tactics that are not immediately con-
vincing to the modern reader (or even to many of his ancient readers). The contemporary rea-
der needs an experiential foothold, some recognition of emptiness as inscribed in the texture
of real life. And of all human experiences, none speaks to us so constantly and so intimately
of emptiness as the experience of time. The experience of living in time, and the frustrating
exercise of thinking about time, provide an apprenticeship in emptiness. If Nagarjuna can
bring that experience to a new pitch of lucid insight, conversely, the experience can help us
make sense of Nagarjuna’s abstruse discourse.

The Emptiness of Time (MMK 19)

Buddhist meditation and analysis take as their focus the data of temporal experience and seek
to deepen the awareness of impermanence (anityata) by attending to each moment as it arises
and passes away. Where other religions and philosophies anchor themselves in some stable
transcendent being, Buddhism seeks only a lucid grasp of our existence here and now in its
painful instability. That such lucidity can be therapeutic, even salvific, seems a desperate
claim. We may begin to discover its plausibility as we attempt to see how the Madhyamaka
analysis of impermanence leads to a gracious and liberating encounter with emptiness. The
Madhyamaka argument builds on the association of impermanence and emptiness in early
Buddhism: “All samskara (dispositions, compositions) are impermanent and everything im-
permanent ends in pain (duhkha). Every duhkha is without Self and what is without Self is
empty (sinya)” (Udanavagga [UV] XI1.5.8; tr. Silburn 1955: 179). What is, is impermanent,
non-Self, empty, and we create false problems when we project onto it duration, self-identity,
substance. Nagarjuna’s inflection of this teaching can be defended as bringing out its inevita-
ble ontological implications:

What is of deceptive nature is but a delusion, said the Buddha, so all samskara, being of deceptive
nature, are delusion. But if what is of deceptive nature is delusion, with regard to what is it de-
lusion? What the Buddha spoke there lights up emptiness. (MMK 13.1-2; after Bugault)

The world is composed (samskrta) of the stuff of dispositions (samskara); the two words in
their amphibology capture the flimsy fabric of the dependently arisen, its emptiness (see Ka-
pani 1992: 174-175).

Juggling with paradoxes involving the three dimensions of time, as MMK 19 does, was not a
novelty in Buddhism. The purging of time-ideas by dialectical reasoning, and the use of time
to undermine substantialist beliefs, can be found in the Kathavatthu (KV) more than three
centuries before Nagarjuna’s time:

Does the past exist? “Yes,” you reply. Then, is the existent the past? You reply “the existent may
be past, and may be not-past.” But herein you make out that the past may be the past and may be
the not-past. Your position is wrong, and you are refuted. (K7 1.6; Aung and Rhys Davids 1969:
94)
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The reader may often detect a whiff of sophistry in these arguments, as in Nagarjuna’s, but to
convict the ancient texts of this vice is no easy matter, since clear understanding of the steps
of the argument, awareness of tacit presuppositions or logical rules, without which its force is
missed, and insight into the wider concrete context of the debate are likely to be only very
scantily available to the modern scholar. The ascription of real existence to past and future
dharmas seems to have been so well refuted in these older debates that there was little need
for Nagarjuna to argue against it again. It is subtler forms of Sarvastivada thought that he
tackles.

Does he argue from the insubstantiality of time to the insubstantiality of things, or vice versa?
Earlier sections of the MMK have tackled many things, such as the visual faculty, the skan-
dhas, act and agent, fire and fuel, svabhava, bondage and release, the fruit of action, the Self.
Time is invoked not in order to reinforce these arguments, but as a subtler target, consisting
in an orientation among different poles, and comparable to other abstract triads such as “up-
per, lower, middle.” The six verses of this chapter have a “meta-"character, aiming at struc-
tures of reflection to whose reality we cling even as we subscribe to the deconstruction of
more obvious claimants to inherent existence. (However, Candrakirti’s commentary on MMK
19 sees the reality of time as an argument for the reality of things, on the part of the oppo-
nents, and the refutation of the reality of time as primarily an argument against the reality of
things.) Bugault’s comment on MMK 4.8-9 is illuminating on this strategy of smoking out
substantialism as it retreats from one lair to another:

Provisionally defeated on the first skandha, the opponent invokes the substantial reality of the
second to found the first, then of the third to found the second, etc., up to the fifth and last. Hav-
ing no sixth and no further space to retreat to, he finds himself pushed back against emptiness, the
very fate from which he fled ... This is not an anavasthd, an infinite regress, for there are only
five skandhas. 1t is a regressus in finitum. There is a parallel to this regressive and limited struc-
ture in the linking of the first twenty-five chapters of the Prasannapada, as presented by Can-
drakirti ... The opponent retreats until chapter 25 on nirvana, which has the same role in the econ-
omy of the Prasannapada as Siinyata has at the end of MMK 4. (Bugault 2002: 82)

The discussion of time in MMK 19 is disappointing for those who would have liked a biting
existential reflection on impermanence. Instead we have a logical critique of our everyday
language about time. However, the primary focus is not linguistic but logical. Nagarjuna is
less a linguistic philosopher than a logician working on ontological themes. It is not our way
of talking about the three temporal dimensions that reveals their mutual implication, but
rather a logical inspection of these notions. In each case such an inspection establishes de-
pendent origination against incorrect svabhavic interpretations. It establishes the incompati-
bility of dependent origination and inherent existence and the empty character of all that is
dependently originated. Generalizing, he declares at MMK 24.18: “We state that whatever is
dependent arising, that is emptiness” (Kalupahana 1986: 339). Both expressions belong to the
register of prajiiapti, designation, depending on the consideration of dependently arising
phenomena, and are thus not absolutes — either substantialist or annihilationist — hence “that
itself is the middle path” (MMK 24.18b; see ibid., p. 339). The conventionality of designa-
tions is logically and ontologically grounded via the analysis of phenomena as dependently
arisen and empty. The discovery of the conventionality of our language comes at the end
rather than the beginning of the inquiry. The logic of all this is weakened if we prematurely
note that our reasonings and the language we use are merely conventional.

Nagaruna’s critique of time may be more radical than is sometimes thought, depending on
what view is being attacked and how far-reaching the attack is. Would the opponents merely
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claim an abstract logical inevitability of the three temporal dimensions, perhaps going on to
defend svabhava and reject emptiness on the basis that “since time exists, its basis in the real-
ity of things must exist also”? Or would the Sarvastivada opponents have been more con-
cerned with a concrete temporality, time as the generation and extinction of dharmas, and not
particularly anxious to defend the reality of past, present and future as abstract categories? If
the opponents appeal to a concrete sense of duration, Nagarjuna seems rather to shift the dis-
course to a more abstract level, in order to lay bare the logical quandaries invited by the very
structure of temporal discourse.

MMK 19.1-3 reads:

pratyutpanno ‘nagatas ca yady atitam apeksya hi |
pratyutpanno ‘nagatas ca kale ’tite bhavisyatah ||
pratyutpanno ‘nagatas ca na stas tatra punar yadi |
pratyutpanno ‘ndagatas ca syatam katham apeksya tam ||
anapeksya punah siddhir natitam vidyate tayoh |
pratyutpanno ‘ndgatas ca tasmat kalo na vidyate ||.

These are not particularly difficult verses, but a review of some translations shows how vari-
ously they may be understood. (I ignore the strophic breaking up of the lines in Garfield
1995.)

Kalupahana (1986: 276) translates:

If the present and the future exist contingent upon the past, then the present and the future would
be in the past time.

Again, if the present and the future were not to exist therein [i.e., in the past], how could the pre-
sent and the future be contingent upon that?

Moreover, non-contingent upon the past, their [i.e., of the present and future] establishment is not
evident. Therefore, neither a present nor a future time is evident.

Kalupahana uses a heavy “exist” and “would be” instead of “will be” in verse 19.1. Perhaps
he wants to underline that the target is the Sarvastivada stress on real existence. He comments
(1986: 276):

Analysing time as a separate entity, the metaphysicians assumed that if there were to be any mu-
tual relationship between the present and the future on the one hand and the past on the other,
then, since they are distinct entities, the present and the future will have to be inherent in the past.
In other words, the past produces the present and future from within itself.

The verse is thus made to resume the Madhyamaka view of erratic Sarvastivada reasoning,
rather than an argument directly stated by Nagarjuna himself. Kalupahana does not see Na-
garjuna as drawing an absurd consequence from the opponents’ position, but as resuming the
opponents’ speculation; given their strong “identity version of causation (svatotpatti)” (sic)
(Kalupahana 1986: 276) they are happy to say that each of the temporal dimensions exists in
the others.

Oetke (1990: 106) translates:

If present and future existed depending on the past, (then) present and future would be in the past
time.

If present and future would however not be there [in the past], how would present and future be
depending on that?

But not depending on the past the two [present and future] are not established, therefore the pre-
sent and future time do not exist.
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Oetke, too, has an emphatic “exist” in MMK 19.3d. Though “were not there” (subjunctive)
would be more felicitous as English than “would not be there” in 19.2, the translation brings
out well the connection between 19.1 and 19.2.

The premise that present and future depend on the past leads immediately to the strange con-
sequence of the coexistence of the three times. For Kalupahana this is the result of the sva-
bhavic presuppositions of the opponents whose position is being presented. For Oetke, it is
due to a tacit principle of Nagarjuna himself to the effect that things that are conditions for
each other must exist simultaneously.

It seems hardly conceivable that Nagarjuna should have clung both to the thesis of the dependence
between the time epochs and to the assumption concerning the entailment between dependence
and coexistence without special reasons. (Oetke 1990: 95)

Bronkhorst (1997) thinks Oetke’s tacit premise is unnecessary, given a general Indian belief
in a direct correspondence between signifier and signified, sabda and artha, which would en-
tail that the sentence “Devadatta sat in a chair” implies the co-existence of Devadatta, sitting,
and chair in the situation referred to by the sentence. Oetke objects that this is too weak, and
that what would be needed at the very least is a version of the correspondence principle en-
tailing that the items to which the terms of sentence refer “must exist simultaneously in the
same manner as the terms referring to them occur simultaneously in one and the same sen-
tence” (Oetke 2004: 94). In any case, Oetke argues that such a naive correspondence would
be incompatible with Nagarjuna’s ontology.

Oetke argues that the tacit premise also underlies the argument, expounded in MMK 1 and
20, that causality is impossible, since if cause and effect coexist the cause is unnecessary
since the effect already exists, whereas if they do not coexist the cause cannot produce the
effect since it already exists (Oetke 1990: 103). But this argument can stand on its own, it
seems to me, without any tacit presupposition. Bugault says that “it is a principle, for the
Madhyamika, that two simultaneous things have no bond of causality between them”
(Bugault 2002: 154), which complements Oetke’s principle of the simultaneity of what are
linked conditionally; father is not the cause of son, or son of father, but both spring up simul-
taneously as mutually presupposed conditions. However, what Bugault calls a principle is
established by a clear argument, which is persuasive enough for the immediate cause of
things though it might seem absurd if extended to their remote cause — making it necessary
that one’s great-great-grandfather still be alive since he is one’s cause (see Oetke 2004, cor-
recting O’Leary 2002). If immediate causality is reduced to conditionality, no doubt remote
causality can be so as well. But would the simultaneity of what are linked conditionally not
still entail the implausible continued existence of the remote ancestor? Presumably the “si-
multaneity” in question cannot be strictly temporal, and Oetke’s tacit presupposition can be
restated without any reference to temporal simultaneity. The meaning is that logically a great-
great-grandchild presupposes a great-great-grandparent, who is posited as such only in rela-
tion to the great-great-grandchild; the one cannot exist as such without the other. Indeed, this
1S not a tacit presupposition at all but one exhibited openly in the text (unless I am again
missing Oetke’s point) .

The logical simultaneity, or rather inseparability, of past, present, and future is treated as
equivalent to the logical simultaneity of above, middle, and below in MMK 19.4. One could
rewrite 19.1 for those categories as follows: “If above and middle are contingent on below,
above and middle will exist down below,” with the conclusion, based on 19.3, that “neither
above nor middle are real.” The relation of causality works only if cause and effect coexist
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temporally, which leads to an absurdity; the relation of conditionality works only if the con-
ditions are mutually inseparable, that is, coexist logically, which leads to undermining of the
independent being of the relata, since each has existence only in function of the others. The
fact that one cannot have a cause without an effect and vice versa leads to a breakdown of the
causal relation. The fact that one cannot have a conditional relatum without its counterpart
(father without son, above without below) does not lead to a breakdown of conditionality but
to a demonstration from conditionality of the lack of svabhava of conditionally related things.
This neat differentiation of causality and conditionality is threatened by such a text as MMK
1.6b: “Of an existing thing, what could be the condition? And if it exists already, of what use
is a condition?” (tr. after Bugault), but here the hetupratyaya or causal condition is in ques-
tion, which is not the kind of condition involved in talk of temporal relations. In general Na-
garjuna accepts conditionality only when it is voided of causality.

The logic of conditionality leads to absurd consequences: the future cannot be without the
past, nor the above without the below, so where one is the other must be. I am not sure if any-
thing in Bronkhorst and Oetke’s discussion clears away the suspicion that we are dealing
with some kind of sophism here. This logic deconstructs even our everyday temporal lan-
guage, pointing up a potentially disturbing ontological riddle in our talk of past and future. If
they exist no longer, or not yet, how can we link them to present reality? How can there be an
intelligible connection between what truly exists and what has no real existence? The
Madhyamaka answer would be that the present reality does not truly exist either.

Garfield (1995: 50) translates (from the Tibetan):

If the present and the future depend on the past, then the present and the future would have existed
in the past.

If the present and the future did not exist there, how could the present and the future be dependent
upon it?

If they are not dependent upon the past, neither of the two would be established. Therefore neither
the present nor the future would exist.

As the translation of MMK 19.3 suggests, Garfield sees the text as upholding the reality of
time, not as “an entity existing independently of temporal phenomena” but as “a set of rela-
tions among them” (ibid., p. 254). This is surely a rather flattening interpretation of the text,
and is not helped by the sweeping statement that its arguments are “closely akin to those of
Zeno, Sextus and McTaggart” (ibid.).

Garfield treats the relation between the three temporal dimensions as a causal one: “If they
[present and future] depend upon it [past] in any sense that could plausibly guarantee their
inherent existence, they must somehow emerge from it as a basis” (ibid.). I am uneasy with
the softening impact of the phrase “in any sense that could guarantee their inherent exis-
tence” — a qualification not found explicitly in the text but stressed by Garfield at every pos-
sible opportunity. The idea of present and future emerging from past is not in the text either.
The mutual reference of the three times is noted as a logical necessity, one that would still
pose problems even when the idea of time is purged of the metaphysical reifications that Gar-
field thinks are the target of the critique. Garfield remarks that if present and future did not
exist in the past “we would then either have the situation in which the ostensibly dependent
exists, but in the absence of that on which it depends, or in which the necessary condition ex-
ists, but without that of which it is the condition” (ibid., p. 255). The svabhavic thinker imag-
ines that “there must be a real relation between the cause and the effect in which the effect is
contained potentially in the cause and this would unfortunately entail the past existence of the
present and the future” (ibid., p. 255). But Garfield does not advert to the residual difficulty
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posed by the mutual dependence of the temporal dimensions even when no such real causal
relation is imagined.

Garfield sees MKK 19.3a as proposing that past, present and future simply exist without
causal interconnectedness. Then “there would be no sense in which they would be deter-
minately ordered and in which they would be part of the same time” (ibid., pp. 255-256). But
19.3ab does not give that argument, contenting itself with observing that without reference to
the past, the other dimensions cannot be established. “Time is by definition an ordering of
events in which moments stand in determinate relations to one another, in virtue of which the
location of any moment depends on the location of all of the others” (ibid., p. 256). While
avoiding causal substantialism, Garfield here strongly affirms the reality of time as a set of
relations. I doubt if Nagarjuna would accept the definition of time as a determinate ordering
of events or location of moments. It would seem to give an objective stability to moments
and their location. If time is a matter of unfailing regularities, ever-reliable coordinates, then
it is not animitta (SS 7) but securely definable and locatable. To see the MMK as upholding a
Humean world of secure explanatory regularities or a Wittgensteinian one of trustworthy or-
dinary language is to domesticate and scholasticize Nagarjuna, making him a linguistic
therapist who frees us from substantializations and reifications, but only to let us install our-
selves more serenely in the conventional dependently co-arising world. It seems to me that in
Buddhism this samsaric world is always painful, radically unsatisfactory, and that Nagarjuna
is not just curing us of false theories about it, but is revealing it as radically self-contradictory
even in its everyday pragmatic or conventional texture. To say that time is an ultimately im-
possible concept explodes the unity and identifiability of any system of temporal coordinates.
We can no longer securely refer to past, future and present, for our very machinery of refer-
ence is riddled with contradiction.

MMK 2.1 tells us that since neither past nor future movement is moving, and present move-
ment cannot be conceived apart from these, movement cannot be conceived at all. Thus even
our basic experience of movement is self-contradictory. Garfield sets up what again looks
like a straw man, the idea “that motion is an entity, or a property with an existence independ-
ent of that of moving things” (Garfield 1995: 124). “Nagarjuna does presuppose, in develop-
ing the view that conventionally things do arise dependent on conditions, that there is motion,
or change. For if there were not, there would be no arising” (ibid.). Crucial here is the weight
attached to the qualifier “conventionally,” a word that has connotations of delusion, contra-
diction, occultation, frustration, which are diluted in Garfield’s reading. Nagarjuna is point-
ing out not only the perils of reifying dependent origination (ibid., p. 126), but the inherently
contradictory texture of the dependently originated world.

I agree with Garfield that Nagarjuna accepts conditions as describing “the kind of association
he endorses as an analysis of dependent arising” (ibid., p. 104), while rejecting causes as a
substantialist delusion. For those who see Nagarjuna as treating causes and conditions in the
same way, “the distinction between the four conditions provides a platform for an exhaustive
refutation of production with no positive account of interdependence implicated” (ibid.). But
even when conditions are recognized, that which arises from them enjoys only provisional
existence, and the relata that they link have only a mutually dependent existence. To insist on
the stable regularity of conditions as Garfield does seems rather inconsistent with this. It bol-
sters the conventional at the expense of ultimate emptiness.

Svabhavic causes and substances have no existence, but conditions and other survivors of
Nagarjuna’s critique are accorded only a conventional, not an ultimate existence. They are
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products of vikalpa (conceptuality) and praparica (fabrication, elaboration). (For a sense of
the rich connotations of vikalpa, see Tola and Dragonetti 2001: 24-29.) Nagarjuna’s argu-
ments are not merely about language, the dissolution of linguistic delusions; “they are, with-
out a shade of doubt, about the phenomenal world, which they try to prove to be self-contra-
dictory” (Bronkhorst 1999: 19), “everyday reality does not exist” (ibid., p. 21).

Bugault (2002: 243) translates:

If the present and the future depend on the past, this implies that they exist already in the past.

If, on the contrary, the present and the future are absent therefrom, how could they depend on the
past?

However, one cannot found their existence rationally independently of the past. In consequence,
present and future do not have [intrinsic] existence.

Bugault adds the notation “intrinsic” (propre) to the denial of existence, perhaps drawing on
the two-truths theory to suggest that the three dimensions exist conventionally but not ulti-
mately. Or perhaps he is noting some nuance of difference between bhavisyatah in MMK
19.1d (future indicative dual of the verb “to be”) and vidyate in 3b and d. Edgerton (1977:
488) defines vidyate as “is found, occurs, exists, is” and notes that in practice it is used as a
passive auxiliary with past participles. It may perhaps carry less assertive, existential force
than the verb “to be,” which does not entail that its negation has more existential force. na
vidyate should probably not be translated as “does not exist at all,” but by some milder ex-
pression such as “there is not, does not occur, is not evident, is not real.” Bugault’s insertion
of the word propre may reflect this lesser force of the denial.

MMK 19.4 reads:

etenaivavasistau dvau kramena parivartakau |
uttamadhamamadhyadin ekatvadims ca laksayet ||.

Translations: “By this same (method) one should consider the remaining two changes in re-
gard to (their) order, as well as the (attributes of being) the highest, the lowest and the middle
(or: the latest, the earliest and the middle [?]) etc. and the oneness/sameness, etc.” (Oetke
1990: 106). “By the same method, the other two divisions — past and future, upper, lower,
middle, etc., unity, etc., should be understood” (Garfield 1995: 50).

The subversive feature of temporal language is the co-existence of terms that contradict one
another. The same contradiction can be found in all correlative terms. In his commentary
Candrakirti writes out MMK 19.1-3 in two other versions, showing how the argument applies
equally well if for “past” we substitute “present” or “future,” mutatis mutandis. He spoils this
parallelism a little by trying to make the current non-existence of the past one of the grounds
of the non-existence of past and future, since that argument does not apply in the case of past
and future depending on present. Such triads as “highest, middle and lowest” and such dyadic
oppositions as “unity, multiplicity” are to be treated in the same way. Candrakirti adds some
examples that are perhaps inapposite, as being too concrete, such as “the realms of desire, of
form, of the formless” (Sprung 1979: 189). The extension to all correlative terms undermines
the solidity of every reference. “Without one (eka) there are not many (aneka). Without many
(aneka) one (eka) is not possible. Therefore things that arise dependently (pratityasamutpan-
na) are indeterminable (animitta)” (SS 7; Lindtner 1987: 37). Wherever we seek to grasp a
solid landmark we find it to be a flimsy signifier not pinning down a signified but referring to
another signifier in a self-undermining way.
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MMK 19.5 reads:

nasthito grhyate kalah sthitah kalo na vidyate |
yo grhyetagrhitas ca kalah prajiiapyate katham ||.

Translations: “A variable time cannot be grasped and there is no unvarying time that could be
grasped. How can one speak of a time that is not grasped?” (after de Jong 1949: 40). “A non-
static time is not observed. A static time is not evident. Even if the unobserved time were to
be observed, how can it be made known?” (Kalupahana 1986: 278). “A nonstatic time is not
grasped. Nothing one would grasp as stationary time exists. If time is not grasped, how is it
known?” (Garfield 1995: 265). “A mobile time does not let itself be grasped. As for an im-
mobile time susceptible of being grasped, no trace of such is to be found. How, then, speak of
a time that is not grasped?” (after Bugault 2002: 244).

