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Every now and then, even the Olympian Abhinavagupta loses his

temper. We are at p. 36 of the first volume of his magnum opus, the

I$varapratyabhijAavivrtivimarsini (IPVV):
“riktasya jantor jatasya” iti rikta vacoyuktih / prasiddhisataptirne jiva-
loke kasyacit kacid eva prasiddhih “lineva pratibimbiteva likhitevantar-
nikhdateva ca” iti nydyena hrdayabhittau utpatanasatair api hrdayam
anunmilya napasarpati (pp. 36.24-37.6)
The phrase “in a new-born creature that [as such] is empty (riktasya)”
is indeed empty (rikta)! The world of living beings is full of numberless
inherited cognitions, so everyone does have some inherited cognitions
embedded in his heart that cannot possibly be removed, even by hun-
dreds of eradicating efforts, unless one eradicates the heart itself. As
[the Malatimadhava] says: “They are, as it were, absorbed, mirrored,
inscribed, dug into it.”

The addressee of Abhinavagupta’s outburst is his most prestigious
adversary, or, as [ said elsewhere, his most intimate enemy, the great
Dharmakirti. In fact, Dharmakirti’s statement had already been ques-
tioned by Utpaladeva in his Vivrti, and now Abhinavagupta is simply
commenting on it. The passage comes from the Pararthanumana
chapter of the Pramanavarttika (PV), karikas 53-54:

riktasya jantor jatasya gunadosam apasyatah /
vilabdha bata kenami siddhantavisamagrahah // 54 //

Vincent Eltschinger, Helmut Krasser (eds.), Scriptural authority, reason and action. Pro-
ceedings of a panel at the 14th World Sanskrit Conference, Kyoto, Sept. 1-5, 2009. Wien
2013, pp. 455-480.
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“In a new-born creature that [as such] is empty [i.e. devoid of phil-
osophical tenets], and does not see [their] virtues and faults, then
alas, who bestowed [upon him] these wicked demons of philosophi-
cal tenets!”"

The import of the karika can only be grasped in the light of the pre-
ceding one:

keneyam sarvacintdsu sdstram grahyam iti sthitih /

krtedanim asiddhantair grahyo dhiimena nanalah // 53 //

“Who made this rule that a treatise must be held in every delibera-
tion? Now [if that were so], then people who had no philosophical
tenets could not understand fire by means of smoke.”’

Dharmakirti’s argument is about the possibility of inference based
on the force of the real thing itself (vastubalapravrtta) to act without
recourse to scriptural authority - whose special domain is restrict-
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ed to atyantaparoksa matters’ — with regard to objects thatalso have

Transl. Tillemans 2000: 84 (slightly modified; following Jayaratha,
vol. 12 p. 358.6, on Tantraloka (TA) XXXV.4c, I take jdta in the sense of
aharjdta). The karikd is also quoted, this time in full, by Jayaratha (on
TA 1V.18) with a significant variant: 54b karyakaryam apasyatah.

Transl. Tillemans 2000: 83.

PV 1V.48ab uktam ca nagamapeksam anumanam svagocare “Now it has
[already] been said that an inference [which functions by the force of
real entities (vastubalapravrttanumana)] does not depend upon scrip-
ture withregard to its object [i.e. what s to be proved] (sadhya)” (transl.
Tillemans 2000: 78). See also 1V.50 tatha visuddhe visayadvaye Sastra-
parigraham / cikirsoh sa hi kalah syat tada Sastrena badhanam // “When
two [types of] objects [viz., those which are perceptible (pratyaksa)
and those which are imperceptible (paroksa) are [ascertained as] fault-
less in this manner [i.e., by means of direct perception and inference],
then for one who wishes to adopt the treatise, this would indeed be the
occasion [to accept it]. It is at this time that there [can] be invalidation
(badhana) on account of a treatise” (transl. Tillemans 2000: 80). It is to
be noted, incidentally, that here the two terms dgama and sdstra (trans-
lated above as ‘scripture’ and ‘treatise’ respectively) are basically inter-
changeable, as is clearly shown by the commentators Prajfiakaragupta
and Manorathanandin (with the only possible difference that the former
may be taken in a broader sense than the latter; cf. e.g. Pramanavart-
tikalamkara p. 504.16 svagamavisayasdastravirodhaparihdra eva). Pra-
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some aspects only knowable through scriptural authority. When
Dharmakirti vindicates the fact that rational demonstration of pa-
roksa objects is not dependent on Sastra, his opponent points out
that any correct reasoning or debate does presuppose a pre-existing
theoretical frame of reference (siddhanta or, more broadly, Sastra)
without which the vada ‘[correct] philosophical debate’ would be
degraded to vitanda ‘cavilling.”* Dharmakirti, as explained by his
commentators, replies that connection with the theoretical frame of
reference assumed by his opponent should be either innate or de-
pendent on contingent conditions, but neither of these qualifications
is admissible: the mind of the new-born human being is empty, and
subsequent acquisitions require his conscious intellectual effort,
that is, critical evaluation of the various siddhantas in the light of the
pramanas.’

jiidkaragupta and Manorathanandin’s interpretations of PV 1V.50 are
radically different. For Prajiiakaragupta, the knower turns to Sastra
(also) when he is not fully satisfied with the knowledge of pratyaksa
and paroksa objects reached through perception and inference, respec-
tively, although such knowledge is ‘correct’ (p. 505.3-4 anumanena
pratyaksena ca visayadvayasya pratyaksaparoksasya visuddhatayam
yadi tavata na paritosas tada sastraparigrahacikirsayam sa hi kalah syad
abhyupagamasya). For Manorathanandin, one has to turn to sastra only
when the third class of objects (atindriya, atyantaparoksa) is concerned.
The pratyaksa class includes objects that can be known through direct
perception, such as form and so on; the paroksa class includes objects
that can be known only indirectly through inference, such as imperma-
nence or absence of self; lastly, come the atyantaparoksa objects, which
are beyond the reach of human knowledge, such as the functioning of
karma, etc.), accessible only through inference based on scriptural au-
thority; cf. Tillemans 1986: 44.