The flux of time can be comprehended, we imagine, by being measured. “One may object
that time is real because it is measurable (parimanavattva). The thought here is that what is
not, cannot in fact be measurable as the horns of a donkey cannot be.” The answer: “There is
no such thing as invariable, unchanging time which could be understood in terms of periods
such as moments and minutes. Hence variable (asthita) time cannot be understood; that is to
say, it cannot be understood in its variableness” (Prasannapadd on MMK 19.5; tr. Sprung
1979: 190). Faced with the impossibility of mastering the flux, the Sarvastavadin tried to
conceive of a “static moment (sthitiksana)” (Kalupahana 1986: 278). “Sensation, being in-
stantaneous, is a static state, for the instant is static (eka ksana sthiti), in the sense that it
springs up only to disappear immediately and does not move or continue into the next in-
stant” (Silburn 1955: 290). No doubt a barrage of arguments, both logical and phenomenol-
ogical, could have been brought against both ideas, but here it is assumed that both the idea
of measuring the flux and that of arresting the moment are transparently absurd. Such desper-
ate resorts reveal the incomprehensibility of time, which is due to its unreality.

This verse seems to undermine the stability Garfield attributed to time as a set of relations
among phenomena. But Garfield believes that the target is a hypostatized super-time. In his
comment on MMK 19.1 (1995: 255) he mentions a difficulty specific to the topic of time:

If the present and the future depend upon the past, they must succeed or be simultaneous with it.
But they must succeed or be simultaneous with it in time. That requires a super-time in which the
parts of time are related, and so on, ad infinitum.

If there is any point of attachment for such argumentation in the text it is here at MMK 19.5.
Garfield comments on this verse: To say that time changes is “to posit a super-time in which
that change occurs,” while to say that it is static “suggests that past, present, and future co-
exist”; hence “there is no coherent conception of time as an entity” (ibid., p. 256). Note that
19.4 does not refer back to the coexistence theme of 19.1-3. As to the super-time idea, it
seems to distract from the more proximate targets Nagarjuna has in view.

Candrakirti indeed gives as one of two possible interpretations of “static time” a kind of su-
per-time, a permanent hypostatized time that would contain and control temporal events: “It
might be urged that what is called time is in its invariable essence imperishable but manifests
(abhivyajyate) itself in time periods such as moments”; he replies: “Time cannot be con-
ceived of as something distinct from periods of time such as moments or minutes” (Sprung
1979: 190; de Jong 1949: 41). In the background lies the Vedic hypostasization of Time as a
power, as suggested by a stanza both the Prasannapada and the Mahaprajiiaparamitasastra
(MPPS) quote: “Time transmutes the elements; time sustains being; times cares for the sleep-
ing; time is insurmountable” (ibid.). The source is the Kalasitra of the Kalavadins, an
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Ajivika group who were partisans of absolute time, a cosmic fire that cooked all beings (Sil-
burn 1955: 5 and 127). This text is also quoted in the MPPS as it argues against a hyposta-
tized immutable time, which either creates all beings or at least is immutable, has a real exis-
tence, is a subtle dharma, invisible and unknowable, and manifest in its effects such as flow-
ers, fruits, etc. (65b8-20; Lamotte 1944-1980: 76). A similar vision of time is found in the
Atharvaveda, which states that “time manifests all beings” (XIX 53.2; Silburn 1955: 138),
and frequently in the Mahabharata. Candrakirti unconvincingly sees as the target of MMK
20.1 this hypostatized time, supposed to be proved by the reality of the processes observed in
time, such as “the development and contraction of the universe” (May 1980: 232; see de Jong
1949: 43).

This image may lurk behind the delusion refuted in MMK 19, the notion that beings really
come to be and pass away in time and that their reality is vouched for by the reality of time
(though the mythic image would survive only in the most attenuated form in the Buddhist
predecessors who are Nagarjuna’s immediate targets). But Garfield may mean by the super-
time only what Loy means when he sees Nagarjuna as refuting a “second, external time” that
things are “within” (Loy 1988: 221). This idea, too, is hard to find in MMK 19.5, but it might
have a point of attachment in 19.6a, whose logic underlies a statement of Aryadeva: “That
[time] in which activity and inactivity are perceived in a thing depends upon something else
and, consequently, is also an effect” (CatuhSataka [CS] 9.7 [Lang 1986: 91]; cf. May 1980).

MMK 19.6 reads:

bhavam pratitya kalas cet kalo bhavad rte kutah |
na ca kascana bhavo ’sti kutah kalo bhavisyati ||.

Translations: “If it is assumed that time exists depending upon an existent, how can there be
time without an existent? No existent whatsoever is found to exist. Where can time be?”
(Kalupahana 1986: 278). “If time depends on an entity, then without an entity how could
time exist? There is no existent entity. So how can time exist?” (Garfield 1995: 256). “If the
course of things (time) exists presupposing things, how will it be able to exist without them?
Now, nothing exists in itself. How then will time be able to exist?” (after Bugault 2002: 245).

Garfield finds this verse to be “double-edged”: “Its positive reading contains Nagarjuna’s
positive account of the nature of time. Nagarjuna points out that with no entities to be tempo-
rally related, there is no time. That is, the only mode of existence that time has is as a set of
relations among empirical phenomena. Apart from those phenomena and those relations,
there is no time. (This insight is foundational for Dogen’s later analysis of wji, or being—
time.) But that means that, given the lack of inherent existence of phenomena, there can be
no inherent existence of time. Time is thus merely a dependent set of relations, not an entity
in its own right” (Garfield 1995: 257). I am not at all sure that Nagarjuna is concerned with a
phenomenological inseparability of being and time. This would not be a novel idea.

The Sarvastivadins are partisans of momentariness; they do not admit an objective time, real in it-
self ... Time does not differ in nature from the constructive energies [better: conditioned forma-
tions] (samskara); time is the samskaras; the samskaras are time. (Silburn 1955: 255)

Here already we have a kind of “being—time,” though not in the rich Zen sense. Nagarjuna
does not need to argue against a bifurcation of concrete being and time as empty form. Rather
he argues from the admitted co-implication of time and being that neither, because of their
mutual dependency, can have inherent existence; or at least that since no being has inherent
existence, time, which depends on beings, cannot have inherent existence either (MMK 19.6).
Mutual establishing affects not only the three dimensions of past, present, future, but also the
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relation between time and temporal things, which again are mutually dependent on each other
for their existence. If there is no time apart from being, and no being apart from time, we are
pushed beyond both to an awareness of empty reality that is neither time nor being. “Being—
time” was glimpsed by the Sarvastivadins, but Nagarjuna pursues its logical implications to
the point where emptiness emerges as the truth of this co-dependence of time and being.

The argument of MMK 19 is resumed in the following words:

The three times (kalatraya) do not exist (substantially) since they are unfixed (asthita), mutually
established (parasparasiddha), and since they change [and] since they are not self-established
[and finally] since there is no being (bhava). They are merely discriminations (vikalpamatra). (SS
29; Lindtner 1987: 47)

(Again I query the need to insert the qualifying expression “substantially.””) The logical in-
separability of the three dimensions, on its own, might serve only to break down a highly pla-
tonistic claim to the substantial existence of these dimensions, having no bearing on any ex-
tra-logical reality. The inseparability of time from phenomena, and its dependence on them,
undercuts more effectively the power of time to establish itself against our lived existence.
Since phenomena themselves are empty, time, dependent on them, is even more so.

What would it mean, phenomenologically, to say that past, present and future are merely vi-
kalpa? Does it mean that they are merely the product of our acts of attending, springing up
only when for some reason we need to think of them? Do we see the world in temporal terms
only because of our needs? If past and future are mirages of regret and hope, the present, too,
can be seen as the product of our attention to it. If past and future have no real existence, nei-
ther has the present, defined as it is in correlation to the other two. Talk of the present is also
a convention, a concept of utilitarian character but ultimately unstable, useful for handling
the constant movement of this samsaric world. No more than time itself does the “moment”
have its own inherent essence. It is a concept we project onto the flow of things. No more
than time itself does the “moment” exist separately from the provisional phenomena it serves
to map and correlate. Indeed one might argue that past and future are more useful measuring
devices than the moment, and in that sense enjoy a more secure provisional existence,
whereas the speed with which the moment disappears shows up the emptiness of provisional
existence more dramatically. Nagarjuna does not descend to such phenomenological inquir-
ies, for his argumentation is rigidly concentrated on a single purpose: to disprove the real ex-
istence of all the chief candidates for real existence.

If we give the abstract terms past, present and future concrete reference to the having arisen,
arising, or not yet having arisen of dharmas, an idea dwelt on by Candrakirti at the start of his
comment on MMK 19 but not touched on by Nagarjuna himself, the argument becomes more
upsetting to our trust in temporal orientations and distinctions. The “I” that arises at this mo-
ment is no longer the “I”’ that arose a moment ago, but is the product of a whole new constel-
lation of conditions. If I cling to the identity of past “I” and present “L,” then I am trying to
make past and present coincide, which ruins the identity of both. But if I rush to the other ex-
treme and deny any continuity whatever, claiming that the past and present events are sepa-
rate, unrelated dharmas, that just pop into existence like sky-blossoms appearing from no-
where (a position that can be either a stubborn “eternalist” strategy upholding the reality of
the successive instantaneous Selves or a “nihilist” abandonment to irrationality), then I run
into a basic law of temporal discourse, to the effect that the reality of any one dimension pre-
supposes the reality of the others. Each relies on the others for its foundation, a radically un-
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stable state of affairs. The uneasy logic of time-language leads to the conclusion that time can
enjoy its flimsy provisional functioning at all only because it is basically not real.

Ksana-Thinking

Impermanence itself, just as much as dependent arising or emptiness, is a counter-intuitive
truth, constantly forgotten, not something one simply registers once and for all. More
counter-intuitive than impermanence, and more controversial, is the radical thesis of momen-
tariness (ksanikatva) developed over the centuries in Buddhist scholasticism. ksana-thinking
seeks to grasp the ontological necessity that all conditioned things must perish, and indeed
perish as soon as they come to be, so that everything is changing all the time, and nothing
abides even for an instant. The historical and systematic connections between early Buddhist
reflection on impermanence and the elaboration of ksana-argumentation are complex (Halb-
fass 1997: 236). The ksana-atomism is associated with the Sautrantika milieu, the latest of
the early Buddhist sects, which emerged in opposition to their parent sect, the Sarvastivada,
about 150 BC (Bareau 1955: 34 and 155). However, other sects, including the Sarvastivadins
themselves, upheld absolute momentariness. No Sautrantika treatises are extant. I do not
know to what extent the ripostes to them in Sarvastivada Abhidharma reveal their special
concern with the ksana. The usual accounts of their ksana-thinking draw on late works such
as those of Vasubandhu (400—480) and Yasomitra (c. sixth century CE).

In traditional Indian thought “the ordering of acts comes first and duration is only a conse-
quence of this” so that “there is no duration as such, but successive discontinuous acts whose
succession is more or less well regulated” (Silburn 1955: 1). Buddhism opposes the con-
structed time that derives from an activity of elaboration to the moment, which is independ-
ent of such activity. Against the ancient idea that “immortality is found in the prolongation of
a well-constructed duration” (ibid., p. 3), Buddhism aims to put an end to duration in putting
an end to the action that gives rise to it. In Sautrantika, time is based on instants, and com-
posed by a fiction of continuity. Ultimate reality is purely momentary, and is known in direct
perception; temporal continuity is a mere conceptual construction:
Sensation cannot produce the impression of changing nor that of lasting. Sensation is pure primi-

tivity whereas the sense of duration, if it exists, is not primitive; we do not have the sensation of
the past and the future, since sensation is exempt from memory. (Silburn 1955: 290).

According to Silburn, the Sautrantikas argued that only the present ksana has substantive ex-
istence (dravyasat) whereas past and future exist only by designation (prajiiaptisat). Silburn
refers to Abhidharmakosa V.27 (La Vallée Poussin 1980: IV, p. 58); but note that Bareau,
writing in the same year as Silburn’s thesis (of 1948) was published, says he has never found
attributed to the Sautrantikas “the idea that things are not substances (dravya) but simple de-
nominations (prajiiapti)”; he sees the notion that the Sautrantikas were predecessors of the
Mahayana as a mistaken interpretation of their commonsensical rejection of some outlandish
Sarvastivada claims (Bareau 1955: 302). Rejecting the substantive reality of past and future,
the Sautrantikas said: “If you do not accept that the elements no longer exist after having ex-
isted, it will not be possible for the three epochs to be established.” To which the Sarvasti-

vadins replied (Silburn 1955: 268-269):
We have never claimed that the past and the future exist in the manner of the present ... The three

epochs, though constant in their true nature, are nonetheless diversified as regards activity, for
there are an infinite number of ways of being.
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The Sautrantikas rejected this: something either really exists or is merely fictive, there is no
middle ground. Likewise, either “the thing that endures [duration] is a fiction and the instants
are real, or the latter are fictive and the former real” (ibid., p. 333). Madhyamaka, it seems,
would be happy to admit that both duration and the instant are fictive, and that the present is
as much a praparica as the past and the future. Interestingly, the Sarvastivadins had formu-
lated the objection that if past and future are not real the present, too, is mere praparica: “If
the past and future are not real, the present does not exist either, for the present is designated
(prajiiapyate) in consideration of (apeksya) the past and the future” (Silburn 1955: 273, ref-
erencing the Vibhasa from the Sarvastivada Abhidharma, as translated in La Vallée Poussin
1937: 10-11). “If the future exists only as a designation, admit then that the present, too, ex-
ists as a designation and not as a thing” (Silburn 1955: 264, referencing ibid., pp. 47-48).

The doctrine of momentariness was refined when it became necessary to defend it against
Brahmanic orthodoxy (Mimaki 1976: 1). The positions attacked and defended were generally
Sautrantika ones, and the logic of Dignaga (480—540) and Dharmakirti (600—660) was the
chief defensive weapon. The two chief arguments for momentariness in this tradition of de-
bate were an argument from impermanence (vinasitvanumana), which found mature formu-
lation in Vasubandhu, and an argument from the very nature of being (sattvanumana), which
was introduced by Dharmakirti and became the principal argument (see Frauwallner 1982
and Steinkellner 1968). Being was defined as causal efficacity (arthakriya) and it was argued
that only what is immediately present has such efficacity. In the later stages of this tradition,
logic overrides intuition in establishing the truth of momentariness and appeal to direct ex-
perience plays a diminished role. Thus when Ratnakirti (1000—1050) refutes an argument for
permanence based on recognition, his inferential proof of the momentariness of things annuls
the recognition of the pot I perceive today as the one I perceived yesterday. If it is objected
that recognition is a perception (pratyaksa) and thus a more trustworthy instrument of knowl-
edge than inferential proof, the reply is that the two instruments of knowledge (pramana)
have the same validity; perception can annul inference only when the supposed inference is
invalid; and conversely a valid inference can annul a fallacious perception (Mimaki 1976: 16-
17).

A question one might ask about ksana-thinking is whether it really deepened the Buddhist
awareness of impermanence or tended rather to distract from it. Buddhists seek to live in the
present moment, in attentive mindfulness (smrti, Pali sati). Present action, the object of mind-
fulness, is not mapped in relation to any fixed image of a past to be carried through consis-
tently or a future to be built. Such thinking of past and future would bring about the distract-
ing imperfections listed in the Upakkilesasutta (Majjhimanikdaya [MN] no. 128.16-27): doubt,
inattention, sloth and torpor, fear, elation, inertia, excess of energy, deficiency of energy,
longing, perception of diversity, excessive meditation. Each of these is a falling away from
full consciousness of each moment of time (see Silburn 1955: 218). A monastic ordering of
time permits attention to each moment as an end in itself, in detachment from utilitarian cal-
culation. This is not hedonistic clinging to the moment or despairing abandonment to the
moment (two sides of the same coin). Mindfulness controls the flux of samsaric life so as to
reorient it to nirvanic detachment and simplicity. It embraces within the “specious present” a
wise openness to past and future that gives this present “depth.”
The fact that parts of other moments of consciousness may, as it were, spread over the present

moment or extend beyond it makes for an intricate interlacing and a close organic continuity in
the world of mental phenomena. (Nyanaponika 1998: 95)
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“Give up what is before, give up what is behind, give up what is in the middle” (musica pure
murica pacchato majjhe murica; Dhammapada [DhP] 348, tr. Radhakrishnan 1974: 167-168).
This verse warns against clinging to the present as well as against clinging to past or future.
When ksana theorists lay a heavy stress on the sole reality of the present instant, too confi-
dent in having isolated at last a secure or ultimate point of reference, they risk veering to the
extreme positions of eternalism (S@svatanta) or annihilationism (ucchedanta). The Sarvasti-
vadins are suspected of eternalist tendencies, in that, though committed to universal momen-
tariness, they sought to give all moments some kind of permanent identity apart from their
fleeting actuality when present. One might suspect that the Sautrantikas, in corroding the re-
ality of things to the point-instant, courted the risk of annihilationism.

ksana-essentialism might seem a recondite topic of critique today, but it has a similarity with
the temptation to a reductive atomism that continues to haunt the western intellectual land-
scape — in an empiricist fixation on sense-data or bare particulars, a logical positivism seek-
ing bedrock elementary propositions, a cult of the naked fact in historical research, or repre-
sentations of the evolutionary process to a string of isolated chance events. The Buddhist
doctrines of impermanence and mindfulness, especially as inflected by Zen, have been well
received in the West. But the wisdom of living the present moment to the full can fall off into
a new form of essentialism when it becomes a formula for hedonistic spontaneity, cutting off
the wise attention to past and future that is part of authentic mindfulness; or it may take a
grimmer, more stoical form: “The moment is all you’ve got, all you are.” Celebration of such
a misconceived present can be an unavowed nihilism. If there is nothing behind and nothing
before, life is reduced to a narrow perch on a tightrope, a knife-edge. Paradoxically, this take
on the impermanent present moment owes less to Buddhist tradition than to an age-old West-
ern quest for permanence. Our cultural programming leads us to invest in the moment,
erected into a pure self-sufficient reality, a locus of totally pristine sensation, perhaps of
enlightened ecstasy, all the longings for certitude and stability that have been left frustrated
by the collapse of Platonism. It is logical that Nietzsche’s diagnosis of the “death of God”
should issue in a cult of the moment and even its impossible eternalization in the notion of an
“eternal return.”

Momentariness in Nagarjuna

If the doctrine of momentariness tended to harden into a scholastic atomism, we may expect
there to have been a reaction to it from within Buddhism itself.

To take the momentary mode of existence of phenomena, their destruction at each moment, as
what truly constitutes their impermanence made perfect sense. Much more problematic is the
situation once the practitioner operates in the doctrinal framework of the Mahayana tradition, and
hence does not accept the existence of discrete momentary conditioned entities that have, despite
their temporal and spatial minuteness, an innate own-being (svabhava). (Rospatt 2004: 82)

This incompatibility between ksana-atomism and emptiness seems to underlie Nagarjuna’s
refutations of Sautrantika positions. No more than time itself does the moment have its own
inherent essence. It is a concept we project onto the flow of things. No more than time itself
does the moment exist separately from the provisional phenomena it serves to map and corre-
late. Indeed one might argue that past and future are more useful measuring devices than the
moment, and in that sense enjoy a more secure provisional existence, whereas the speed with
which the moment disappears shows up the emptiness of provisional existence more dramati-
cally. Nagarjuna does not descend to such phenomenological inquiries, for his argumentation
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is rigidly concentrated on a single purpose: to disprove the real existence of all the chief can-
didates for real existence.

But it must be noted that the word ksana never occurs in the MMK.

He refutes the arising and perishing of things, the three samskrtalaksanas, persisting and non-
persisting time, and even uses the idea of impermanence in one or more verses, but he does not go
after momentariness per se ... He may have been aware of the theory of momentariness, or of a
theory developing in this direction, but it may still have been a controversial or possibly even eso-
teric theory in his circles. (Anne MacDonald, personal communication)

Full-fledged ksana-theorizing begins only after Nagarjuna, and some suggest that he may
have prompted its formation as a way of saving reality from his criticism (Vetter 1997: 169);
this is in contrast with Conze’s account of the Sarvastivadins as having originally being
prompted by the dangers of momentariness to posit an existence of past and future dharmas
(Conze 1967: 138-139). The word ksana may have been used elsewhere by Nagarjuna, if
Lindtner’s translation from the Tibetan is followed:

Since one moment of mind (buddhiksana) cannot within [the very same] moment (ksana) grasp a
form (rijpa) born as explained, how could it understand a past (atita) and a future (anagata) form
(ripa)? (SS 49; Lindtner 1987: 57)

MMK 20.6 is typical of a form of argument that recurs often:

hetum phalasyadattva ca yadi hetur nirudhyate |
hetau niruddhe jatam tat phalam ahetukam bhavet ||.

Kalupahana translates (1986: 282): “If the cause were to cease without passing on the causal
status to the effect, then the effect that is born when the cause has ceased would be without a
cause.” Bugault is more perspicuous: “If the cause were destroyed without having given that
which is cause for the fruit, that fruit, since the cause is destroyed, would be born without
cause” (Bugault 2002: 252). Kalupahana, as he often does, invokes ksana-thinking here:

With the dominance of the linear view of causation as well as the theory of momentary destruc-
tion (ksana-bhanga) of phenomena, the question was raised as to how the cause in the present
moment could give rise to the effect in the succeeding moment. The answer was that the effect
comes to be without a pause or gap (samantara nirvarttanat). The effect is both given (datta), in
the sense of being put forward (prayacchati) by the cause, and at the same time not given (na
puna dattam) because it is not identical (fad eva) with the cause. (Kalupahana 1986: 282, referring
to Abhidharmakosabhasya, ed. Pradhan, p. 99)

Often it is hard to see if something as concrete as the momentary destruction of phenomena is
under attack or whether the argument is confined to a more abstract, dialectical plane, simply
showing the impossibility of attributing self-nature to movement, without specifying a pre-
cise theory.

In MMK 21, at the last stage of his examination of relative realities, just before going on to
ultimates such as the Tathagata (MMK 22), the Fourfold Truth (MMK 24) and nirvana (MMK
25), Nagarjuna shows the mutual incompatibility between an existence (sambhava) that en-
tails dissolution (vibhava) and a dissolution that immediately entails existence, in addition to
the fact that both are self-contradictory. This refutation of the arising and perishing of things
seems to have in view “the phenomenon of momentary impermanence” (Garfield 1995: 267).
At least that would be the most graphic example of a sambhava that immediately entails vi-
bhava. In this discussion, too, he remains a rigorous critic of language, eschewing a phe-
nomenological approach for an exposure of the contradictions even in what seem the most
innocent svabhavic assumptions. Candrakirti takes MMK 21, as he took MMK 20, to be di-
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rected against those who think that time has a real existence. They claim that it is thanks to
the existence of time that things are produced and perish, and the Madhyamakas reply that
this might be so if things were really produced and destroyed, but they are not (de Jong 1949:
57). This reference to time seems an irrelevant carry-over from MMK 19, nor is the existence
of time further discussed in Candrakirti’s remarks on MMK 20-21. He does not refer MMK
21 to the concept of the ksana.

A good reason to connect MMK 21 with the ksana-theory is that otherwise its arguments do
not hold up very well. Oetke finds an equivocal amphiboly between temporal and non-
temporal senses of the terms in MMK 21.4: “How should there be production without de-
struction? For impermanence is never not found in the things.” He thinks that Nagarjuna’s
argument limps, and is propped up only by a variant of the “tacit premise”: production and
destruction can be “together with” each other, in a non-temporal logical sense, only if they
coexist temporally (Oetke 1990: 104). But if the non-temporal reading is ruled out altogether
and we take it that in 4b “the temporal quantifier is used in its primary and literal sense so
that the sentence may be taken to say that everything possesses always the property of im-
permanence” (ibid., p. 94), then, it seems to me, Nagarjuna’s arguments make perfect sense.
Their “tacit premise” is simply the view that dharmas have only momentary existence, so
that they perish as soon as they are produced. The passage “from having always the property
of impermanence to the actual destruction at every time of a thing’s existence” indeed “in-
volves more than mere paraphrasing” (ibid.). But if the context is ksana-thinking (not neces-
sarily in a very developed form), the immediate entailment of momentariness by imperma-
nence has already been established and can be presupposed. The location of the chapter sug-
gests that Nagarjuna is tackling a last outpost of svabhavic thought rather than returning to
generalities. In pointing out the inherent contradictoriness of momentary production—destruc-
tion he forbids us to repose in the idea of the moment, though it comes so close to the insight
into emptiness. Rather we must accept the emptiness of the categories of production and de-
struction, as the doctrine of instantaneous production—destruction comes close to confessing.
The breakdown of these categories voids the moment of its last shred of real existence.

There is, however, a text in which Nagarjuna explicitly tackles ksana-thinking in its Sau-
trantika form. In Ratnavali (RV) 1 66-74 he defends momentariness against the Vaisesika, and
then goes on to refute an inherently existing ksana. The authenticity of this text has been
questioned, rather inconclusively (Vetter 1992); it is drawn on by Christina Scherrer-Schaub
in her quest for Nagarjuna’s historical context (in her courses at the Ecole Pratique des
Hautes Etudes). The text confirms in any case that “if [the Madhyamakas] turn to the issue of
momentariness at all, then they usually do so only in order to combat it insofar as it is taken
to affirm the existence of momentary entities” (Rospatt 1995: 7). Here are verses 1 68-70:

When a thing ceases to exist through momentariness,
How can anything be old?

When a thing is non-momentary due to constancy
How can anything be old?

Since a moment ends it must have

A beginning and a middle,

This triple nature of a moment means
That the world never abides for an instant.

Also the beginning, middle and end

Are to be analysed like a moment;

Therefore, beginning, middle and end

Are not [produced] from self or other. (Hopkins 1975: 26-27)
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The ksana appears as the last desperate refuge of a clinging to svabhava, and is subjected to
the same dialectical barrage as other claimants to real existence.

Momentariness as the Gate of Emptiness in the Mahaprajiiaparamitasastra

To pit Nagarjuna against momentariness is an unsatisfactory exercise, for reasons we have
seen. But I shall now take a wide step to another text in the vast reaches of the Madhyamaka
tradition, namely the MPPS, extant only in Chinese, which is a commentary on the Perfection
of Wisdom Siitra in 8000 Lines. It may still be true that the Perfection of Wisdom scriptures
provide the horizon for a full understanding of Nagarjuna’s thought. The commentator surely
found a close link between the Siitra and Nagarjuna, since in the course of the work he quotes
most of the MMK. Consultation of this work cannot confirm the connection we attempted to
discern between MMK 21 and ksana-thinking, but it does provide a rich context in which a
critique of momentariness would develop along lines comparable to Nagarjuna’s critique of
other concepts. The text is an interesting chapter in the Wirkungsgeschichte of the MMK, par-
ticularly as giving a sense of the spiritual upshot of Nagarjuna’s analyses. Alexander Rospatt
suggested at the 2002 Straniak Stiftung symposium that

the link between impermanence and emptiness follows from spiritual practice, particularly if aniz-
yatd is radicalized in terms of momentariness ... It seems almost inevitable that in a Mahayana set-
ting this undermining of substantial existence was taken even further, and that the point to which
existence had become reduced was finally also erased. (Rospatt 2004: 83)

He cites a Burmese vipassand teacher’s testimony that “the experience of momentariness
may give way to a meditative state where phenomena cease to exist entirely as separate enti-
ties with an own-being,” a state in which the objects observed so far “are no longer there and
seem to have ceased to exist” (Rospatt 2002: 15-16).

The author of the MPPS, a master of Abhidharma lore, firmly associates impermanence with
momentariness, paraphrasing “all samskaras are impermanent” as follows: “all conditioned
dharmas, being born and perishing from instant to instant, are impermanent” (222a29;
Lamotte 1944-1980: 1370). Is there a logical progression from the doctrine of instantaneity to
the realization of emptiness? Or is the ksana-theory a svabhavic cul-de-sac to be refuted on
the path through impermanence to emptiness? According to Rospatt there is a prima facie
contradiction between impermanence and emptiness, insofar as the doctrine of emptiness “is
clearly at odds with the Buddha’s teaching on anityata inasmuch as this teaching implies that
there are real phenomena which are subject to origination and destruction.” The contradiction
was resolved ingeniously:

To be a-nitya (im-permanent) was interpreted to mean nityam a-sat (“permanently, i.e. forever,
non-existing”). This denial of existence does not refer directly to the characterized entity as such,
but to its supposed own-being or essence (svabhava). Thus the Buddha’s teaching that all entities
are anitya comes to affirm the Mahayana teaching that all entities are devoid of substantial exis-
tence. (Rospatt 2002: 15-16)

The MPPS sees impermanence, understood as momentariness, as taking us across the thresh-
old of insight into emptiness:

Question: Mahayana teaches that dharmas do not arise and do not perish, and have but one char-
acteristic (laksana), namely the absence of characteristics. Why is it said here that “all samskaras
are impermanent” and that this is a seal of the doctrine? How do these teachings not contradict
one another?

Answer: To consider impermanence is to consider emptiness. If one considers instantaneous and
impermanent matter (rijpa), one knows it as empty. Past matter, being already destroyed, is in-
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visible, hence without the characteristic of matter. Future matter, not yet being born, is without ac-
tivity, without function, and invisible, hence without the characteristic of matter. Present matter,
too, is without duration, invisible, and indiscernable, hence without the characteristic of matter.
The absence of the characteristic of matter is emptiness; emptiness is non-birth and non-destruc-
tion. Non-birth and non-destruction are in reality one and the same thing as birth and destruction
... Present matter has no duration ... Every dharma found retrospectively to have the characteristic
of destruction must have it from its birth, but this is not known because of its subtlety ... As the
characteristics of birth and destruction always attend the samskaras, there is no duration. If there
were duration, there would be neither birth nor destruction. Hence present matter has no duration
and, in duration, there is neither birth nor destruction, for duration reduced to a unique instant
characterises the samskaras. (222b27-¢6.8-10, 13-16; Lamotte 1944-1980: 1376-1377)

Here the refutation of birth and destruction is derived from examination of the instant. In the
instant, matter (or any other phenomenon examined) has no duration; if it did it would be free
of birth and destruction; thus birth and destruction coincide in the instant and this makes
them equivalent to no birth or destruction. On the basis of momentariness, as the immediate
conjunction of birth and destruction, matter is shown to be empty of all characteristics, in-
cluding birth and destruction. Here birth and destruction prove their own emptiness by their
momentariness. In MMK 21 they are not given a chance to prove anything, for the legitimacy
of the very terms is undercut from the start. The argument there was that it is impossible for
there to be production with destruction or production without destruction; since production
and destruction are impossible concepts, entities have no real existence, for entities cannot
exist apart from production and destruction (MMK 21.8). Their emptiness is thus not traced to
the rapidity of their production—destruction but to the impossibility of thinking in this way at
all. Unlike MPPS, MMK 21 seems to bypass ksana-thinking completely.

Yet the MPPS denies the reality of birth and destruction as much as of duration. It has in-
voked impermanence and momentariness, but only as a provisional rhetoric. In reality im-
permanence does not exist:

Question: What is the complete notion of anityata?

Answer: To see the conditioned entities arising and perishing in every moment as dust blown by
the wind, as water flowing from a fountain, as flames falling away one after another. All condi-
tioned entities are devoid of solidity, devoid of energy: they can neither be grasped nor be clung
to. As illusions they deceive fools. Through this anityata one obtains entry into the gate of sianya-
ta. Since in emptiness no dharma exists, neither does impermanence exist. Why is this? Birth, du-
ration and destruction do not coexist in one and the same instant ... They are mutually opposed by
their characters and nature ... Because they do not exist, neither does impermanence. (MPPS
229b14-22 [Lamotte 1944-1980: 1436]; see also 171a24-bl15 [Lamotte 1944-1980: 920-923];
287c; 290c¢)

The Buddha spoke of impermanence only to destroy eternalism, among other reasons, and
not because he took impermanence to be real. The doctrine of impermanence is of a remedial,
not an ultimate nature, and is only the first door to emptiness (228b22-28 [Lamotte 1944-
1980: 1436-1437]; 193b1-6 [ibid., pp. 1083-1084]; see Ramanan 1978: 177). Nagarjuna has a
similar attitude to impermanence. Just as letting go of past and future entails letting go of
present, so, by a similar logic, to let go of permanence requires that one let go of imperma-
nence as well. Buddhism begins by asserting impermanence against permanence, the present
against past and future, but at a higher level it deconstructs the dualism and fixation implicit
in such oppositions. “[In a relative sense] everything is impermanent, but [in the absolute
sense] nothing is permanent or impermanent” (SS 58; Lindtner 1987: 61). But it is not neces-
sary to invoke the two truths here; if all is impermanent, there is no permanence to oppose to
it, so the permanent/impermanent distinction breaks down. Note that there is an echo here of
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the Prajnaparamitasiitras, which deny the applicability of a set of paired categories to any
dharma (beginning with form, ripa). The first pair listed is “impermanent” and “permanent’:

LRI

If he does not course in the idea that “form is not permanent or impermanent,” “not ease or ill,”
etc., then he courses in perfect wisdom. And why? That form does not exist in such a way that
impermanent or permanent, ease or ill, self or not-self, attractive or repulsive (can be predicated)
of it. (Conze 1979: 302; see also ibid., pp. 306 and 314)

“The notion of impermanence is pure when it grasps impermanence correctly, impure when it
begins to study impermanence” (229¢17-18; Lamotte 1944-1980: 1438). Here we see a thrust
against scholastic analysis of impermanence, such as the ksana-theorists practised. The
enlightened bodhisattva does not bother with any form of examination, such as examination
of impermanence, pain, emptiness, non-Self, birth and destruction, existence, non-existence,
neither existence nor non-existence. He rejects all such vain chatter (praparica) (205a20-23;
Lamotte 1944-1980: 1202). In the MMK, too, analysis of the impermanent realities, valuable
as it is, does not take us all the way to the ultimate “quiescence of fabrications” (MMK dedi-
cation verse and 25.24). For this one has to allow the conventional status of the analysis itself
to come to light, so that it, too, is seen as fabrication.

An instance of this is the surpassing of temporal analysis in the insight that time does not ex-
ist at all. Ramanan claims that in the MPPS, “the denial of time as a substance is not a total
denial of time but is a revelation of time as a derived notion” (Ramanan 1978: 197).

If there were absolutely no past and future, if there were only the present lasting for a moment,
then even the Buddha could not have striven in the path and achieved the immeasurable merits ...
So it must be known that the past and future are there indeed. (254c14-18; Lamotte 1944-1980:
1691)

That sounds rather like Garfield’s reading of MMK 19. But Ramanan fails to notice that this
is a Sarvastivada statement! The Mahayana position (255a23-b15; Lamotte 1944-1980: 1694-
1695) contradicts it: time does not exist. The Buddha’s analysis of the three times and his un-
obstructed penetration of their nature is not yet insight into emptiness; this dharma-analysis
is surpassed by the preaching of unlimited emptiness: as the triple time does not exist, noth-
ing whatever exists. This is presented as a teaching of the Prajiiaparamitasiitras.

Undoubtedly there is a more absolutistic feel to the discourse on time in the MPPS and in
Candrakirti than is apparent in the MMK. Yet what these later developments suggest at least
is that Nagarjuna lends himself to be used not only to shatter metaphysical reifications, or the
dogmatism of ksana-thinking, but equally the rigidity of our trust in normal temporal catego-
ries. Time, like everything that arises in dependent co-origination, is proved to be unreal and
empty, and this is a step to the supreme liberating vision wherein the dependent (pratitya)
and relative (upadaya) world of becoming is shown, as non-dependent and non-relative, to be
nirvana (MMK 25.9). This idea should not be invoked blithely. “The eventual equation of the
phenomenal world with emptiness, of samsara with nirvana, and of the conventional and the
ultimate” (Garfield 1995: 101) is very, very eventual, so that only a Buddha can perceive it
correctly. Asserted too early, too sweepingly, it can short-circuit the path to liberation. To say
that emptiness is “merely a characteristic of conventional reality” (ibid., p. 91) could imply
that Madhyamaka thought is merely a wise conventionalism, and that if one just gets the con-
ventions right one is already in touch with emptiness, already enjoying nirvana. 1 have tried
to suggest that Madhyamaka arguments that allow time and the ksana to deconstruct them-
selves are aiming not at a demystified vision of temporal conventions, but at a vision of emp-
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tiness in which time is not seen at all, or seen at most as a useful mirage for guiding the suf-
fering sentient beings who are still entangled in delusive temporal categories.
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Lambert Schmithausen

Nichtselbst, Leerheit und altruistische Ethik im Bodhicaryavatara

1. Einleitung

Bei heutigen Buddhisten und auch bei Buddhologen — zumal solchen, die selbst Buddhisten
sind — liest man nicht selten, die Einsicht in das Nichtvorhandensein eines Selbstes oder in
die Leerheit miinde zwangsldufig in universales Mitleid ein. Das ist jedoch m.E. nicht ohne
weiteres einsichtig. Einsichtig erscheint eher Loslosung von den als nichtselbsthaft bzw. leer
erkannten Dingen, und folglich Aufhéren von Handlungen, die auf dem Anhaften an ihnen
basieren. Woher aber soll der Impuls fiir ein dariiber hinausgehendes altruistisches Téatigwer-
den kommen? Kommt er wirklich allein aus der Nichtselbst- bzw. Leerheitserfahrung? Oder
kommt er nur zum Vorschein, wenn er schon vorher unabhingig davon — durch Uben von
Mitgefiihl etwa — in das Personlichkeitskontinuum eingespeist worden ist, und wird durch die
genannten Erfahrungen lediglich von Behinderungen befreit?

Fiir den Ideengeschichtler und Philologen liegt es nahe, zunidchst einmal die traditionellen
Texte nach einer Antwort zu durchforsten. Nach meinem bisherigen Eindruck, den ich vor
einigen Jahren, auf der Basis zugestandenermafen keineswegs erschopfender Untersuchun-
gen, in zwei kurzen Beitrégen' zu skizzieren versucht habe, ist eine solche automatische Ab-
leitung des Mitleids aus dem Nichtvorhandensein eines Selbstes oder aus der Leerheit zu-
mindest in der vor- bzw. nicht-tantrischen Primérliteratur des indischen Buddhismus relativ
selten, bzw. nur unter bestimmten Bedingungen, anzutreffen.

Im alten Buddhismus dient die Betrachtung der Nichtselbsthaftigkeit nach allem, was ich sa-
gen kann, stets der Loslosung. Loslosung und Mitleid sind zwar nicht inkompatibel, konnen
aber doch auch in einer gewissen Spannung zueinander stehen.” Zur Begriindung von ethi-
schem Verhalten wird in den kanonischen Texten m.W. nicht die Nichtselbsthaftigkeit (der
Personlichkeitskonstituenten etc.) bzw. die Nichtfeststellbarkeit eines Selbstes (attan/atman)
herangezogen, sondern (neben der Karma-Lehre)’ die “Goldene Regel”, nach der die anderen
so zu behandeln sind, wie man selbst behandelt werden mochte. Hier ist also das Selbst nicht
eliminiert, sondern im Gegenteil — unhinterfragt — vorausgesetzt.”

Auch fiir das Mahayana bezeugen nach meinen bisherigen Beobachtungen nur wenige Texte
eine direkte Ableitung des Mitleids aus der Leerheit, und es bleibt offen, wie das zu verste-
hen ist.” Viel héufiger findet man Aussagen, nach denen zwar beide fiir den Bodhisattva-Weg
unabdingbar sind, sie aber keinesfalls zwangslaufig einander nach sich ziehen, sondern eher
geradezu in einer Spannung zueinander stehen und sorgfiltig gegeneinander ausbalanciert

''Sc. Schmithausen 2000a und 2000b.

2 Am eklatantesten in der Schmithausen 2000a: 135-136 (mit Anm. 76) zitierten Vibhasa-Stelle (T Bd. 27,
428c17-21).

? Und gelegentlich auch dem Hinweis auf diesseitige Nach- und Vorteile (so z.B. Majjhimanikaya Bd. 111,
pp- 163-164 und 170-171). Auch im BCA wird beildufig auf die erwiinschten und unerwiinschten Folgen im
Jenseits (8.126-129) und Diesseits (8.132) hingewiesen.

* Schmithausen 2000a: 127-128 und 2000c: 30-34.

> Ders. 2000b: 448-449.

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 551-570.



552 LAMBERT SCHMITHAUSEN

werden miissen.® Manchmal heifit es, daB in der eigentlichen Leerheitserfahrung das Mitleid
nicht aktuell auftreten konne, sondern nur im Anschlufl an diese.” Allenfalls beim Buddha
wird eine vollkommene Synthese postuliert (und offenbar auch in der Vajrayana-Praxis,®
vielleicht, weil sie “die Frucht zum Weg macht”, d.h. den Status eines Buddha durch medita-
tiv—rituelle Vorwegnahme zu realisieren versucht).

Zur Ethik-Begriindung dient auch im Mahayana hdufig die Goldene Regel in Gestalt der Be-
trachtung der anderen bzw. aller Lebewesen als einem selbst gleich (atma-para-samacittata
etc.); so etwa im Mahdyanasitralankara, wo dies einmal (vs. 14.37) auch als “Sehen eines
groflen Selbstes” bezeichnet wird. Sie kann aber vermittels der Schau der Leerheit als des
einheitlichen wahren Wesens aller Dinge und Lebewesen (dharmadhdtu) vertieft werden,
wobei es in diesem Zusammenhang aber weniger auf den Aspekt der Leerheit als auf den ih-
rer Allgegenwart ankommt.” Moglicherweise stammt dieser Gedanke aus Kreisen, die den
tathagatagarbha-Gedanken lehrten, die verborgene oder potentieclle Anwesenheit der Bud-
dhaschaft in allen Lebewesen. In einer Lehrrede dieser Tradition, dem Angulimaliyasiitra,
wird jedenfalls die Anwesenheit eines durchgingigen, einheitlichen Wesens in allen Lebewe-
sen ausdriicklich als Grund fiir asketisch—ethisches Verhalten ihnen gegeniiber gelehrt.'” Die
verborgene oder potentielle Buddhaschaft in den Lebewesen kann natiirlich auch unabhéngig
von einer solchen Wesenseinheit eine Haltung des Respektes ithnen gegeniiber begn"lnden.11

Santidevas Bodhicaryavatara (BCA) ist im Rahmen dieses zentralen Fragenkomplexes von
groBem Interesse, nicht zuletzt weil sein Verfasser sich eingehend um die Begriindung bzw.
Motivation altruistischen Verhaltens bemiiht und dabei auch neue Wege zu gehen scheint. Es
gibt jedoch im 9. Kapitel des BCA (iiber die Einsicht, prajiid) auch ein paar Stellen, an denen
die Spannung zwischen Nichtselbst bzw. Leerheit einerseits und Mitleid bzw. altruistischer
Ethik andererseits zum Ausdruck kommt, und auf diese mdchte ich zuerst eingehen (Ab-
schnitt 2). AnschlieBend sollen dann einige Partien des BCA, die sich um die Motivierung
eines altruistischen Verhaltens bemiihen, besprochen werden, zunédchst solche aus dem 8.
Kapitel (Abschnitt 3), und dann eine aus dem 6. Kapitel (Abschnitt 4). Ich ziehe dabei auch
Prajiidkaramatis Kommentar (BCAP) mit hinzu, da er zur Klirung der Argumentation Santi-
devas wesentlich beitrdgt und in einigen Féllen diese auch weiterfiihrt. Auf eine dariiber hin-
ausgehende Berlicksichtigung der umfangreichen indischen und tibetischen Kommentar-
Literatur, wie sie fiir einzelne Verse von Paul Williams (1998) durchgefiihrt wurde, muf3 ich

5 Ders. 2000b: 442-446. Die “mit allen vorziiglichen Qualititen versehene Leerheit” ist, wenn ich recht
sehe, ein Ausdruck fiir eben diese Balance: vgl. Astasahasrika (Ast) p. 183,10, dazu Abhisamayalankaraloka
(AA4A4) p. 496,9: ““mit allen vorziiglichen Qualitiiten versehen’, d.h. nicht ohne Freigebigkeit usw.” (sarvakara-
varopetam iti danady-avikalam).

7 Ders. 2000b: 448 mit Anm. 66. Ich erinnere mich, daB der Dalai Lama in einer seiner Unterweisungen
im Herbst 1998 in Schneverdingen eine dhnliche Feststellung machte, mit dem Zusatz, dal Koinzidenz nur in
der tantrischen Praxis moglich sei. Explizit im gleichen Sinne auch Geshe Thubten Ngawang in: Tibet und
Buddhismus (Vierteljahresschrift des Tibetischen Zentrums e.V. Hamburg), 16. Jg. Nr. 63 (2002): 11: “Im Voll-
kommenbheitsfahrzeug” werden “Weisheit und Methode ... voneinander getrennt praktiziert. Im Tantrayana ...
werden Weisheit und Methode als Einheit geiibt.”

¥ Vgl. die vorige n.

? Schmithausen 2000b: 449-450 und 2000c: 34.

' Peking-Kanjur mDo, Bd. Tsu, 202b2-205a8 ~ T Bd. 2, 540a18-541a24 (Abstandnehmen von Ge-
schlechtsverkehr, Toten und Fleischverzehr). Vgl. Schmithausen 2000b: 450 und 2000c¢: 34.

" Ratnagotravibhaga (ed. E.H. Johnston, Patna 1950) 1.166.
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im Rahmen dieses Beitrages verzichten. Mein Ziel liegt nicht in einer erschopfenden Analyse
des exegetischen oder logischen Potentials der einzelnen Gedankengidnge oder gar in einer
philosophischen Kritik. Es geht mir mehr um eine Herausarbeitung der Bandbreite dieser Ge-
dankenginge, bei denen es sich m.E., auch wenn manche in der Gestalt formeller Schluf3fol-
gerungen auftreten, letztlich weniger um Beweise als um Betrachtungen handelt, mit denen
der angehende Bodhisattva die eigene altruistische Gesinnung, nach der er strebt, festigen
soll. Aus dieser Perspektive hoffe ich, mit den vorliegenden Zeilen einen kleinen Beitrag zum
Verstiandnis des BCA zu leisten, wenngleich in dem BewuBtsein, daf3 er angesichts seines zu-
gestandenermaflen skizzenhaften Charakters den Anspriichen des Kollegen, dessen Anden-
ken dieser Band gewidmet ist, kaum gentigt hitte.

2. Zur Spannung zwischen Loslosung und Zuwendung
2.1. Spannung zwischen Nichtselbst und Mitleid

Der Vers BCA 9.76, der auch in der ilteren Fassung des BCA'? (Tun-huang-Fassung [7%]
8.53) eine weitgehende Entsprechung hat, steht im Kontext der Widerlegung eines wie auch
immer zu denkenden durchgingigen, mit sich selbst identischen Ichs (aham), Selbstes (atman)
oder Lebewesens (sattva) — wir wiirden vielleicht eher sagen: einer Person, aber der indische
Begriff sattva schliefit auch Tiere ein. Ein solches Ich oder Lebewesen, welches das Biindel
von Reihen augenblicklicher Faktoren, das wir, zumeist unter Voraussetzung eines solchen
vereinheitlichenden Prinzips, als “Ich” oder “Lebewesen” anzusprechen gewohnt sind, zu
einer dauerhaften Ganzheit zusammenschlosse, ist nach buddhistischer Auffassung bei ein-
gehender Analyse unter, neben oder hinter den beobachtbaren Faktoren nicht festzustellen:

Ebenso wie [sich] der Stamm einer Bananenstaude, wenn man ihn zerlegt, als keiner [erweist] (er
ist bekanntlich hohl!), so [erweist sich] auch das Ich, wenn man es kritisch priift, als inexistent.
(BCA 9.75 = Th 8.55)"

In Vers 76 stellt nun ein Opponent dem Proponenten, der von der Nichtexistenz eines Selb-
stes oder ganzheitlichen Lebewesens iiberzeugt ist, die naheliegende Frage:

Wenn es kein Lebewesen gébe, worauf kdnnte sich dann das Mitgefiihl richten? (BCA 9.76ab)

2D h. der in tibetischen Hss. aus Tun-huang erhaltenen kiirzeren Version, die den Verfasser Aksaya-
mati — nach Saito (1986: 100-101 und 1993: 20-22) ein Epithet Santidevas — nennt und die auch einem anony-
men, in tibetischer Ubersetzung erhaltenen Kommentar zugrundeliegt (Niheres s. Saito 1986: 98-100 und 1993:
16). Nach Saito (1986: 103-104) ist die kiirzere Fassung die éltere und diirfte im wesentlichen den authentischen
Text reprasentieren, wihrend die ldngere, auf Sanskrit erhaltene Fassung eine spétere, nicht auf den urspriingli-
chen Verfasser zuriickgehende Uberarbeitung darstellt. Sie unterscheidet sich von der kiirzeren Fassung nicht
nur durch die Zahl der Kapitel (10 statt 9, weil das 2. Kapitel der kiirzeren Fassung in der ldngeren in zwei Ka-
pitel aufgeteilt wurde), sondern, vor allem in den spéteren Kapiteln, auch durch Umformulierungen, (z.T. erheb-
liche) Zufiigungen, aber auch Auslassungen sowie Anderungen der Anordnung des Materials (vgl. Abschnitt 3
mit n. 25). Fiir die Fragestellung der vorliegenden Untersuchung spielt es keine Rolle, ob die auf Sanskrit erhal-
tene lingere Fassung von einem anderen Autor als die kiirzere stammt, da es mir um die Bandbreite der Ideen
als solcher geht. Ich gehe daher durchweg von der Sanskrit-Fassung aus und nenne den Verfasser weiterhin San-
tideva, ohne damit eine Aussage iiber den Urheber der Uberarbeitung machen zu wollen. Durch Hinweise auf
die jeweilige textliche Grundlage wird aber auch dem Aspekt der ideengeschichtlichen Entwicklung Rechnung
getragen, auch wenn diese als solche nicht thematisiert wird.

3 In der kiirzeren Version steht dieser Vers also nicht vor, sondern, durch einen weiteren Vers davon ge-
trennt, hinter dem 9.76 entsprechenden Vers (Saito 1993: 18 und 2000: 56).
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Der Opponent betrachtet ganz offenkundig das Mitleid mitnichten als einen automatischen
AusfluB3 der vom Proponenten vertretenen Nichtexistenz eines Selbstes, sondern sieht ganz
im Gegenteil einen Widerspruch oder jedenfalls eine Spannung zwischen beiden.

Die Antwort Santidevas erkennt diese Spannung durchaus an. Sie lautet in der kiirzeren Fas-
sung:

[Das Mitleid richtet sich auf ein Lebewesen,] das man sich, lediglich als Zugestindnis um des
Zieles willen, als Selbst vorstellt. (77 8.53ab)

Es ist am einfachsten, “Selbst” hier im Sinne von “Person” allgemein, also nicht im Sinne
speziell der eigenen Person, zu verstehen. Dies stiitzt nicht nur der Kommentar zu der dlteren
Version (der verschiedene Griinde dafiir anfiihrt, warum es in vielen Situationen praktischer
ist, von Personen oder Devadatta usw. zu reden als von skandha-Biindeln)."* Auch die linge-
re Version spricht hierfiir, insofern sie das Wort “Selbst” gar nicht (mehr) verwendet. Hier
heif3t es ndmlich:

[Das Mitleid richtet sich auf ein Lebewesen,] das blof3 vorgestellt ist, [allerdings] mittels eines Irr-
tums, den man um des Zieles willen zugesteht (oder: sich [als bewulites Zugestdndnis] zueigen
macht). (BCA4 9.76cd)

Der Begriff des Zieles (karya) impliziert aber auch seinerseits wieder die Vorstellung eines
Lebewesens, dessen Ziel es ist und das sich um seine Verwirklichung bemiiht, also die Vor-
stellung der Person des Bodhisattva selbst. Die ldngere Version bringt dies in der Tat aus-
driicklich zur Sprache (BCA 9.77). Auch in diesem Fall handelt es sich jedoch, so der Text,
um einen (als bewuBites Zugestindnis akzeptierten) Irrtum (moha). Ein solcher zur Verwirkli-
chung eines Zieles akzeptierter Irrtum werde, so der Text, nicht abgelehnt, wenn er dem Zur-
ruhekommen des Leidens dient. Gemeint ist, im Falle des Bodhisattva, gewi3 nicht nur das
Zurruhekommen des eigenen Leides, sondern, wie Prajiiakaramati (BCAP p. 490,6) richtig
feststellt, zugleich die Beseitigung des Leidens moglichst aller Lebewesen. Eine solche Be-
seitigung ist allerdings nur mittels Erlangung der Buddhaschaft realisierbar, und nach Auffas-
sung Prajiiakaramatis (p. 488,1) ist mit dem Ziel (karya) eben die Buddhaschaft gemeint, die
ithrerseits das Nichtwahrnehmen (anupalambha) aller dharmas voraussetzt (p. 488,1-2). Der
Weg hierhin ist jedoch lang und mithsam und wird nur aufgrund der motivierenden Kraft des
Mitleids (karuna) in Angriff genommen (p. 488,2-4). Dieses aber hat, jedenfalls zu Beginn
des Bodhisattva-Weges, die leidenden Lebewesen zum Gegenstand (pp. 487,9 und 488,4-5).

Die Lebewesen sind somit zwar der eigentliche Anlal und somit Voraussetzung fiir den
Bodhisattva-Weg, sind aber auf der Ebene der hochsten Wahrheit (bzw. Wirklichkeit) ver-
schwunden und nur rekonstituierbar, wenn man sich auf die Ebene des Irrtums (moha) bzw.,
so Prajnakaramati, der vordergriindigen Wahrheit, der letzlich illusorischen Normal-Wirk-
lichkeit (samvrti-satya), zuriickbegibt (BCAP p. 488,5-6)."° Man kann vielleicht sagen: Die
im Traum des samsara als leidend wahrgenommenen Mit-Lebewesen, die zum Erwachen zu
bringen der Bodhisattva gelobt hat, sind auf der Ebene des Erwachens verschwunden, und
der Bodhisattva muf}, wenn er sie retten will, auf die Ebene des Traumes zuriickkehren (bzw.
darf diese nicht endgiiltig verlassen).

"* Saito 1993: 79-80.
!> Beachte hierzu auch Crosby und Skilton 1995: 86-87.



NICHTSELBST, LEERHEIT UND ALTRUISTISCHE ETHIK 555

Prajfiakaramati (BCAP pp. 488,12-489,2) zitiert in diesem Zusammenhang zwei Verse aus
Preisgedichten auf den Buddha, die die Spannung zwischen Einsicht und Mitleid mit aller nur
wiinschenswerten Klarheit zum Ausdruck bringen. Der erste stammt von Triratnadasa'® und
lautet:

Weil die Einsicht auf die wahre Wirklichkeit (fattva) ausgerichtet ist, das Mitleid hingegen auf die

vordergriindige [Sichtweise] (samvrti), deshalb wurde Dir (= dem Buddha), als Du der Wirklich-

keit gemaf nachdachtest, [klar,] da3 die Welt ohne Lebewesen ist. Als Du aber vom Mitleid, der

Mutter der Besitzer der zehn Krifte (= Buddhas), durchdrungen wurdest, da kam bei Dir Liebe zu
der gequilten Welt (= den Lebewesen) auf wie bei einem Vater zu seinem Sohn.

Das zweite Zitat stammt aus einem Nagarjuna zugeschriebenen Preisgedicht:'’

Die Vorstellung “Lebewesen” tritt bei Dir, o Beschiitzer, iiberhaupt nicht auf, und doch bist Du
im hochsten Mafie mitfithlend gegeniiber den vom Leid gequélten Lebewesen.

Prajfiakaramati betont allerdings in diesem Kontext, dal auch die vordergriindige Sichtweise
nicht jeglicher Grundlage entbehre. Vielmehr bestehe sie im vorliegenden Kontext darin, daf3
man die finf skandhas — korperliche Gestalt, Empfindungen usw. — konventionell als “Lebe-
wesen” bezeichnet. Prajfiakaramati scheint hier den Standpunkt des konservativen Abhidhar-
ma zugrundezulegen. Insofern nach diesem die skandhas als solche im Gegensatz zu der ih-
nen auffingierten personalen Einheit durchaus existieren, ist hier das Mitleid keineswegs vol-
lig gegenstandslos (BCAP p. 489,3-4). Wenn es moglich wire, Mitleid im BewuBtsein dieses
Sachverhaltes so zu iiben, daf3 es sich, ohne Riickgriff auf die Vorstellung einer personalen
Einheit, auf bloBe skandha-Biindel, also Daseinsfaktoren (dharmas), bezoge, wire es mit der
Wirklichkeitsauffassung der konservativen Schulen und der Nichtexistenz eines Selbst kom-
patibel.

Es scheint aber, daf} die konservativen Schulen eine solche Form des Mitleids nicht konzi-
piert haben, nicht einmal im Falle des Groflen Mitleids des Buddha; denn selbst dieses gilt
zumindest den Sarvastivadins (Vaibhasikas) als eine vordergriindige (samvrti-) Vorstellung,
deren Gegenstand die Lebewesen (sattva) sind.'® Hingegen findet sich der Begriff eines [blo-
e] Daseinsfaktoren zum Gegenstand habenden Wohlwollens (und spéter auch Mitleids) in
bestimmten Lehrreden und Traktaten des Mahayana (zuerst wohl im Bodhisattvapitaka-
sitra),"” in einer Begriffsreihe, die auch von Prajiiakaramati (p. 488,6-7) erwihnt wird. Diese
Begriffsreihe geht aber noch einen Schritt weiter, indem sie als letzte Stufe noch ein Wohl-
wollen bzw. Mitleid, das keinerlei Objekt mehr hat, hinzufiigt. Damit sollen offenbar Formen
von Wohlwollen und Mitleid konzipiert werden, die sogar mit der Ebene der mahayanisti-
schen Einsicht in die wahre Wirklichkeit als dharma-nairatmya, als Wesenlosigkeit oder
Leerheit auch der Daseinsfaktoren, in Einklang stehen. Von dieser Form des Mitleids macht
Prajiiakaramati jedoch im vorliegenden Kontext, in dem es ja nur um die Nichtexistenz eines
Selbstes bzw. ganzheitlichen Lebewesens geht, keinen weiteren Gebrauch. Er deutet nur an,

' Gunaparyantastotra, Vers 33 (s. Bodhicaryavatara, ed. P.L. Vaidya, Darbhanga 1960, p. 299,9; Pe-
king Tanjur bsTod tshogs, Bd. Ka-1, 232a8-b2).

" Niraupamyastava, Vers 9 (s. La Vallée Poussin 1913: 5).

'8 7.B. Vasubandhu, Abhidharmakosa 7.33a mit Bhdsya (ed. P. Pradhan, Patna 1967, p. 414,16-19).

1% Pagel 1995: 142. Vgl. Schmithausen 2000b: 447 mit Anm. 61-65.
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daB sie, ebenso wie die auf bloBe Daseinsfaktoren bezogene, einem fortgeschritten Stadium
des Bodhisattva-Weges zuzuordnen sei.”

2.2. Spannung zwischen Leerheit und Mitleid bzw. ethischem Handeln

Vom Begriff der Leerheit (sinyata), also der eigentlichen Madhyamaka-Position, handelt
hingegen BCA 9.53. Der Vers gehort nur der langeren Version an und wird iiberdies von Pra-
jhakaramati auf zwei verschiedene Weisen gelesen und kommentiert. Es interessiert hier nur
die zweite, nach welcher der Vers wie folgt zu verstehen ist:

Dadurch, dal man von den Extremen des Anhaftens und des Zuriickschreckens befreit wird (Le-
sung sakti-trasanta-nirmuktya), gelingt das Verweilen in der Welt (samsara), mittels eines Irr-
tums, um der leidenden [Lebewesen] willen: dies ist die Frucht der Leerheit.

Nach Prajiakaramatis Erklarung sind mit Anhaften und Zuriickschrecken hier genau genom-
men die Anldsse dafiir gemeint, d.h. der Glaube an Besténdigkeit und der Glaube an ein au-
tomatisches Authoren, Eternalismus und “Nihilismus”. Ersteren beseitigt man durch griind-
liches Nachdenken iiber die hochste Wahrheit, letzteren durch das Zugestdndnis der vorder-
griindigen Wahrheit. Beides zusammen macht den Mittleren Weg aus und ermoglicht es dem
Bodhisattva, um der leidenden, im samsara umherirrenden Lebewesen willen in der Welt zu
verbleiben. Dabei ist das Mitleid sein Motiv, und durch die Einsicht in die wahre Wirklich-
keit weilt er in der Welt, ohne von ihren Méngeln besudelt zu werden.

Hier klingt alles ganz harmonisch, die Spannung zwischen Leerheit und Mitleid wird kaum
spiirbar. DaB sie aber latent doch vorhanden ist, zeigt der anschlieBend von Prajiiakaramati
(BCAP p. 446,8-9) aufgeworfene Einwand:

Aber im Sinne der hochsten Wahrheit gibt es doch gar nichts, was man “im samsara herumirren-
de [Lebewesen]” nennen konnte; wieso verbleibt da [der Bodhisattva um deretwillen] in der
[Welt]?

Die Antwort ist nach Prajiiakaramati (p. 446,9-10) im Vers mit dem Wort “mittels eines Irr-
tums” angedeutet, d.h. weil im Sinne der vordergriindigen Sichtweise eben doch ein “Lebe-
wesen” wahrgenommen wird. Die Frage wird hier also dhnlich beantwortet wie in dem zuvor
(Abschnitt 2.1) behandelten Vers 76, auf den Prajfiakaramati in der Tat verweist. Nur da3 an
der vorliegenden Stelle die Spannung nicht die zwischen der Einsicht in die Nichtexistenz
eines Selbst und der Vorstellung von Lebewesen, sondern die zwischen der Leerheit und der
Vorstellung von Lebewesen ist. Zwar kann die Leerheit auch im engeren Sinne der Nicht-
existenz eines Selbst verstanden werden, doch legt der Kontext von BCA 9.53 eine solche
Einengung nicht nahe. Fait man aber die Leerheit im Sinne des Madhyamaka als letztliche
Unwirklichkeit nicht nur von Lebewesen oder Personen als einheitlichen Entitdten, sondern
auch der sie konstituierenden psycho-physischen Bestandteile, der skandhas, so fiihrt auch
der Riickgriff auf diese Bestandteile nicht aus der vordergriindigen Sichtweise, aus dem irr-
timlichen Sehen von Entititen, heraus.

In seiner Erkldarung des letzten Versviertels macht Prajiakaramati (BCAP p. 446,12-14) je-
doch deutlich, da8 Mitleid und Leerheit trotz der zwischen ihnen bestehenden Spannung ein-
ander erginzende, komplementire Momente der Spiritualitit des Bodhisattva sind:

2 BCAP p. 228,30: tatah param dharmalambana analambana ca.
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Dies ist die Frucht der Leerheit, dall [der Bodhisattva], obwohl, dank des Mitleids im samsara
verbleibend, aufgrund der Schau der Leerheit von den Méngeln des samsara nicht besudelt wird;
dies, ndmlich daf} sein Erloschen derart ist, dal3 er weder auf die Welt noch auf das Nirvana fixiert
ist (apratisthitanirvanata), ist die Frucht der Leerheit.

Die Spannung zwischen Leerheit und Ethik zeigt sich auch an weiteren Stellen. So 148t Pra-
jhiakaramati in seinem Kommentar zu BCA 9.4d einen Opponenten folgenden Einwand vor-
bringen: Wenn in Wahrheit alle Dinge wesenlos sind und wir davon ausgehen diirfen, daf3 die
Bodhisattvas tiber die wahre Wirklichkeit Bescheid wissen: wie ist es dann zu erklaren, daf3
sie in ithrem Bestreben, die Buddhaschaft zu erlangen und alle Lebewesen zu retten, Freige-
bigkeit usw. praktizieren, obwohl doch auch diese Handlungen illusorisch wie ein Zaubertrug
(mayadi-svabhava) und somit wesenlos sind (BCAP p. 372,1-3 und 9-10)? Auch hier lautet
die Antwort, die Prajiakaramati dem Vers®! entnimmt, wieder, daB dies um des Zieles willen
(karyartham) geschehe. Es sei nun einmal so, dal3 Freigebigkeit usw., in der rechten Weise
praktiziert,** obwohl vordergriindig und in Wahrheit wesenlos, zur Ursache fiir das Erreichen
des hochsten Gutes bzw. der hochsten Wahrheit werden und dies auf keinem anderen Wege
zu erreichen ist.

Interessant ist auch der von Prajiiakaramati in der Einleitung zu BCA 9.11 (Th 8.9¢c-10b) ei-
nem Opponenten in den Mund gelegte Einwand, daf3, wenn die Lebewesen illusorisch wiren
wie durch Zaubertrug in Erscheinung tretende Personen, das Tdten eines Menschen nicht
wirklich T6ten und somit schlechtes Karma sein konnte, ebensowenig wie das “Toten” einer
durch Zaubertrug zur Erscheinung gebrachten Person (BCAP p. 382,12-14).* Auch hier zeigt
sich wieder die Spannung zwischen Leerheit und Ethik. Der BCA 16st das Problem durch die
Annahme eines Unterschiedes auf der Ebene des Scheins: im Gegensatz zu der gezauberten
Person ist die “normale” Person mit Geist versehen und ihre Vernichtung deshalb ein To-
tungsvergehen. Die gesamte Ethik gehort also zwar in den Bereich der illusorischen, vorder-
griindigen Ebene. Dort gilt sie aber in vollem Umfang, denn diese Ebene hat trotz ihrer illu-
sorischen Qualitdt durchaus ihre eigenen Gesetze, zu denen auch das Karma-Gesetz gehort.

3. Zur Motivation altruistischer Ethik im 8. Kapitel des Bodhicaryavatara

An den bisher behandelten Stellen aus dem 9. Kapitel des BCA ging es darum, die Spannung
zu verarbeiten, die zwischen Mitleid und altruistischem Handeln einerseits und der Einsicht
in die wahre Wirklichkeit des Nichtselbst oder der Leerheit anderseits besteht. Diese Span-
nung wird zwar durchweg von einem Gegner artikuliert, aber von Santideva bzw. Prajiiaka-
ramati keineswegs abgestritten, sondern zumeist lediglich entschérft, indem die beiden Pole
auf zwei verschiedene Wahrheits(/Wirklichkeits)ebenen verteilt und so gewissermaflen ko-
existenzfahig gemacht werden. Eine wirkliche Synthese versucht allenfalls das bereits er-

! Die kiirzere Version (Th 8.4) weicht ab und hat keine Entsprechung fiir das hier allein relevante
karyartham.

2 Wie Prajiiakaramati andeutet, miissen Freigebigkeit usw. zu diesem Zweck so geiibt werden, daf sie
unter drei Aspekten rein sind (¢rikoti-parisuddhya: BCAP p. 372,10), d.h. — wie ein anderer Text erklart — in der
Weise, dafl man sich bewul3t bleibt, da Subjekt, Akt und Objekt (also z.B. Spender, Spendeakt und Empfénger)
leer sind (444 p. 311,14-15), bzw. dergestalt, daB man die Wahrnehmung (upalambha) von Subjekt, Objekt
und Akt, die mit der Aktivitit zum Heile anderer normalerweise verbunden ist, durch die Ubung des Nicht-
wahrnehmens (anupalambha) solcher Entititen ausbalanciert oder zuriickdringt (vgl. A44 p. 311,17-19).

23 Ahnlich der anonyme Kommentar zur kiirzeren Fassung (Saito 1993: 63,10-12).
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wiahnte Schema der drei Stufen des Mitleids, das auller dem normalen, Lebewesen zum Ge-
genstand habenden Mitleid eines, das nur dharmas zum Gegenstand hat, sowie ein gegen-
standsloses Mitleid ansetzt.

Zumindest mit letzterem bewegen wir uns allerdings — falls es nicht blo im Sinne eines
stindigen Ausbalancierens der normalen Sichtweise durch das Wissen um die Leerheit zu
verstehen ist — auf einem schwer nachvollziehbaren Niveau, dem des Buddha oder zumindest
weit fortgeschrittener Bodhisattvas, fiir die zumindest im Mahayana (und Vajrayana) manch-
mal eine Art coincidentia oppositorum in Anspruch genommen wird.

In der zweiten Hilfte des Kapitels des BCA (das der Vertiefung, dhyana, gewidmet ist) geht
es hingegen ausschlie8lich darum, den angehenden Bodhisattva iiberhaupt erst einmal dazu
zu motivieren, die anderen Lebewesen in sein Streben nach Gliick und nach Befreiung von
Leid, insbesondere im Sinne der endgiiltigen Erlosung, einzubeziehen.

Der gesamte, mit fast hundert Versen recht umfangreiche Abschnitt fehlt {ibrigens in dem
entsprechenden Kapitel der kiirzeren Fassung. Etwa die Hélfte der Verse findet sich dort je-
doch, mit gelegentlichen Varianten, im Kapitel iiber die Tatkraft (virva).”> Einige der ein-
schligigen Verse sind auch in einer Versreihe am Ende des ebenfalls von Santideva stam-
menden Siksasamuccaya (= Siks) enthalten.”® Der Abschnitt gliedert sich in zwei Teile, die

#vgl. z.B. die Gleichzeitigkeit von Erkenntnis der hochsten Wirklichkeit (paramdrtha) und Erkenntnis
der vordergriindigen Wirklichkeit (samvrti) im Falle des “spiegel[gleichen] Wissens” (adarsa-jiiana) des Bud-
dha nach der Lehre der spéaten Yogacaras: z.B. *Buddhabhumisiitra-Upadesa (T Bd. 26) 302¢12-15 und 25-26.

% Saito 1986: 98-100 und 2000: 33-40. Der anonyme Kommentar zur kiirzeren Fassung (Peking-Tanjur
dBu-ma, Bd. La, 375a2-4) stellt ausdriicklich fest, da die Verse sekundér von anderen Kommentatoren, und
nicht etwa vom Autor selbst, aus dem virya- in das dhyana-Kapitel verschoben worden seien (Saito 1986: 99).
Thre urspriingliche Einordnung in dem Kapitel iiber Tatkraft erscheint plausibel, da sie ja den angehenden Bo-
dhisattva zu altruistischem Handeln motivieren sollen und auch in der lingeren Fassung die Behandlung dieser
Thematik anhand der Schliisselbegriffe pardtma-samata und paratma-parivartana zu Anfang dieses Kapitels
ausdriicklich angekiindigt wird (BCA 7.16cd = Th 6.2cd). Nach Auskunft des anonymen Kommentars begriinde-
ten die genannten Kommentatoren die Verschiebung der betreffenden Verse ans Ende des dhyana-Kapitels da-
mit, daf die entsprechenden Betrachtungen sowohl in der [Vollkommenheit der] Versenkung wie auch in [der]
der Einsicht einbegriffen seien (Saito 1986: 99,7-8). Einleuchtender erschiene mir, dafl die Umstellung den
Zweck gehabt haben kénnte, ein allzu groBes Ubergewicht der Einsicht (prajiid) auszutarieren, deren Behand-
lung (im folgenden, nunmehr 9. Kapitel) in der lingeren Fassung erheblich erweitert worden war. Mit Einsicht
und Leerheit allein, ohne starke altruistische Motivation, kommt man ja nur zum Nirvana, nicht zur Buddha-
schaft. Crosby und Skilton (1995: 83-84) wollen in dem Textstiick eine Eingliederung der Cittamatra-Position
(zur Vorbereitung der Einsicht in die letztgiiltige Wahrheit im Sinne des Madhyamaka) sehen. Es trifft zwar zu,
daf3 die Idee der Gleichheit der anderen mit einem selbst (pardtma-samata) in einigen élteren Yogacara-Werken,
vor allem dem Mahdyanasitralankara (MSA), eine wichtige Rolle spielt, und es liegt nahe, daB sich Santideva
davon hat inspirieren lassen. Mit einer Bestimmung der wahren Wirklichkeit als BewuBtsein oder Geist hat die
paratma-samata aber m.E. wenig zu tun. Im MS4 ist auch die Erkenntnis des cittamatra nur ein Zwischenschritt,
der iiberstiegen werden mufl und in die Schau des vom Gegensatz Erfafites—Erfassendes freien dharmadhatu
einmiindet (MSA 6.7-8). Erst aus der Erfahrung der Allverbreitetheit des dharmadhatu resultiert dann ein erfah-
rungsmaBig gegriindetes Bewulitsein der Gleichheit der anderen mit einem selbst (MSA4 14.30; s. auch Madh-
yantavibhaga-Bhasya p. 35,10f. [ed. G.M. Nagao, Tokyo 1964]).

*® Die bei Crosby und Skilton (1995: 80) zu findende Behauptung, diese Versreihe stamme aus dem
Tathagataguhyasiitra, dirfte auf einem Miflverstindnis basieren. Die Versreihe wird, im Gegensatz zu dem
vorhergehenden Vers, nicht mit “und ebendort (sc. im Tathagataguhyasiitra) heillt es” (tathdtraiviha) einge-
fiihrt, sondern lediglich mit “es heif3t ferner” (aha ca), und sie ist im Gegensatz zu den beiden vorangehenden
Zitaten im Tathdagataguhyasitra (zuomindest in der chinesischen Fassung) auch nicht nachweisbar. Die Versrei-
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durch die Stichworte “Gleichheit der anderen und des Selbst (od. mit einem selbst)” (paradt-
ma-samatd) und “Austauschung der anderen und des Selbst” (pardtma-parivartana) markiert
sind. Der erste Abschnitt umfalit mehrere Gedankenstriange, die im folgenden jeweils separat

behandelt werden (3.1-3.5 und 3.7).

3.1. Goldene Regel

Santideva beginnt, ganz im Sinne der buddhistischen Tradition, mit der Goldenen Regel (ge-
nauer: einer positiven Entsprechung):

Zu Anfang soll sich [der Bodhisattva] ernsthaft in der [Vorstellung der] Gleichheit der anderen
mit ihm selbst usw. iiben, [und zwar] so: “Fiir alle sind Gliick und Leid gleich; deshalb muf} ich
sie schiitzen, wie mich selbst.” (BCA 8.90)*’

Prajfiakaramati erklirt, gewif zurecht:

Jene [anderen Lebewesen] unterscheiden sich doch [im Grunde] iiberhaupt nicht von mir! Des-
halb ist auch fiir sie, ebenso wie fiir mich, Leid unangenehm, und ebenso wie fiir mich ist auch fiir
sie Gliick wohltuend. Deshalb ... muf3 ich, so wie ich mich selbst vor Leid und Ursachen fiir Leid
rette, auch die anderen Lebewesen [davor] retten. So wie ich mich selbst in jeder Hinsicht gliick-
lich machen mochte, so auch die anderen. (BCAP p. 328,4-9)

In diesem Sinne wird man auch die als formale Schluf3folgerung prédsentierte Aussage von
Vers 94 zu verstehen haben:

Ich muf3 das Leid der anderen beseitigen, weil es Leid ist, wie mein eigenes Leid; ich muf3 die an-
deren gliicklich machen, weil sie Lebewesen sind, so wie ich das Lebewesen, das ich selbst bin,?®
[gliicklich zu machen bestrebt bin]. (BCA 8.94 = Th 6.37)

Die “Goldene Regel”” arbeitet, wie die obigen Formulierungen zeigen, wie im alten Kanon
ganz unbekiimmert mit den Begriffen “ich” und “andere Lebewesen” bzw. “Personen”. Von
der Lehre, daf3 es in Wahrheit kein Selbst, Ich oder Lebewesen gibt, ist nichts zu spiiren. Die
Goldene Regel argumentiert vielmehr auf der Ebene der alltdglichen, vordergriindigen
Sichtweise.

Santideva fordert in seiner Formulierung der Goldenen Regel deutlich aktive Zuwendung: die
anderen Lebewesen sind zu beschiitzen und zu begliicken, Leid ist von ihnen abzuwehren.
Nicht daB es im alten Buddhismus solche Formulierungen iiberhaupt nicht gédbe, aber im
Vordergrund steht dort doch, dal man die anderen in Ruhe lassen soll, indem man vom To6-
ten usw. Abstand nimmt. Die Bodhisattva-Ethik gibt sich damit nicht zufrieden, sondern ver-
langt nachdriicklich aktiven Einsatz fiir die anderen.*

he diirfte vielmehr von Santideva selbst stammen. Auch Siks p- 155ff. wird eine Reihe von Versen, die sich
weitgehend auch im 6. Kapitel des BCA finden, mit aha ca eingeleitet.

?7 Dieser Vers fehlt allerdings in der kiirzeren Version (Saito 2000: 33; cf. ders. 1986: 108, n. 38).

2 Gtmasattvavat. Th: bdag lus bzhin, d.h. “wie den eigenen Korper”, oder vielleicht: “wie die eigene Per-
son”.

¥ Vgl. auch Th 6.36 (= BCA 8.93): “... Obgleich das Leid des anderen mich nicht trifft (d.h. fiir mich
nicht spiirbar ist), [wei} ich doch] in Analogie zu meiner eigenen Empfindung (rang gi nyams las dpag byas nas
= *atmaupamyena?), daf} dieses Leid fiir ihn schwer ertréglich ist.”

¥ Die Frage, wieweit dies tatsidchlich, in der Lebenswirklichkeit, in die Praxis umgesetzt wurde oder
“Gedankenethik” bleibt, kann hier offenbleiben. In der obigen Formulierung ist jedenfalls deutlich auch die
Umsetzung in die Praxis gefordert. Dafl dabei Hilfestellung auf dem Heilsweg hoher rangiert als Hilfe in All-
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3.2. Die Gesamtheit der Lebewesen als Organismus

In Vers 91 illustriert Santideva die Einbeziechung der anderen Lebewesen in das Streben nach
Leidfreiheit und Gliick am Beispiel des Zusammenwirkens der Korperglieder:

Wie der Korper, der [doch] aufgrund der Verschiedenheit [seiner Teile:] der Hinde usw. unein-
heitlich ist, als einer (d.h. als ganzer) [fiir] schutzwiirdig [gilt], so ist diese ganze Welt [der Lebe-
wesen, obwohl] verschieden, ganz genau so [als eine, als ganze, zu beschiitzen], weil sie so be-
schafferslzist, daB [fiir alle] Leid und Gliick unterschiedslos [Leid und Gliick] sind.>' (BCA 8.91 =
Th 6.34°)

Santideva geht also von der Tatsache aus, daB jeder den eigenen Korper, obwohl er aus un-
terschiedlichen Teilen besteht, als ganzen zu schiitzen bemiiht ist, als wire er eine Einheit.
Analog soll sich der Bodhisattva die ganze Welt (d.h. alle Lebewesen) gewissermallen als
einen Organismus vorstellen (vgl. auch BCA 8.114 = Th 6.44),” der, obwohl in viele Indivi-
duen unterschieden, dennoch — aufgrund der Goldenen Regel — als ganzer, wie eine Einheit,
von ihm zu beschiitzen ist.

Die Analogie stimmt natiirlich nur, wenn der einzelne Bodhisattva einem einzelnen Korper-
glied entspricht und von der Tatsache ausgegangen wird, dall die einzelnen Korperglieder
fiireinander tatig werden, wie in Vers 99 ausdriicklich festgestellt wird:

... Wieso schiitzt die Hand den Fuf3, wo doch der Schmerz des Fuf3es nicht der der Hand ist? (BCA
8.99cd = Th 6.42cd)

Hand und FuB handeln somit so, als sei der gesamte Korper eine Einheit. Aus buddhistischer
Sicht ist er das natiirlich nicht wirklich, die Einheit ist eine bloB fiktive. Und das sie fingie-
rende Subjekt sind genau genommen ja wohl nicht die einzelnen Korperteile, sondern der
Geist, also eine libergeordnete Instanz. Insofern kommt das Bild nicht ganz hin, denn im Fal-
le des Bodhisattva ist es allein der einzelne, einem einzelnen Korperteil vergleichbare Bodhi-
sattva selbst, der alle Lebewesen trotz ihrer Verschiedenheit als eine Einheit auffafit. Und er
tut dies nicht unwillkiirlich, wie die Hand oder auch der Geist, sondern absichtlich. Ganz be-
wullt nimmt er die Goldene Regel zum Anlal3, im Interesse seiner spirituellen Vervollkomm-
nung die Vorstellung der Gesamtheit der Lebewesen als einer libergeordneten Einheit zu kul-
tivieren, als eines Organismus gewissermallen, in dem er, als ein Teil, fiir das Wohlergehen
aller Teile mitverantwortlich ist.

3.3. Problem der Grenzziehung zwischen “selbst” und “anderen”

In BCA 8.97 (= Siks p. 358,3-4 = Th 6.40) 14Bt Santideva einen Opponenten die Stringenz der
Goldenen Regel mit dem Hinweis in Frage stellen, dafl der Schmerz des anderen nun einmal
der des anderen ist, da3 man selbst ihn eben nicht spiirt. Versteht man die Intention des Op-

tagsnoten, bedeutet nicht, daB der Bodhisattva letztere vernachlédssigen diirfte. Die Bodhisattvabhiimi (ed. N.
Dutt, Patna 1966, pp. 80-94, 97,9-24 und 100,13-105,3) etwa 148t in diesem Punkt an Deutlichkeit nichts zu
wiinschen iibrig.

3! vgl. Vibhiiticandra (Peking-Tanjur dBu-ma, Bd. Sa) 296a6, wo abhinnaduhkhasukhdtmakam erklart
wird als ji ltar gcig sdug bsngal mi 'dod pa de bzhin gzhan yang ngo || ji ltar <g>cig bde ba la dga’ ba Itar
gzhan yang yin pas. Vgl. Gruber 1988: 45.

32 Th 6.34 weicht vor allem in der zweiten Vershilfte deutlich ab (*... bhinna-duhkham sukhdrthikam
sarvam U — yathdtma ?).

33 Hierzu auch Onishi 1999, der (p. 407) auch BCA 8.91 heranzicht.
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ponenten dahingehend, daf3 er nicht riicksichtslosem Verhalten das Wort reden will, sondern
sich lediglich dem aktiven Altruismus des Mahayana nicht anschlieBen mochte, so konnte es
sich bei diesem Opponenten durchaus um einen Anhénger des élteren, konservativen Bud-
dhismus handeln, dem es in erster Linie um die eigene Erlosung geht. Jedenfalls handelt es
sich um jemand, der an die Lehre von Karma und Wiedergeburt glaubt; denn Santideva ver-
sucht, ihn mit dem Argument zu iiberzeugen, dafl er, wenn ihn das Leid anderer Personen
(bzw. der in anderen Korpern auftretende Schmerz) nicht kiimmert, er auch nicht dem
Schmerz, den er in einem zukiinftigen Korper (also in der nidchsten Existenz) erfahren konnte,
vorzubeugen briauchte, indem er in diesem Leben heilsame Werke tut und schlechte unterlaf3t
(BCAP p. 332,3). Der Gegner hilt dem entgegen, dal es sich doch auch in der zukiinftigen
Existenz um ikn selbst handle, doch nach Santideva ist das eine falsche Vorstellung; der in
der zukiinftigen Existenz zur Entstehung Kommende, so erklért er, sei schlicht ein anderer
als der, der hier gestorben ist (BCA 8.98 = Siks p. 358,5-6 = Th 6.41).

Die komplexe philosophische und exegetische Problematik dieser Argumentation ist von P.
Williams (1994; vgl. auch ders. 2000: 425-433) und Mark Siderits (2000a: 413-415; vgl.
auch ders. 2000b: 453-455) eingehend erdrtert worden; bei Williams kommen auch die tibeti-
schen Exegeten zu Wort. Ich beschrinke mich hier auf einige Bemerkungen zum Verstédndnis
des Sanskrit-Textes Santidevas; denn dieser leidet in der Tat an einer gewissen Uneindeutig-
keit. Einerseits ndmlich redet Santideva in Vers 97 vom zukiinftigen Kérper und meint damit,
wie auch aus der Paralleldiskussion im Siks (vgl. den Einwand p. 358,7) hervorgeht, zweifel-
los in erster Linie den Korper in der Existenz nach dem Tode. Anderseits bleibt unklar, ob
unter demjenigen, der nach Vers 98 ein anderer ist als der, welcher gestorben ist, der zukiint-
tige Korper oder vielmehr, wie Prajiakaramati annimmt, die gesamte zukiinftige “Person”
(im Sinne aller fiinf skandhas) zu verstehen ist.

Mein Eindruck ist, dafl der Opponent von der Person und von einer — wie immer fundierten —
Identitit der wiedergeborenen Person mit der verstorbenen ausgeht, Santideva hingegen in
seiner Entgegnung auf den Kérper abhebt. Dafiir scheint mir jedenfalls der Fortgang der Dis-
kussion im Siks (p. 358,7-19) zu sprechen; hier reagiert namlich der Gegner auf die Feststel-
lung Santidevas, daB der, der geboren wird, schlicht ein anderer sei als der, der gestorben ist,
mit der Frage, was es dann fiir einen Zweck habe, “Verdienst” (punya), also gutes Karma,
anzusammeln.** Diese Frage ergibt nur Sinn, wenn man davon ausgeht, daB der Gegner San-
tidevas AuBerung als Leugnung einer iiber den Tod hinausreichenden Kontinuitit der Person
verstanden hat. Santidevas Antwort (Siks p. 358,8-12) stellt jedoch wieder den Kérper in den
Vordergrund. Er entgegnet ndmlich, daf dessen Kontinuitit schon innerhalb des gegenwarti-
gen Lebens nicht gegeben sei, daB3 der Korper von Lebensphase zu Lebensphase, ja genau
genommen von Augenblick zu Augenblick ein anderer werde — er sagt ausdriicklich: der frii-
here sterbe ab und ein neuer “werde geboren” oder “komme™ — und man dennoch fiir die
spateren Phasen Vorsorge treffe.

Im Gegensatz zum Siks beschrinkt sich Santideva im BCA, wenn man nicht sehr zwischen
den Zeilen liest, auf das Beispiel des Korpers der Existenz nach dem Tode, der ja unstrittig

* Siks p. 358,7: anyas cej jayate tatra, kim punyena prayojanam.

3 Siks p. 358,9-11: mrte garbhagate tavad anyo balah prajayate | mrte bale (Ed., Hs.: balye) kumara-
tvam, tannasad agato (vgl. Tib. de zhig nas ni ...; Ed., Hs.: -nasayagato) yuva | tannasac cdgato vrddhah ... .
Eine Kopie der Hs. verdanke ich Jens Braarvig.
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ein anderer ist als der gegenwartige und somit ein fiir den Gegner plausibleres Beispiel dar-
stellt als spétere Phasen des gegenwirtigen Korpers — sofern denn der Gegner iiberhaupt be-
reit ist, sich auf den Korper als Identifikationsgrundlage einzulassen.

Aber selbst wenn Santideva in Vers 98 im Sinne Prajiiakaramatis, der, wie gesagt, von “fiinf
skandhas” spricht, die Verschiedenheit der zukiinftigen “Person” von der gegenwértigen im
Auge gehabt haben sollte, konnte er sich auch dabei auf einen so autoritativen Text wie das
Salistambasiitra stiitzen. Dort heiBt es klipp und klar, daB, unbeschadet der Ursache—
Wirkung-Beziehung, die skandhas bei der Wiedergeburt andere seien als die zum Zeitpunkt
des Sterbens, nicht dieselben.”® Und unter Voraussetzung der Augenblicklichkeit aller verur-
sachten dharmas gilt das gleiche dann auch fiir die jeweils spéteren Phasen der skandhas der
gegenwdrtigen Existenz im Verhiltnis zu den jeweils fritheren. GewiB, die Madhyamikas®’
und auch andere Schulen’® sagen in anderen Zusammenhingen, daB die Wirkung weder mit
der Ursache identisch sei noch etwas anderes als diese (d.h. auch nicht etwas vollig Bezie-
hungsloses). Diese Formulierung wére aber im Rahmen der vorliegenden Diskussion kontra-
produktiv; denn es geht ja darum, dem Opponenten zu demonstrieren, dafl er inkonsequent
ist, wenn er sich weigert anzuerkennen, dafl man auch dem Leid eines anderen vorbeugen
soll.

Angemerkt sei noch, daB sich im Siks auch noch ein ganz anderer Versuch findet, die Ab-
grenzung von “selbst” und “anderem” in Frage zu stellen: der fiir das Madhyamaka typische
Hinweis auf die gegenseitige Abhdingigkeit dieser Begriffe:

DaB [jener] ein anderer und [dieser man] selbst ist, ist [nur] im Hinblick auf [den jeweils anderen
aussagbar und daher] falsch (d.h. keine das Wesen der Sache treffende Aussage), wie “diesseiti-
ges [Ufer]” und “jenseitiges[Ufer]”. Jenes Ufer ist [nur im Kontrast zu einem diesseitigen Ufer
ein jenseitiges und] nicht aus sich (und damit wesenhaft) als jenseitiges [Ufer konstituiert]; im
Hinblick auf was soll da [das angeblich diesseitige Ufer] ein diesseitiges sein? [Ebenso] ist [man]
als [man] selbst nicht aus sich konstituiert; im Hinblick auf was kann da [der vermeintliche andere
als] anderer [konstituiert] werden? (Siks p. 357,16-358,2)*°

3.4. Begriindung altruistischer Ethik mit der Nichtexistenz eines Selbstes

Folgt man den weitergehenden Ausfithrungen der Versreihe am Ende des Siks, so wire aus
der Sicht der buddhistischen Daseinsanalyse der Gegner, der nicht bereit ist, das Leid eines
anderen abzuwehren, schon dann inkonsequent, wenn er spiterem Leid im gegenwirtigen
Korper vorbeugt, da auch dieser nicht nur von Lebensstadium zu Lebensstadium, sondern
letztlich von Augenblick zu Augenblick ein anderer ist (Siks p. 358,8-12). Nicht einmal in
einem bestimmten Augenblick ist er eine Einheit, sondern blof3 ein Aggregat von Teilen. Der
Gegner konnte nun versuchen, in eben diesem Aggregat bzw. der Serie — dem Kontinuum der
korperlichen Faktoren, bzw. der Gesamtperson einschlielich der (ebenfalls augenblickli-

3% Mahayanasiitrasamgraha pp. 105,33-106,1 (ed. P.L. Vaidya, Darbhanga 1961); vgl. auch p. 114,3-5;
Schoening 1995: Bd. 11, p. 731.

37 7.B. Milamadhyamakakarika 18.10; Prasannapada p. 26,8-9 (ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Miilama-
dhyamakakarikas de Nagarjuna avec la Prasannapada, commentaire de Candrakirti, St.-Petersbourg 1913).

¥ 7.B. Visuddhimagga 17.167 (ed. Warren und Kosambi, Cambridge, Mass. 1950); Paramarthagatha 26
(A. Wayman, Analysis of the Sravakabhiimi Manuscript, Berkeley / Los Angeles 1961, p. 171).

? apeksikam paratmatvam pardparam (Ed., Hs.: -varam) yatha mrsa || tat killam na svatah param, kim
apeksydstv aparata | atmatvam na svatah siddham, kim apeksya paro bhavet ||.
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chen) geistigen Faktoren — den Gegenstand der Ichvorstellung zu finden. Auch diesen Aus-
weg weist Santideva in Vers 8.101ab des BCA (vgl. Th 6.43 und Siks p. 359,14) mit der Er-
klarung zuriick, daB3 Kontinuum und Aggregat “falsch” (mrsa), also illusorisch, seien.

Nach Prajiiakaramatis (BCAP p. 334,10-14) Erklérung ist das Kontinuum nichts anderes als
eine ununterbrochene Aufeinanderfolge im Verhéltnis von Ursache und Wirkung stehender
Augenblicke; eine dariiber hinausgehende, eigene Entitit “Kontinuum” sei nicht faBbar; der
Ausdruck “Kontinuum™ sei nur gepragt worden, um jene Augenblicke bequem mit einem
Wort bezeichnen zu koénnen; das Kontinuum existiere daher nicht wirklich, sondern nur als
Benennung. Ahnlich argumentiert Prajiiakaramati (p. 334,15-18) auch im Falle des Aggrega-
tes: eine eigene Entitit “Aggregat” neben den Bestandteilen sei nicht falbar und lasse sich
weder als identisch mit diesen noch als verschieden von ihnen begreifen. Stimmt man dem
zu, so bleibt der Ichvorstellung keine sachliche Grundlage, auf die sie sich beziehen konnte;
sie ist blof eine unangemessene Gewohnheit und ist aufzugeben (vgl. BCA 8.100; Siks pp.
359,15 und 360,3-4).

Die Konsequenz aus diesen Uberlegungen formuliert Santideva so:

Der, [um] dessen Leid [es sich handeln soll], den gibt es nicht; wessen eigenes [Leid] kdnnte es
da sein? (8.101cd)

Da sie keinen Eigentiimer haben, sind schlechthin alle [Vorkommen von] Leid unterschiedslos
abzuwehren, allein deshalb, weil sie Leid sind; was konnte da eine Einschrinkung begriinden?
(8.102)

Wenn [einer fragen sollte:] “Warum mul3 denn Leid [iiberhaupt] abgewehrt werden?”, [so mul3
die Antwort lauten:] Weil alle [hierin] einer Meinung sind. Wenn [Leid somit etwas ist, das] ab-
gewehrt werden muf3, dann gilt das fiir jegliches [Leid]; wenn nicht, dann bei einem selbst [eben-
sowenig] wie bei allen [anderen].*’ (8.103)

Dies ist offenbar in der Tat ein Versuch, die Lehre von der Nichtexistenz eines Selbstes, im
weiteren Sinne jedweden eine essentielle Einheit der Person konstituierenden Prinzips, direkt
als Grundlage einer altruistischen Ethik zu verwenden. Eine philosophische Kritik an diesem
Versuch, der iibrigens in der kiirzeren Fassung fehlt, hat Paul Williams vorgelegt, nach des-
sen Auffassung Santideva mit diesem Ansatz sogar den Bodhisattva-Weg ruiniert.*' Es er-
staunt nicht, da3 diese Kritik, auch aus methodologischer Sicht, ihrerseits Kritik ausgelost
hat.** Da aber Santideva (oder wer auch immer der Autor dieser Verse war) seine Uberlegung
als formale Schluf3folgerung (mit These, Begriindung und Beispiel) vorbringt, ist es zweifel-
los gerechtfertigt, sein Argument (wie P. Williams es tut) zundchst einmal philosophisch
ernst zu nehmen und kritisch zu priifen. Anderseits frage auch ich mich, wie ernst die formal-
logische Auskleidung denn gemeint ist. Einige der iibrigen Argumente sind ja deutlich Ein-
iibungen von Betrachtungsweisen, die sich nicht an der Realitdt, sondern am spirituellen Ziel
orientieren (vgl. z.B. Abschnitt 3.2 oder 3.5, und vor allem auch Abschnitt 2). In diese Rich-
tung scheint mir auch der ideengeschichtliche Kontext des vorliegenden Argumentes zu wei-
sen, den ich im folgenden aus meiner Sicht zu skizzieren versuche.

* Lesung atmani sarvavat mit Hss.; Tib. — *atmapi sattvavat.

* Williams 1998: 104-176 (“The Absence of Self and the Removal of Pain: How Santideva Destroyed
the Bodhisattva Path”).

42 Pettit 1999: 129-134; Siderits 2000a: 415-422, wozu Williams 2000: 433-444 und wiederum Siderits
2000b: 455-458. Vgl. auch Siderits 2002: 335-342.
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Wie oben (Abschnitt 1) bereits angedeutet wurde, dient der Begriff des Nichtselbst in den
kanonischen Lehrreden des frithen Buddhismus (soweit ich sehe: durchgingig) der spirituel-
len Loslosung. Dabei stehen naturgemal3 die (vordergriindig) angenehmen, als gliickhaft er-
fahrenen Gegebenheiten im Vordergrund. Die Einsicht, dafl diese vergénglich, leidhaft/unge-
nligend und nicht wirklich das Ich/Selbst oder diesem zueigen sind, hat zur Folge, da3 man
sich von ihnen innerlich 1st. Das fiihrt automatisch zur Befreiung vom Leiden, da dieses
durch Anhaften bedingt ist. Der Wunsch nach Befreiung vom Leiden war der Antrieb, aus
dem heraus man sich auf die Betrachtung, die zur Einsicht in die Nichtselbsthaftigkeit der
Gegebenheiten (vor allem der gliickhaften) fiihrt, eingelassen hatte. Er bildet den Hinter-
grund dieser Betrachtung, nicht ihren Inhalt. Durch das Ergebnis der Betrachtung der Nicht-
selbsthaftigkeit, die Losldsung, wird er, wie gesagt, automatisch erreicht, und zwar in einem
doppelten Sinne: zum einen dadurch, dal durch die Loslosung das Zustandekommen einer
neuen, Leid mit sich bringenden Wiedergeburt verhindert wird; zum anderen aber schon hier
und jetzt, insofern auch die gegenwirtigen unangenehmen, leidvollen Gegebenheiten nicht
mehr als Ich oder diesem zueigen erfahren werden und sie einen somit gar nichts mehr ange-
hen, gleichgiiltig werden (vorausgesetzt, das Intensitdtsniveau der Betrachtung 148t sich auf-
rechterhalten, auch etwa gegen starken korperlichen Schmerz). Das Paradoxon, daf3 die leid-
vollen Gegebenheiten, zu deren Beseitigung man die Nichtselbst-Betrachtung aufgenommen
hatte, sich durch eben diese als etwas erweisen, das einen eigentlich gar nicht betrifft, diirfte
in der konkreten Dynamik der spirituellen Praxis aufgehoben sein.

Santideva projiziert nun, ganz im Sinne des soeben aufgezeigten (und durch die Dogmatisie-
rung der Nichtexistenz eines Selbstes noch verschirften) Paradoxons, die Betrachtung der
Nichtselbsthaftigkeit zuriick auf den urspriinglich von ihr nur vorausgesetzten Wunsch nach
Befreiung vom Leiden. Warum soll man sich von Leid befreien, wenn es ein Ich, dem Leid
zueigen sein konnte, gar nicht gibt? Die naheliegende Antwort wére nun in der Tat, daB3 es
keinen Grund gibt, Leid, das niemanden betrifft — ob das philosophisch denkbar ist, sei da-
hingestellt —, zu beseitigen, und Santideva trigt dieser Moglichkeit ja in der Tat im letzten
Viertel des Verses 8.103 Rechnung. Wenn man sich aber, in der konkreten Situation der spi-
rituellen Praxis, noch auf der Ebene des Wunsches nach Befreiung vom Leid bewegt, muf3
man die Nichtselbsthaftigkeit gewissermallen in diesen Kontext hinein- oder “hinunter’ho-
len.* Die Leidbeseitigung bleibt dann das Ziel, 1Bt sich aber in Anbetracht des Wissens um
die Nichtselbsthaftigkeit nicht mehr auf das eigene Ich, die eigene Person, beschrinken.

Mit diesem Argument, das wie gesagt in der kiirzeren Fassung (noch) fehlt, betritt Santideva
m.W. Neuland. Mir ist aus der élteren Literatur nur entfernt vergleichbares Material bekannt.
In der Sravakabhiimi™ etwa wird dem Ubenden, um ihn zu Wohlwollen (maitri) auch gegen-
iiber Feinden zu motivieren, empfohlen, die Vorstellung “Feind” mit der Uberlegung abzu-
bauen, dal es in Wahrheit keinen gibt, der beschimpft, ziirnt oder schldgt, noch einen, dem

* Das entspricht (einer betrachtungsmiBigen Vorwegnahme) der Sichtweise der nach der nichtkonzeptu-
alisierenden Schau der wahren Wirklichkeit eintretenden Erfahrung (tatprsthalabdhajiiana) der vielheitlichen
Gegebenheiten im Lichte der vorhergehenden Schau, wozu Pettit 1999: 133 und Schmithausen 2000b: 448.

* Sravakabhimi (ed. Karunesha Shukla, Patna 1973) p. 378,12-19. Maithrimurthi 1999: 279 und 298
(Absatz [i.]). Vgl. auch die Verwendung des gleichen Argumentes zur Begriindung geduldigen Ertragens in der
Bodhisattvabhiimi (ed. Unrai Wogihara, Tokyo 1936) pp. 190,18-191,1 (= ed. Nalinaksha Dutt, Patna 1966, p.
131,11-17) sowie p. 196,25-27 (Dutt p. 135,18-19): nihsattvams ca sarvadharman (Wogihara -am) viditva ...
sarvam ... apakaram ksamate.
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dies widerfahrt. Es ist aber deutlich, daf} es sich hier um eine im Rahmen einer bestimmten
spirituellen Praxis punktuell eingesetzte Betrachtung handelt, die dem Abbau einer bestimm-
ten unheilsamen Vorstellung dient, nicht um eine generelle Begriindung altruistischer Ethik,
schon gar nicht um eine formalisierte. Das Gleiche gilt auch, wenn es im Mahaprajiiapara-
mita-Upadesa heiB3t, der Bodhisattva kultiviere im Hinblick auf alle dharmas den Gedanken
der volligen Leerheit, um zu verhindern, daB3 er zwar den Buddha, nicht aber ein Tier als
gabenwiirdig ansieht.*” Auch hier geht es nicht darum, ein altruistisches Verhalten (Spenden)
als solches zu motivieren. Dieses ist vielmehr vorausgesetzt, und es geht lediglich um den
Abbau einer Ungleichbehandlung.

3.5. Begriindung altruistischer Ethik durch Extension des Ich

An der soeben behandelten Stelle hatte Santideva aus der Tatsache, daB in der Person bei
strenger Analyse nichts zu finden ist, worauf sich die Ichvorstellung zurecht beziehen konnte,
die Konsequenz gezogen, da} es nur “herrenloses” Leid gebe und deshalb bei seiner Beseiti-
gung oder Verhinderung kein Unterschied zwischen eigenem und fremdem Leid gemacht
werden konne. Im Siks versucht er in der gleichen Situation, das gleiche Ziel auf einem ande-
ren Weg, dem der unbegrenzten Ausdehnung des Ich, zu erreichen:
Kontinuum und Aggregat sind falsch (d.h. illusorisch). ... Die Ichvorstellung [richtet sich nur] aus
Gewohnheit auf sie. Warum sollte sie nicht [so] entstehen, [daB sie sich] auf eine andere [Person
richtet]? (Siks p. 359,14-15)
Mit anderen Worten: Man soll auf alle Lebewesen den Status des Ich oder Selbst (atmatva)

iibertragen, indem man diese Vorstellung, im Intc;resse altruistischer Praxis, bewul3t kultiviert
und so allméhlich zur Gewohnheit werden 148t (Siks p. 361,10-11).

Auch im 8. Kapitel des BCA findet sich die bewulite Ausweitung der Ichvorstellung auf alle
Lebewesen, am deutlichsten in Vers 115,46 wo es, im Anschluf3 an die Vorstellung aller Le-

7 Bd. 25, 681¢20-682al. Unmittelbar einleuchtend ist die Auswirkung der Leerheitsbetrachtung auf
die Fahigkeit, das Abhacken von Gliedmalien zu ertragen (ksanti) (ib. 682al1-14).

* Vgl. ferner BCA 8.111-112 (nicht in Th): “Aus Gewohnheit kommt mit Bezug auf Tropfen von Samen
und Blut (die bei der Empfangnis den Anfang des neuen Kdrpers konstituieren), obwohl sie doch anderen (sc.
Vater und Mutter) gehdren, die Vorstellung ‘ich’ zustande, auch wenn es doch gar keine sach[lich]e [Grundlage
dafiir] gibt; warum wird nicht ebenso auch der anderen gehorende (= fremde) Korper als Selbst aufgefal3t?
[Denn] daB der eigene Korper [in Wirklichkeit genau so etwas] Fremdes ist, steht ja [aufgrund seines zuvor auf-
gezeigten Ursprungs] vollig fest. Da kann doch [die vorgeschlagene Extension der Ichvorstellung auf die ande-
ren Korper] nicht schwierig sein!” Ich interpretiere diesen Vers bewuflt im Sinne der Extension des Selbst oder
Ich (als einer Form der Gleichsetzung der anderen mit dem Selbst [pardtma-samata]) — im Text heiflt es ja:
“auch der anderen gehorende Korper” (kayo ‘myadiyo ’pi) —, und nicht, wie etwa Steinkellner (1981:104-105)
und einige der Kommentatoren, im Sinne der Austauschung der anderen und des Selbst (pardtma-parivartana, s.
Abschnitt 3.6). Diese wird m.E. erst von Vers 8.120 (= Th 6.50) an mit der expliziten Aufnahme des 8.16 (= Th
6.2) eingefiihrten Stichwortes thematisiert (vgl. auch Crosby und Skilton 1995: 80; auch 8.113 widerspricht dem
m.E. nicht). Es ist allerdings zuzugestehen, dafl der gleiche Gedanke, in ganz &hnlicher Formulierung, auch in
dem Abschnitt iiber die Austauschung der anderen und des Selbst vorkommt (BCA 8.158), und dort auch schon
in der kiirzeren Fassung gestanden hat (7% 6.71). Und dort heif3it es ebenfalls, daB man die Ichvorstellung auch
mit Bezug auf die anderen [Korper] kultivieren solle (anyesv api bhavaya). Das api pafit aber im Kontext der
Austauschung der anderen und des Selbst nur, wenn man ihm eine nicht streng additive Funktion zuweist (viel-
leicht sollte man es hier besser mit “ebensogut [statt dessen]” wiedergeben). In seiner iiblichen Funktion hinge-
gen ist es in diesem Kontext dysfunktional, und eben dies konnte der Grund gewesen sein, warum der Gedanke
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bewesen als Teilen eines iibergeordneten Ganzen (BCA 8.114), mit dem man sich solidarisch
fiihlt bzw., nunmehr, identifiziert, heil3t:

Wie die Vorstellung des Selbst (oder: die Vorstellung “[das bin ich] selbst”) sich aus Gewohnheit
auf diesen eigenen Korper richtet, der doch ohne Selbst ist — warum sollte nicht ebenso aufgrund
[entsprechender, bewuBt kultivierter] Gewohnung auch mit Bezug auf die anderen [die Vorstel-
lung,] daf sie das Selbst sind, zustandekommen? (BCA 8.115 = Th 6.45)"

3.6. Austauschung der anderen und des Selbst

Auf dem Hintergrund der Grundlosigkeit der gewohnlichen, auf die eigene Person bezogenen
Ichvorstellung 14Bt sich auch eine weitere Betrachtung verstehen, mit der Santideva die Be-
trachtung der anderen Lebewesen als dem Selbst gleich oder in das Selbst einbegriffen noch
iiberbieten zu wollen scheint: die “Austauschung der anderen und des Selbst” (pardtma-
parivartana: BCA 8.120 = Th 6.50).*® Hierbei wird die Aufmerksamkeit u.a. auf die vielen
Nachteile gerichtet, die einem das eigene Selbst, einem Feind gleich, bereitet, indem es sich
dank der Eigenliebe schon vor kleinen Gefahren fiirchtet oder zur Befriedigung seiner Be-
diirfnisse alle moglichen Untaten begeht (BCA 8.121-124 = Th 6.51-54). Es wird auf die un-
heilvollen Wirkungen von egoistischem und die gilinstigen Wirkungen von altruistischem
Streben und Handeln hingewiesen, die das Selbst oder Ich gleichsam auf die Seite der feind-
lichen anderen und die anderen auf die Seite des Ich riicken lassen (BCA 8.125-130 = Th
6.55-60), und es werden Betrachtungen gelehrt, mittels derer man den eigenen Geist systema-
tisch dazu bringt, den Standpunkt der anderen einzunehmen und das alte Ich als fremde Per-
son zu betrachten und zu erniedrigen (BCA 8.137-173, Th 6.66-85). Sogar Fehleinstellungen
wie Neid und Stolz werden hier, gegen die nun als ein anderer betrachtete eigene Person ge-
wendet, bewul3t als spirituelle Mittel eingesetzt (BCA 8.140-142; nicht in 7h). Auf weitere
Einzelheiten braucht hier nicht eingegangen zu werden.

Die Behandlung der Austauschung der anderen und des Selbst nimmt im BCA breiten Raum
ein (nach Crosby und Skilton 1995: 53 Verse), und auch in der kiirzeren Fassung wird ihr mit
36 Versen offenbar grofies Gewicht beigemessen. In der Versreihe am Ende des Siks kommt
sie jedoch nicht vor, jedenfalls nicht in deutlich ausformulierter, terminologisch fixierter
Form, und zumindest der Terminus ist mir auch aus keinem Text vor Santideva bekannt. Es
ist gut moglich, daB zumindest ihre explizite Ausformung auf ihn selbst® zuriickgeht.

3.7. Der Bodhisattva nimmt zusidtzliches Leid auf sich

Nachgetragen sei noch ein letzter Einwand (BCA 8.104, fehlt in Th), den der Gegner (viel-
leicht ein Anhinger des konservativen Buddhismus) gegen Santidevas Forderung nach altru-
istischer Aktivitdt vorbringt. Warum sollte, so meint er, der Bodhisattva sich in dem Bemii-
hen, das Leid der anderen zu beseitigen, eine Menge zusitzliches eigenes Leid einhandeln?

in der ldngeren Version in den Abschnitt {iber die Gleichsetzung der anderen mit dem Selbst iibernommen wor-
den (allerdings zugleich auch am urspriinglichen Ort stehengeblieben) ist.

*" Die offenkundig spirituell-praktische Intention dieses Verses betont auch, wenngleich mit anderer
Terminologie, Onishi 1999.

* Der Abschnitt beginnt m.E. mit diesem Vers (s. n. 46).

¥ D.h., falls die Zusitze in der lingeren Fassung von jemand anders stammen, auf den eigentlichen Ver-
fasser des Bodhicaryavatara, d.h. der kiirzeren Fassung.
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Dabei ist vor allem daran gedacht, dal der Bodhisattva durch das Mitleid am Leid der ande-
ren emotional Anteil nimmt. Zumindest fiir den Mitleidenden vermehrt also das Mitleid die
Gesamtmenge des Leidens statt sie zu reduzieren, und lduft damit seinem Streben nach Leid-
iberwindung zuwider. Die Antwort hebt auf das quantitative Verhiltnis der beiden Leid-
Mengen ab:

Wieso ist das durch das Mitleid involvierte Leid viel/, wenn man es mit dem Leid der [ganzen]
Welt vergleicht? (BCA 8.104cd)

Die eigentliche Antwort gibt aber erst der ndchste Vers:

Wenn durch das Leiden eines einzigen das Leiden vieler ein Ende nimmt, dann muf} jemand, der
Mitgefiihl mit sich selbst und den anderen hat, sich dieses Leiden [zugunsten der anderen] unbe-
dingt auferlegen. (BCA 8.105)

Wohl gemerkt: es geht hier nur darum, sich selbst zugunsten anderer Leid aufzuerlegen; aus
Griinden quantitativer Leidabwédgung anderen auferlegtes Leiden (etwa bei medizinischen
Tierversuchen) ist damit nicht automatisch sanktioniert.

4. Zur Motivation altruistischer Ethik im 6. Kapitel des Bodhicaryavatara:
Der Respekt vor dem Buddha gebietet Respekt vor den Lebewesen

Zum Schlufl mochte ich noch auf das Ende des 6. Kapitels eingehen. Hier wird die respekt-
volle Behandlung der Lebewesen mit dem Respekt vor dem Buddha bzw. der Buddhaver-
ehrung begriindet: Man soll die Lebewesen zufriedenstellen und darf sie nicht kranken, weil
ihr Gliick die Buddhas begliickt und ihr Schmerz die Buddhas betriibt; wenn man also die
Lebewesen zufriedenstellt oder krénkt, erfreut bzw. krinkt man damit zugleich die Buddhas
(BCA 6.122, zitiert Siks p. 156,1-2).

Noch schirfer faBt BCA 6.126 (zit. Siks p. 156,9-10) diesen Gedanken:

Von Mitleid beseelt haben die [Buddhas] diese ganze Welt [der Lebewesen] zu ihrem Selbst ge-
macht, daran ist ja tiberhaupt nicht zu zweifeln. Bedeutet das denn nicht, dal3, [wenn] diese [Le-
bewesen wahrgenommen werden, eigentlich] eben jene Beschiitzer in Lebewesengestalt wahrge-
nommen werden? Wie kdnnte man da diesen keinen Respekt entgegenbringen!

Hier klingt die Lehre vom tathagatagarbha, von der in allen Lebewesen versteckt vorhan-
denen Buddhaschaft, an, deretwegen sie Respekt verdienen wie der Buddha selbst. Aber
Santideva redet hier nicht von einer solchen versteckten oder potentiellen Buddhaschaft der
Lebewesen. Die “Buddhaschaft” der Lebewesen besteht lediglich darin, da3 die Buddhas
diese Lebewesen, im Sinne eines spirituellen Aktes, in ihr Selbst einbezogen (atmikrta)
haben. Diese Aussage 148t sich, mit Prajiiakaramati (BCAP p. 239,10-11), zwanglos im Sinne
der im 8. Kapitel des BCA gelehrten Gleichsetzung aller Lebewesen mit dem Selbst (sarva-
sattva-samatdpadana) oder des Austauschens der anderen und des Selbst (pardtma-pari-
vartana) erkliren.

Prajfiakaramati (BCAP p. 239,10) fiihrt aber dariiber hinaus noch einen weiteren Grund dafiir
an, daf} die Buddhas alle Lebewesen in ihr Selbst einbezogen haben: das erfahrungsmaBige
DurchstoBBen zum Wesen aller dharmas als einem alldurchdringenden (sarvatraga-dharma-
dhatu-prativedha). Dies ist genau derselbe Grund, aus dem (wie in Abschnitt 1 angedeutet)
auch in einigen frithen Yogacara-Texten die Gleichheit der anderen mit dem Selbst abgeleitet
wird. Diese Motivation wird allerdings erst mit dem Erreichen der ersten eigentlichen Bodhi-
sattva-Stufe, der pramudita bhiimih, moglich, da eine direkte Erfahrung der wahren Wirk-
lichkeit unterhalb dieser Stufe nicht gelingt. Es handelt sich offensichtlich um eine tiefere,



568 LAMBERT SCHMITHAUSEN

erfahrungsméafig abgesicherte Einbeziehung der anderen Lebewesen in das Selbst als dieje-
nige, welche der Bodhisattva schon zu Anfang durch die bloe Reflexion auf die Goldene
Regel entwickelt.

Es ist aufschlufreich, daB Prajiiakaramati hier nicht den Terminus “Leerheit” verwendet,
sondern im Anschluf3 an die Yogacara-Texte vom alldurchdringenden wahren Wesen der
dharmas ausgeht. Es ist eben offenbar nicht der qualitative Aspekt der Leerheit, sondern der
extensionale Aspekt ihrer Allgegenwart als wahres Wesen aller Lebewesen, der zur Begriin-
dung einer altruistischen Motivation taugt. Insofern die Schau der wahren Wirklichkeit als
wahres Wesen (svabhava) und in diesem Sinne wahres Selbst (atman) aller Lebewesen die
alte, enge Ichvorstellung ausloscht, kann nach der Riickkehr aus dieser Erfahrung in die viel-
heitliche Erscheinungswelt das alte Ich seine Sonderstellung als privilegierter Bezugspunkt
des Strebens nicht mehr wiedergewinnen. Auf dem Hintergrund der Erfahrung des einheitli-
chen wahren Wesens aller Lebewesen sind diese nunmehr der eigenen Person gleichrangige
Bezugspunkte des Strebens.
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Claus Oetke

Some Aspects of Textual Exegesis
with Regard to Dharmakirti’s Sattvanumana

I

In his paper “Arthakriya und ksanikatva: Einige Beobachtungen” W. Halbfass (H) makes
some remarks which concern principles of textual exegesis suggesting a conflict between an
analysis employing “means of Western Logic and Analysis” on the one hand and some genu-
ine sort of understanding on the other. More particularly, H refers to my investigations on
Dharmakirti’s sattvanumana in Oetke 1993 and suggests that, on the one hand, studies exem-
plified by this work, are apt to promote the understanding of Dharmakirti and Buddhist
Logic, but on the other hand a one-sided concentration on the “logical-analytical dimension
in Dharmakirti’s thinking” together with the pursuit of an “ideal of precision which is im-
posed by modern logic but not by Dharmakirti’s own orientation and its historical context”
lead to a free play with conceivable possibilities which are not concerned with the way in
which Dharmakirti really thought, but with the question as to how he could or rather should
have thought. Accordingly one is tempted to diagnose an “analytic overkill.” Moreover, H
asserts that greater precision pursued for its own sake does not eo ipso entail more clarity and
better understanding, since we do not understand Dharmakirti better by measuring his argu-
ments against an ideal of formal precision which is alien to himself and because whoever
wants to understand a thinker like Dharmakirti who orientated himself by practical and sote-
riological aims must try to understand his intentions, which are not purely of a theoretical and
analytical character, and it is emphasized that one must not overlook the functions which
Dharmakirti assigns to his arguments and proofs.'

The quoted passages contain a mixture of accurate and inaccurate remarks. More important
is, however, the fact that they exhibit a crucial lack of reflection. But before addressing the
main issue some points which appear to me incorrect or misleading deserve to be mentioned:

! Halbfass 1997: 237: “... Dies soll nicht besagen, daB solche Details irrelevant sind. OETKEs eindring-
liche Beobachtungen ... sind gewi3 geeignet, das Verstindnis Dharmakirtis und der buddhistischen Logik we-
sentlich zu fordern. Fragwiirdig ist jedoch die Einseitigkeit, mit der sich OETKE auf die logisch-analytische
Dimension im Denken Dharmakirtis konzentriert und dabei ein Ideal von Prizision verfolgt, das durch die mo-
derne Logik, nicht aber durch Dharmakirtis eigene Orientierung und ihren historischen Kontext vorgegeben ist.
Die durchaus vorhandenen Ansitze zum geschichtlichen Verstehenwollen und zum aufmerksamen und vorsich-
tigen Mitdenken werden immer wieder abgeldst und iiberdeckt durch ein freies Durchspielen gedanklicher Mog-
lichkeiten, dem es nicht so sehr darum geht, wie Dharmakirti wirklich gedacht hat, sondern darum, wie er hétte
denken konnen oder sollen. Man mag versucht sein, hier von einem ,,analytischen overkill* zu sprechen. Grof3e-
re, um ihrer selbst willen verfolgte Prazision fiihrt keineswegs eo ipso zu groferer Klarheit und zu besserem
Verstindnis. Wir verstehen Dharmakirti nicht dadurch besser, dal wir seine Argumente am MaBstab eines ihm
fremden formalen Prézisionsideals beurteilen und weiterfithren. Wer einen religids-philosophischen, explizit an
praktischen und soteriologischen Zielen orientierten Denker wie Dharmakirti verstehen will, mufl auch versu-
chen, seine Absichten, die nicht rein theoretischer und analytischer Natur sind, zu verstehen, und er darf die
Funktion nicht {ibersehen, die er seinen Argumenten und Beweisen zuweist oder zumutet. Das Verstdndnis des
Buddhawortes, der historische Kontext, die soteriologische Absicht und die Seins- und Selbsterfahrung, die
seinem Denken die Richtung geben, werden in der theoretischen und formalen Struktur seiner Argumente und
Beweisginge kaum reflektiert ... .”

Karin Preisendanz (ed.), Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of
Wilhelm Halbfass, Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007, pp. 571-584.
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1. I see no basis for the assertion that the investigations in Oetke 1993 are certainly apt to
further an understanding of Buddhist Logic to an essential degree (“... sind gewil3 geeignet,
das Verstindnis ... der buddhistischen Logik wesentlich zu fordern”), at least provided that
the expression “Buddhist Logic” is understood in the usual sense. Naturally I would be happy
if that were so, but on the other hand I would be surprised if this turned out to be the case. At
least I can say that this never was my ambition in this context.

2. Presumably, H tends to refer by the expression “analytical overkill” to a number of distinc-
tions and in particular the formulation of a vast number of principles and theorems in the
main part of Oetke 1993. If this is so, then the adjective “analytic” is surely inappropriate. It
would be more to the point — if one thinks that these phenomena represent an “overkill” — to
speak of “hermeneutical” or “exegetical overkill.” As a matter of fact, the differentiations and
explications were on the one hand due to the fact that certain interpretational issues could not
be definitely settled on the basis of certain criteria — and we will see below, why this is partly
a matter of principle — while the differences appeared to be relevant for the context of inves-
tigation, and on the other hand motivated by the circumstance that it should be — as far as
possible — ensured that the conclusions rest on a solid textual basis in the sense that they can
be supported not merely by selected individual textual passages but rather by a “network of
remarks.” I have sympathy with the scepticism whether this is really needed as well as with
the worry that things might be excessively complicated. On the other hand, it needs to be
considered that a scrupulous scrutiny of what can be derived from a text with more or less
cogency and in particular a clarification as to whether something can be gathered from a text
by the mere wording, by the wording plus context or only with the help of additional assump-
tions is a vital affair. Since there is no doubt that exactly in this respect much of what hap-
pens in Indian and Tibetan studies is far below the standards that must be required in a seri-
ous science, one should be hesitant to propagate a relaxation of exegetical demands.

3. The basis of the tenet that Oetke 1993 pursues an ideal of precision which is imposed by
modern logic appears mysterious to me. If this relates to the circumstance that all the impor-
tant principles and “theorems” have been presented both in (regimented) natural language
and by formulations in which logical symbols occur, then it must be observed that the ac-
companying symbolic representations merely perform the function of “stabilizing” the inter-
pretation of the natural formulations. They serve the purpose to make formulations of inter-
pretations of textual passages that are taken into consideration or of hypothetical premises
and assumptions underlying certain arguments less vulnerable to uncertainties pertaining to
the intended meanings (for someone who is able to read the symbolic notation). In other
words, they are primarily meant to clarify what the interpreter of the text means. This, so to
speak, “meta-exegetical” use of symbolic language is an important aspect which must never
be confused with other functions which symbolic notations can equally perform. The inter-
pretations themselves are, however, not at all generated by “ideals of precision prescribed by
modern logic” but follow from simple considerations about what some statement might mean
together with the discovery of alternative solutions or about premises or consequences of
some step in an argument or of a certain theorem. In this regard there is no fundamental con-
trast to usual exegetical practice.

We should leave the topic of points of incorrectness or misunderstandings in H’s account
because that which is correct in it is much more interesting. But what is correct in the quoted
passage? I think, above all the remark that the investigations are not so much concerned
about what “Dharmakirti really thought.” Although we will see that this assessment requires
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some substantial qualification, it is in some crucial respects fully correct. But the point of
making this statement is less obvious. For it can hardly represent H’s own original discov-
ery — unless he did not read Oetke 1993 in its entirety — because it re-iterates something
which has been explicitly acknowledged in the book — in particular on p. 205, where it has
been emphasized that the study represents a separate type of investigation which must be
distinguished both from “historical” investigations which, e.g., attempt to fix the date or the
author of some work and from those that can be labelled as “geistesgeschichtlich” and which
aim among other things at the identification of what somebody actually thought or believed,
etc. The only plausible explanation is that H intended to voice a criticism. But then the ques-
tion arises: What is the basis of the criticism? Since H brings at several places the notion of
an understanding of Dharmakirti into play, one should probably presume that the crucial de-
fect which he thinks needs to be criticized is a failure to contribute to an understanding of this
man. But why is understanding of a person so crucial especially because it has been explicitly
declared in Oetke 1993 that “abstract entities” like doctrines, theories, dogmas, theorems,
etc., are the primary object of understanding in the context of investigations of the third type?
Accordingly we are confronted with two questions: 1) Is it really true that the studies of
Oetke 1993 do not contribute in any way to an understanding of some person, in particular
Dharmakirti? 2) Is it imperative that every study in the humanities must contribute to an un-
derstanding of persons? My answer to the first question is that this is at best partially true. In
a certain — and very fundamental — respect a study of the type of Oetke 1993 in fact contrib-
utes to an understanding of persons. I think that the thesis embodied in the second question
should be flatly denied, at least if it is meant that every study has to contribute to an under-
standing of persons in a direct manner. I do not even want to insist on the fact that this tenet
must be at any rate untenable because certain disciplines belonging to the humanities like
linguistics are surely not primarily concerned with understanding of persons. Therefore I will
present a reconsideration of certain issues which have been dealt with in Oetke 1993. Apart
from a confirmation of my contentions this can also perform the function of enabling readers
to become acquainted with some of the most central topics of Oetke 1993 and its results
without immersing themselves in painstaking details. Moreover, some results will be pre-
sented which have no exact parallel in Oetke 1993.

Two issues will be discussed which are respectively related to a passage of the Pramana-
viniscaya in which Dharmakirti presents his sattvanumana and a segment of the Hetubindu
which deals with causality. One could establish a connection between the two topics in such a
way that whereas the first section deals with the need to go beyond an identification of what
somebody “really thought” the second section highlights the relevance of going beyond this
level.

I

The section of the Pramanaviniscaya (PVin) in which a proof of momentariness is presented
which relies on the explication of existence as capability of producing an effect (or: of fulfill-
ing a purpose) (arthakriyasamarthya) reads as follows:

PVin f. 277a4-6 = Steinkellner 1973: 78,14-24 (29%,14-24) skad cig ma ma yin pa ni de ltar ma
yin te | rnam pa thams cad du mi srid pa’i phyir ro || skad cig ma ma yin pa de ni don byed par
srid pa ma yin te | rim dan cig car ‘gal ba’i phyir ro || rim gyis ni ma yin te | ltos pa med par ran
yod tsam gyis byed pa por gyur pa ni sdod par mi rigs pa’i phyir ro | snar byed pa po ma yin pa ni
phyis kyan mi "gyur te | ran gi no bo(r) 'gyur ba med pa’i phyir ro || ltos pa yin na yan bsad zin
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to || cig car byed pa yan ma yin te | de’i ran gi no bo ni phyis kyan mi byed par mi ’thad pa’i phyir
ro | des na nus pa thams cad ldog pa de ni yod pa’i mtshan iid las 'das pa yin no ||.

[Something which] is non-momentary is not like that (i.e., like the final momentary conscious-
ness-moment of an Arhat) because it cannot be [causally efficient] in any possible manner. [For]
that which is non-momentary cannot produce an entity® because it [involves a] contradiction [both
on the hypothesis of] succession and [of] simultaneity [regarding the manner in which it produces
an effect]. It does not [produce an effect or effects] in succession because regarding something
which is a producer only by its own existence without any dependence [on anything else the as-
sumption of] a delay [of its production] is inappropriate. Something which is not a producer be-
fore cannot even [produce] later because there is no change of the own-essence [of a thing]. If, on
the other hand, it [should] be dependent [on collaborating causes with respect to its causal effi-
cacy, then] it has been already taught before [what needs to be said against this hypothesis]. It
does [however] not produce [an effect or effects] simultaneously either because even later its own
essence cannot be non-productive. Therefore this [thing] which lacks potentiality [to produce ef-
fects] altogether has transgressed the limits of existence.

It can be assumed as certain that the reference to a preceding textual passage in connection
with the refutation of causation depending on collaborating causes relates to PVin f. 272b3ff.
= Steinkellner 1973: 56,28ff. (18*,28ff.). In this section Dharmakirti attempts to prove that
knowledge of the allegedly eternal Vedic words cannot be caused by those words together
with collaborating factors. The argument there refers to considerations regarding the condi-
tions under which a collaborating cause can be considered as the collaborator of the principal
cause and rests on an unconvincing claim to the effect that the relationship of collaboration
between collaborating and principal causes requires an additional relation which guarantees
that this relation pertains to the relevant relata and not to anything else and so on ad infini-
tum.®> The decisive point is that even if one ignores this aspect the argument still possesses
sufficient substance which makes it worth being considered because the remainder of the
proof that relates to causal effectiveness which does not depend on collaborating causes in-
volves significant problems. At least in this connection it is imperative to take into account
the fact that the alternative between causing in succession and causing simultaneously allows
for diverse readings. For it does not suffice to rely on mere intuition in this respect. If one
looks at the matter merely cursorily, then one might think that, if one supposes that some
cause C produces three effects E;, E; and Es, the first alternative is represented by a situation
in which E;, E; and E; are produced at three different times and the second alternative by a
situation in which all those effects are produced at some identical time. However, this should
not be meant by the distinction between causing in succession and causing in sequence, and
the reason is that such an alternative would not be exhaustive: The complementary counter-
part of the proposition that all effects are produced at different times is not that all effects are
produced at the same time but that not all effects are produced at the same time. Accordingly,
if one supposes that the alternative of causing in succession consists in the hypothesis that all
effects of some cause are produced at different times, or more precisely, that no two effects
are produced at some identical time, then the contrary hypothesis would be that some effects
are produced at the same time. But is it imperative to read the first alternative in the sug-
gested manner? The answer is: No.

% Or: “cannot fulfil a purpose.” However, it appears that this alternative reading of the expression don
byed pa = arthakriya is not relevant in the pertinent context, at least inasmuch as the argument is concerned.

3 The principles on which the regress-argument relies has been discussed in Oetke 1993: 45ff. It pos-
sesses affinities with the construction of a regress from the predicative binding: 1) S is F, 2) Being F is con-
nected with S, 3) There is a connection between S and being F, 4) S (and being F) are connected in some special
manner to a connection between S and being F, 5) There is a connection between S (and being F) and a connec-
tion between S and being F.
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One must first differentiate between at least two different interpretations of the contrast be-
tween causing in succession and causing simultaneously:

1)  “There are at least two effects which are produced at different times by some cause”
vs. “All effects of some cause are produced at the same time.”

2)  “All effects produced by some cause are produced at different times” vs. “Some ef-
fects of some cause are produced at the same time” — this corresponds to the hy-
pothesis considered above.

However, a little reflection brings to light that it has been tacitly presupposed that the contrast
between causing in succession and causing simultaneously refers to the internal relation be-
tween numerically different effects. Is this assumption compelling? The answer must be
again: No. At least the wording of the expressions allows also for the possibility that the al-
ternative relates either to the manner in which each single effect is caused or to the temporal
relation between the cause and the effect. Accordingly one should reckon with the possibility
that the contrast has to be explicated in the following ways:

1*) “There is some effect which is produced by some cause in successive stages” Vvs.
“Every effect which is produced by some cause is produced at one single instant.”

How 2*) would read is obvious.

1**) “Some effect is produced by a cause in such a manner that the cause itself and its
production of the effect originate in succession” vs. “Every effect which is pro-
duced by a cause is produced simultaneously with the cause, i.e., at the first instant
at which the cause exists.”

Is this a futile play with “possibilities”? I think one should answer as follows: First, the fact
needs to be recognized that all the mentioned readings harmonize with the formulations
which characterize the alternatives, viz. rim gyis (*kramena) and cig car (*yaugapadyena),
and are compatible with the textual context. To be sure, the last mentioned alternative ap-
pears to presuppose a less natural reading of the expressions themselves, but on the other
hand it perfectly matches the wider context in which the refutation is expressed. Secondly,
the diverse readings embody substantial differences. They are not merely variant formula-
tions of identical ideas, and a choice between the alternatives affects the interpretation of the
context: If, e.g., one adopts 1), the expression “delay [of production]” needs to be understood
as referring to the circumstance that something is caused later than something else, whereas if
one adopted 1*) the expression should be taken as relating to the fact that the process of the
production of an entity is not immediately completed, and if one supposes 1**), then the
same expression should mean that a cause does not become productive as soon as it has
originated. Accordingly, the refutations represent different arguments. Possibly, the premises
on which the argumentation rests as a whole are identical in all cases. But since this is not
immediately evident, one needs first a clear distinction between the alternatives before one
assesses the consequences which they entail, if one pursues the task of identifying hidden
premises of the proof.

Is it appropriate to object that there is no evidence that the author of the pertinent textual pas-
sage, i.e., Dharmakirti, had all the above mentioned differences “in mind” at the time at
which he produced it? I think that such an objection could merely reveal lack of reflection.
First of all: What should be considered as the time which is relevant for the occurrence or
non-occurrence of the thought-episodes in question? Is it the time at which Dharmakirti
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formed the conception of the sattvanumana “in his mind”? Or the time at which he started to
write the treatise to which the above cited section belongs? Or the time at which he wrote the
section itself? Or the moment at which he scribbled down the words corresponding to rim
gyis and cig car? Or some time at which he reflected on the question what the distinction
embodied by these two expressions exactly means? ... But are not all such considerations
idle speculation? How should one draw safe conclusions about the occurrence or non-
occurrence of certain thought-episodes of the writer of the pertinent textual passage? And
even if that were possible, would it be really relevant? Would it enhance our understanding if
we knew that at the moment at which Dharmakirti scribbled down the word corresponding to
rim gyis the thought occurred to him that his handwriting was a bit sloppy or that the light at
his table was a bit dark, etc., etc.? Even if we narrow down the perspective to “accompanying
intentions” the relevance is by no means certain. Supposed that Dharmakirti envisaged a
situation in which some cause C produces at three different times three effects E;, E, and E;
as an exemplification of the first alternative, should we take this as the touchstone for the
determination of the correct intended meaning? But suppose Dharmakirti also envisaged a
situation in which C produces E;, E, and Es at a single moment as an exemplification of the
alternative possibility — should this determine the “intended meaning” of the concept of si-
multaneous production? Should one be under such circumstances obliged to interpret causing
in succession and causing in sequence as amounting to the same as producing all effects at
different times and producing all effects at the same time? However, is there not reason to
suppose that this cannot or should not be the intended meaning because we possess strong
evidence for the assumption that the author of the text considered the pertinent alternatives as
exhaustive? Is it not legitimate to discard the aspect of accompanying thought-episodes or
intentional acts in favour of the principle of what is most reasonable (in our eyes) given cer-
tain intentions and goals which can be attributed to some author in question? It is not neces-
sary to insist that this must be the guiding principle of every text-interpretation. It suffices to
claim that there is at least a variety of interpretation which orientates itself by this standard as
well as to the idea of “making sense” of particular actions or ways of behaviour. Probably,
there exists even a possible corresponding use of the word “mean” and related expressions. —
Accordingly one might distinguish “rational meaning” from both “linguistic meaning” and
“intentional meaning.” — These assumptions are by no means outlandish and are related to
some suggestions which have been made by Gareth Evans in his book The Varieties of Refer-
ence (edited by J. McDowell, Oxford 1982), in particular pp. 129ff. (§ 5.3). On this back-
ground it should not be difficult to recognize why a considerable number of “possibilities”
comes into the field of vision: The plurality of possibilities ensues from the indeterminacy of
the principle of being reasonable on the backdrop of certain intentions and goals as well as
from the indefiniteness which is inherent in the notion of making sense of something.

Is it reasonable to reject the pertinent variety of understanding and interpretation because of
the mentioned lack of uniquely determining criteria? I think that those who claim that the
only legitimate concern is the identification of what somebody has “really thought™ deserve
the following reply: To discard investigations concerning what is (most) reasonable in the
light of given intentions and goals because they are not directly related to specific thought-
episodes or speech-act intentions means that, in the case of a figure like Dharmakirti, one
refuses to take somebody’s philosophy or system of thought seriously. This does not at all
imply that it is illegitimate to criticize or even rebuff theorems which have been propounded
by Dharmakirti or other philosophers of the Indian tradition. The decisive point is rather that
the biased emphasis on personal, biographical and psychological aspects in combination with
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the axiom that identification of what somebody really thought is the only relevant issue dis-
misses serious explorations which take that which has been thought as an object of study.
Such an approach does not provide any room for research that relates to the content of a sys-
tem of thoughts, such as the identification of what would be most sensible or reasonable in
some context of accepted theorems, held opinions or intended aims irrespective of whether or
not the concerned thinker has drawn himself similar conclusions or for investigations pertain-
ing to objective features of philosophical tenets or theories like required premises, relations
of compability or incompability with respect to other tenets, etc., which do not presuppose
that the advocate of the tenets and theorems has explicitly recognized those features. Even if
it turned out that Dharmakirti was a “poor thinker” such an attitude could not be justified
because it means that his philosophy — or at least certain philosophical tenets — are not taken
seriously from the very outset. Therefore I claim that the biased outlook which has been de-
lineated above engenders poor science.

The argumentation by which the second alternative of simultaneous causing by a non-
momentary entity is refuted could support the assumption that the author had among the
above mentioned variants 1), 1*) or 1**) rather than 2), 2*) or 2**) “in mind.” For the for-
mulation of the ensuing consequence, viz. the lack of a productive essence at later times of
the existence of a non-momentary entity, furnishes in this manner a most straightforward
argument for the rejection of the second alternative in particular. However, the supposition
that the author in fact intended to employ a specific argument against that alternative, is at
least a possible hypothesis. On the other hand, the notion of “later than” obviously relates to
the relation between a previous and a subsequent causing and not to the relation between a
thing’s existence and its production of an effect, and since one must account for the possibil-
ity that Dharmakirti presented his argument in an elliptical form, such that his refutation
should be taken as illustrative and as providing the clue for the refutation of the possibility
that some entity produces all its effects simultaneously at some later time during its existence
— as it merely requires to substitute “later” by “previously” — it would be illegitimate to con-
sider the issue of the choice between 1), 1*) and 1**) as definitely settled. Nevertheless, the
fact that 1**) fits most naturally into the argumentative context is remarkable in view of the
fact that it appears to presuppose a less natural reading for the pertinent terms denoting the
alternatives. Even if one regarded the methodology which is pursued here as “overcautious”
and deemed the issue of the choice between 1), 1*) and 1**) as settled in favour of 1**) be-
cause of the argumentation one should acknowledge that the method of interpretation which
is adopted here represents a progress with respect to a merely intuitive grasp. For, if one de-
cided in favour of 1**) on that basis, one would do it on explicit grounds and with a clear
mind and not because one has failed to recognize differences in a state of muddledness. But
most decisive is the fact that if one asserts that the issue of the correct interpretation of the
alternatives of causing in succession and causing simultaneously can be definitely settled by
considerations pertaining to the arguments which are presented in the text one implicitly ac-
knowledges the decisive role of criteria of rationality and the potential relevance of “rational
meaning.” If somebody contends that intentions, thought-episodes or other states of mind are
equally important, e.g., in the respect that we should assume that the author of the PVin in-
tended to present a consistent proof or that at the time of his writing the pertinent passage he
was aware of what he was doing, etc., then we can concede this. It merely shows that the as-
pect of what was in some author’s mind must not be altogether excluded from our investiga-
tions. The distinguishing feature is that it is not the only thing which matters here.
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Since the danger of neglecting relevant interpretational variants has been diminished by the
above investigations we can confidently assume that the proof which is presented in the ini-
tially cited PVin passage entails the following consequences:

1. Dharmakirti does not allow for the possibility that some entity never produces any ef-
fect.

2. Dharmakirti is obliged to assume that the hypothesis of a permanent entity which
produces numerically different but qualitatively identical effects involves a change of
the “own-essence” of the entity in question.

These are remarkable results: The first consequence is significant because Dharmakirti’s ex-
plication of his criterion of existence as don byed nus pa = *arthakriyasamartha or arthakri-
yvasamarthya which is mentioned in PVin f. 276b7 = Steinkellner 1973: 76,24 does by itself
not necessitate such a consequence. It merely says that the capability for producing an effect
is a necessary requirement of existence. The significance of the second consequence results
from the circumstance that the hypothesis of an entity producing successively qualitatively
indistinguishable effects does not militate against the assumption that its own nature has not
been subject to some change. Therefore it appears unavoidable to assume that Dharmakirti
presupposed that that which is called “own-essence” is subject to a more rigorous require-
ment of identity or persistence.

In this place one might be tempted to offer the following simple explanation: 1. The author of
the PVin took it as axiomatic that the own-essence of every entity cannot persist if some en-
tity produces first some effect and does not produce numerically the same effect at a subse-
quent instant. 2. Dharmakirti equated capability for producing an effect with actually produc-
ing an effect because he relied on his argument against the possibility of producing effects in
collaboration with auxiliary causes. I consider these accounts as cheap. On the one hand the
argumentation which is presented in the PVin against the possibility of causing in collabora-
tion with auxiliary causes is assailable and quite unconvincing. On the other hand the sugges-
tion that Dharmakirti took as axiomatic the theorem that production of numerically different
and qualitatively identical effects at different times entails change of own-essence merely
shifts the problem, since one must ask: Why did Dharmakirti take this as axiomatic? If one
retorts that the axiom follows from Dharmakirti’s concept of own-essence (svabhava) and
that the theorem “If C produces at time T; A and C does not produce at time T, A, then there
is no own-essence which C possesses both at T, and T,” merely reflects a terminological
stipulation regarding “self-essence,” one is obliged to give a poor account of Dharmakirti’s
reasoning. For if one simply hypothesizes a concept of “own-essence” which is definable in a
corresponding manner, the theorem that the own-essence of an entity cannot be subject to
change and that things possess “own-essences” of this type at all becomes utterly implausi-
ble. By such an account we would ascribe to the writer of the PVin quite a poor argument for
a theorem which occupies a central place in his philosophy. Accordingly the attitude of con-
tenting oneself with offering this explanation would once more entail that one does not take
seriously a theory propounded by some author from the very outset.

I1I

As the PVin passage in which the proof of momentariness on the basis of existence (sattvanu-
mana) is presented does not allow us to decide whether or not the suggested “poor account”
must be accepted as a faithful representation of Dharmakirti’s reasoning in the final analysis,
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it becomes imperative to investigate additional material. It seems that a passage in the
Hetubindu is especially relevant in this connection. It is in the first place a segment that is
introduced by the question how it is possible to know that everything which is existent neces-
sarily possesses a perishable own-essence (katham idam avagamyate sad avasyam nasvara-
svabhavam iti) (Steinkellner 1967: 43,17 [7*,17]), which contains a subsection that is dedi-
cated to a refutation of the hypothesis that a permanent entity like a seed, which possesses a
svabhava of producing a certain effect, actually does not produce that effect all by itself but
dependently on other (auxiliary) causes (Steinkellner 1967: 45,16 [8*,16] syad etat: bijadi-
nam ankuradijananasvabhavanam api saliladihetvantarapeksandt kevald na janayanti ...).
The significance of this passage results from the circumstance that Dharmakirti does not re-
fute the hypothesis on the basis of the questionable considerations by which he tried to ex-
clude the possibility of producing effects in collaboration with auxiliary causes in the PVin,
but by deliberations which relate to the notion of “own-essence” (svabhava). Since it is not
possible to deal with the details of the argumentation here, I will describe merely the outlines
in the hope that it might be allowed to refer readers who desire a justification for certain
statements to the chapter of Oetke 1993 that deals with the “digression on causality in the
Hetubindu.” The argument seems to run as follows:

Step 1: It is only the last phase of common sense-entities like seeds which can possess a pro-
ducing svabhava (with respect to some particular effect, e.g., a sprout).

Reasons:

a) Because something which does not actually produce some effect at some time cannot
possess a producing svabhava;

b) because the character of a svabhava cannot change and because it therefore cannot
occur that one and the same entity is determined at one time as a producing svabhava
and at some other time not.*

Step 2: It is not possible that some permanent entity produces some effect on account of be-
ing at some time in a state in which it possesses a producing svabhava.

Reasons:

a) Because if some entity possesses a svabhava at some time of its existence, then it
must possess it at all times of its existence;

b) because if an entity is alone capable to produce something, then it also produces that;
or alternatively

b*)because if an entity possesses at some time alone a svabhava that is capable to pro-
duce something, it must also produce the effect at the respective time;

c) because only an entity which possesses a svabhava that is capable to produce some-
thing can produce an effect.

The proposition 2c¢) is crucial. It represents an “input-condition” for the applicability of the
concept of svabhava, for it entails that if some entity is capable to produce some effect, then
it possesses a svabhava which is capable to produce something. This in its turn attains rele-
vance on the background of the theorem that if something possesses a svabhava which is

* The “weaker reading” of svabhavasyanyathatvasambhavat which is discussed in Oetke 1993: 154 ap-
pears to me preferable now.
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capable to produce something it actually produces the pertinent effect, since we can derive
(by transitivity): if some entity is capable to produce some effect, then it actually produces
the pertinent effect.

Dharmakirti’s reasoning in the HB can be modelled by a series of derivational steps which
looks as follows:

(I)  For all (particulars) x and for all (time-instants or time-intervals) t such that x exists
in t it holds good that x possesses in t a capability to cause either alone or in collabo-
ration with other factors that there is some y which is an effect of x.

(IT) For all x and for all t such that x exists in t it holds good that x causes in t either
alone or in collaboration with other factors that there is some y which is an effect of
X.

(IIT) For all x and for all t such that x exists in t it holds good that x causes in t that there
is some y which is an effect of x.

(IV) For all x and for all t such that x exists in t it holds good that x produces some y in t
which is an effect of x.

(V) For all x there is some y which is an effect of x and such that for all t in which x ex-
ists x produces y in t.

Assuming that (IV) represents merely a paraphrase of (III) the steps leading from (I) to (1),
from (I) to (IIT) and from (III) to (IV) need to be scrutinized. Since the pertinent section of
the HB contains compelling evidence that Dharmakirti was clearly aware of the difference
between potentiality and actuality, between capability for producing and actually producing
something, the hypothesis that the transition from (I) to (II) is due to ignorance or confusion
appears untenable. However, we obtain the clue for an alternative — and I presume much bet-
ter — solution if we reflect on what “capability to cause something” means or could mean. Is
not the following explication plausible: That some x possesses the capability to cause some-
thing means that x possesses a nature due to which it holds good that if certain circumstances
obtain or were given, then x actually causes or would cause the pertinent effect. In some re-
cent works in philosophy — see above all D.M. Armstrong, A Materialist Theory of the Mind,
London 1968, pp. 85ff. — two different views regarding the nature of dispositions have been
distinguished and discussed. The first is called “the Realist view” and can be roughly charac-
terized as the position which supposes that “to speak of an object’s having a dispositional
property entails that the object is in some non-dispositional state or that it has some property
(there exists a ‘categorical basis’) which is responsible for the object manifesting certain be-
haviour in certain circumstances, manifestations whose nature makes the dispositional prop-
erty the particular dispositional property it is” (cf. Armstrong 1968: 86). The opposite posi-
tion, which is labelled “phenomenalist” or “operationalist,” disputes that there is an entail-
ment between dispositional properties and non-dispositional states. Now, could it not be a
plausible explanation for Dharmakirti’s equation between capability and actuality that he
held a “phenomenalist view” or at least that in the context of the proof(s) of momentariness
he hypothesized a strong phenomenalist premise in the sense that dispositional properties, in
particular capabilities, are definitely not based on categorical properties?

Let us see, what would follow if a phenomenalist position of the described sort were sup-
posed. Does not such a view preclude the possibility to relate different property-descriptions
of the form “If P, then x causes A,” “If Q, then x causes B,” etc., — or “If S obtains, then x
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causes A,” “If T obtains, then x causes B,” etc., — to some identical (categorical) property?
Moreover, would not the assumption of the existence or persistence of some non-actual
causal potency be futile under such premises? Could not this excellently explain why Dhar-
makirti claimed that if an entity produced certain effects at certain times and at other times
not, this would entail a change of “own-essence”? Is this not a suitable basis for understand-
ing the puzzling ingredients of Dharmakirti’s svabhava-concept? To be sure, the hypothesis
of a phenomenalist stance would not suffice to justify Dharmakirti’s concept of svabhava and
the role which he assigns to it. It would moreover not bestow any additional compulsion to
Dharmakirti’s sattvanumana. But the charge that the proof rests on arbitrary conceptual
stipulations and a “sophistic” exploitation of certain terminological ambiguities would be
averted. The possibility is open to discern a considerably deeper foundation for a principal
tenet of Dharmakirti’s philosophy.

One might even go a step further and assert that by relating Dharmakirti’s theorem of mo-
mentariness to a phenomenalist position regarding causal capability one obtains a rare oppor-
tunity of making the analysis of a doctrine of the Indian tradition relevant for modern phi-
losophy. Could one not claim that Dharmakirti’s doctrine of momentariness is suited to bring
to light certain problems which ensue from a phenomenalist stance concerning dispositions?

A phenomenalist outlook can also make the transition from (II) to (IIT) intelligible. It is re-
markable that Dharmakirti in the HB appears to acknowledge the possibility of causing in
collaboration with auxiliary causes. This is interpreted as the production of an effect by a
multitude of causal factors and connected with the theorem that whereas on the one hand the
collection of (auxiliary) causes together produces numerically one and the same entity, on the
other hand the individual members of the collection are responsible for different features of
the product. However, the author of the HB emphatically denies the possibility that either a
single cause or a collection of causes persists during different moments such that it produces
certain effects at some time and at some other time not. A phenomenalist view could explain
this. Without “categorical states” it is difficult to see on what basis one should attribute to a
thing a property which is describable by “If P (obtains), then x causes A” regarding times at
which the initial conditions are not fulfilled and the entity in question does not cause an effect
of the pertinent sort. Even if such an effect were produced at some time there is no basis for
assuming that this property should persist after the production of the effect or at previous
times at which the effect was not yet produced. Thus one merely requires as an additional
assumption the premise that one and the same entity cannot possess different causal capaci-
ties, that that which one could intuitively consider as the causally relevant nature of an entity
must remain constant in order to derive the tenet which is represented by (III).

In contradistinction to (IV) (V) is not compatible with the possibility that a permanent, per-
haps everlasting, entity subsequently produces numerically different and qualitatively identi-
cal effects. Obviously, the hypothesis of a phenomenalistic outlook regarding causal disposi-
tions alone cannot explain a denial of this possibility. I am inclined to believe, however, that
certain general views concerning causality were held by the proponent of the sattvanumana
and that they were responsible for the fact that Dharmakirti was convinced of the truth of a
causal theory that entailed (V). Let us see what is needed in order to justify a transition from
(IV) to (V). Apparently at least the following additional suppositions must be made:

(A) Strong causal determinacy: Every difference of causal outcome must be due to a dif-
ference of causally relevant initial conditions.
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(B) Causal homogeneity of time: For every time T; and every time T, it is causally ir-
relevant whether some (complex of) causal factor(s) is located at T; or at T,.

(C) Causal irrelevance of prehistory: If some C produces an effect E on account of (a col-
lection of) state-of-affairs prevailing at some time T, then nothing which happened
before T is relevant for the fact that C produces E — excluding the fact that events
which happened before are responsible for the existence of C and the states-of-affairs
prevailing at T.

The import of (A) can best be recognized by contrasting it with an alternative: Suppose that it
is true that every event must possess some cause. This does not entail that everything which
is (de facto) caused by something is also necessarily caused by it. One could assume that the
relevance of causal factors pertains merely to the circumstance that their existence enhances a
statistical probability of the occurrence of certain effects, so that as soon as a certain causally
relevant complex originates there might be an increased probability that at the subsequent
moment a certain effect occurs, but since it is only a matter of probability the actual produc-
tion might be deferred to some subsequent instance. But let us suppose that even this possi-
bility should be ruled out by some strong tenet of non-realism regarding causal dispositions
and assume that if some causally relevant complex exists it necessarily produces some type
of effect. This is compatible with the proposition that causal determination does not pertain to
the numerical identity of the effect, so that one could say that even if the occurrence of an
effect of some sort is necessitated by the existence of a causal complex it is still undeter-
mined which entity will be produced as an effect. In order to rule out such a possibility one
would have to embrace a tenet which could be expressed thus: Whenever A is produced as an
effect of some C, if instead of A some numerically different B were produced then something
which is different from C must exist. It is easy to see that a position of “strong causal deter-
minacy” is by no means self-evident.

However, even if one conceded such a tenet, one needs additional premises. Suppose that
causal homogeneity of time would not hold good, then it is conceivable that differences of
causal behaviour are to be described in terms of changes of position in time instead of
changes of the “own-nature” of things. On the other hand, if one rejected causal irrelevance
of prehistory one could assume that, e.g., the mere fact that some C has produced A at T,
together with the inherent nature of C determines that C produces B, which is numerically
different from A, at a subsequent moment T, even on the supposition that A neither directly
nor indirectly has an effect on C.

It is noteworthy that there is nothing in the proofs of momentariness which commits its pro-
pounder to the tenet that time-instants are infinitely small. Everything which Dharmakirti
says both in the PVin and in the HB is perfectly compatible with the thesis that a moment
(ksana) equals, say, 10°% milliseconds. This is extremely short, but not infinitely small.

IV

Now it is time to address the question as to why considerations as those that have been pre-
sented above might be relevant. First of all, it is not only true that Dharmakirti does not ex-
plicitly state any of the theorems in the investigated textual passages, but also that there is not
even evidence that he was ever in a position to formulate them. However, if one takes this
circumstance as a sufficient ground for deducing their irrelevance one adopts a stance which
deserves to be questioned. Various philosophers in the twentieth century have drawn atten-
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tion to the phenomenon of basic convictions which have never been articulated, never been
brought to awareness, never been adopted at any specific time, and employed various terms —
e.g., “certainty,” “GewiBheit” (Wittgenstein) and “creencias basicas” (Ortega y Gasset) — in
order to refer to them. There is, however, no compelling reason to restrict the area of basic
convictions to the world of common sense and everyday — including linguistic — practices.
Could not “basic convictions” exist which are related to philosophy or which are particularly
manifested in the context of philosophy, and if this is so, would not “strong causal determi-
nacy,” “causal homogeneity of time,” “causal irrelevance of prehistory,” and “phenomenalist
view concerning causal dispositions” be suitable candidates for such a status? But suppose
there are basic convictions which are apt to come to light in the context of philosophy and
philosophical reasoning, what is the proof which demonstrates that it is not worthwhile to
explore them? Is it perhaps because they are so deep-rooted that it is not probable that they
were held by some particular thinker alone? But once more one should ask: Where is the ar-
gument which shows that studies on Dharmakirti’s texts must exclusively aim at revealing
facts which are particular to Dharmakirti? H does not even offer the beginning of such an
argument. Moreover, where is the proof that identifications of basic convictions, irrespective
of whether they can be attributed to one or several individuals, do not contribute to a better
understanding of a person? Where is the proof that biographical facts possess a distinguished
status at all? Professional philosophers have often assumed that, say, Plato’s doctrine of
“eros” possesses aspects which are worth an investigation irrespective of Plato’s biography.
Is it under all circumstances essential to know whether Plato’s views had been developed
under the influence of personal love affairs or religious experiences or whatever else? Under-
standing a person might be a legitimate aim, but H does not say why he thinks that under-
standing a philosophical theory or the precise content of philosophical theorems are less im-
portant.” H’s remarks (1997) present an unsatisfactory treatment of this topic.

29 ¢

As a challenge I propound the following theses:

1) It is an error to suppose that circumstantial and psychological facts always determine
the truth conditions of statements to such an extent that they can be uniquely assessed
as true or false.

2) Basic convictions shared by groups of people or by an entire society are not less im-
portant than episodes of intending and believing.

1) provides a basis for explorations of “rational meaning” in accordance with section II;
2) motivates the investigation concerning tacitly presupposed principles which has been illus-

3 It deserves to be noted that H seems to be unaware of the imprecision of his maxim that one must (1)
not disregard the functions which some thinker assigns to his arguments and proofs. Let us concede that it is
imperative to consider functions of arguments and proofs. Does not the proposition that the argument that a
svabhava which is capable of producing an effect at some time cannot become inefficient at later times dis-
proves in the PVin the alternative of simultaneous causing represent an information about the function of the
argument? And is it not a function of this dismissal to establish that a permanent entity cannot be causally effi-
cient, and is it not a function of the refutation of causal efficacy of permanent entities to establish the tenet of
momentariness? Even regarding the proof of momentariness as a whole could one not claim that it possesses the
function of demonstrating how the physical world really is? Is it not quite absurd to claim that accounts of func-
tion must bring soteriological aspects into play? Apparently H has confused different levels of queries about
function. The circumstance that the function of a carburettor is to mix air with gasoline spray to make an explo-
sive mixture does of course not preclude that the total functional system to which a carburettor belongs performs
itself a function (of some higher order), and a functional system of higher order might perform a function in a
system of still higher order and so on. H has failed to identify the exact place at which considerations of sote-
riology are perhaps relevant. At any rate it is imperative to neatly distinguish different functional levels.
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trated in section III. Those who wish to advocate the proposition that everything which is not
directly related to the identification of what some So-and-so “really thought” is merely an
irrelevant play with possibilities should first attempt to disprove the two theses.
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