The objection is made explicit by PV’s commentators (Prajiakaragupta
p-505.21 nanu Sastram anabhyupagamyapi vade vaitandikah syat; Mano-
rathanandin: p. 381.21-22 nanu Sastram anapeksya na vadah kartavyah
iti vastubalapravrttanumane 'pi Sastrapeksa).

° Cf. Prajnakaragupta p. 506.8-9: sambandhat sahajates ca parityak[tlum
na Sakyate / riktasya jantor jatasya tadyogah sahajah katham // guna-
dosaviveko 'pi pramanam tyajatah kutah; very appropriate are Mano-
rathanandin’s comments: p. 382.10-12 riktasya tucchasya siddhanta-
rahitasya jantor jatasyanena sahajasambandhabhdvanimittam uktam /
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We can provisionally leave the IPVV and continue the thread of
Abhinavagupta’s discourse shifting to the TA.

abhitahsamvrte jata ekaki ksudhitah Sisuh //

kim karotu kim ddattam kena pasyatu kim vrajet / (XXXV.4cd-5ab)
In a place replete with all kinds of things, what could a new-born
baby - being alone, hungry - do, what could he take, by what could
he see, where could he go?

The response is given at the very outset of ahnika XXXV:

iha tavat samasto 'yam vyavaharah puratanah [read: puratanim] //
prasiddhim anusandhdya saiva cdgama ucyate / (1cd-2ab)

In this world, all human activities hold in that they have as reference
point an ancient complex of innate cognitions and beliefs (prasid-
dhi): this is what is called agama.

If somebody argues that, more plainly, the criterion of agreement and
difference would suffice to find one’s bearings in the human world,
we reply (Abhinavagupta goes on) that agreement and difference are
also nourished by prasiddhi.’ If they were self-dependent, that is, if
they had to act each time on the immense range of particular objects
autonomously, how could we establish their necessity?” But not only
is inference based on previous prasiddhis: even perception, which
arises from the specific complex of eyes, self, light, object, depends at
its root on prasiddhi. But the opponent insists: The behaviour of the

gunadosam prdmdnydapramdnyanibandhanam apasyatah / anenaupd-
dhikasambandhanimittabhava uktah. The siddhantas, concludes Mano-
rathanandin (p. 382.14-15), are not like ears, which the living being is
endowed with already at his birth.

° In the PV passage quoted above, the opponent put forward essentially
the same argument to claim that the knower must possess siddhdntas
prior to embarking on any cognitive process. The distance between
Dharmakirti and Utpaladeva/Abhinavagupta can be measured by the
fact that the former takes them as specific cognitions to be progres-
sively acquired by the single knower, while for the latter this complex of
cognitions/beliefs is already part and parcel of the individual subjects.

’ 2cd-4ab anvayavyatirekau hi prasiddher upajivakau // svayattatve tayor
vyaktipiige kim syat tayor gatih / pratyaksam api netratmadiparthadi-
visesajam // apeksate tatra miile prasiddhim tam tathdatmikam /.
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baby can be determined simply by his sense of satisfaction (ibid. 6bc
samprasidati cetah): he has experience of the various things, selects
those which give pleasure to his mind and discards the others.’ Not
even cetahprasada can be taken as a primary source of orientation
and evaluation,” says Abhinavagupta, since this satisfaction does
not derive from external means of knowledge, like perception and
inference, but is formed by an awareness made by previous mental
impregnations; it is not a case of generic and unpredictable intuitive
knowledge (pratibhamatram eva na; Jayaratha: na punar akasmikam
pratibhamatram).” In the same vein, but in a different context (aes-
thetical speculation on the basic emotions, sthayibhava), Abhi-
navagupta says that living beings are born already impregnated by
such basic emotions which may affect them in various degrees but
can never be altogether absent:

sthdyitvam caitavatam eva / jata eva hi jantur iyatibhih samvidbhih pari-
to bhavati / [...] na hy etaccittavrttivasandsiinyah prani bhavati / keva-
lam kasyacit kacid adhika cittavrttih kacid iina / kasyacid ucitavisayani-

5cd-6 nanu vastusatakirne sthdane 'py asya yad eva hi // pasyato jighrato
vapi spr$atah samprasidati / cetas tad evadaya drak so 'nvayavyatireka-
bhak //.

Abhinavagupta may have in mind the endless debate in Dharmasas-
tra literature on atmatusti as one of the sources of dharma, starting
from Manavadharmasastra 11.6: vedo khilo dharmamiilam smrtisile ca
tadvidam / dcaras caiva sadhiindm datmanas tustir eva ca // “The root
of dharma is the entire Veda, the tradition and practice of those who
know it, the conduct of good people, and what pleases oneself (Gtmanas
tustih);” cf. Davies 2007: 282. Atmatusti is glossed by the commentators
with atmaparitosa, manahprasada, cetahprasada. This subjective and
emotional feeling, however, must have something else at its basis in or-
der to be allowed to aspire to any sort of normativeness. As Medhatithi
says, atmatusti as an admitted normative principle can only arise in a
person whose entire being is imbued with the Veda and who cannot
possibly deviate from its spirit (Davies 2007: 288). Abhinavagupta’s
position, mutatis mutandis, is not different.

** Ibid. 7-8 hanta cetahprasado 'pi yo 'sav arthavisesagah / so 'pi pragvasa-

naripavimarsaparikalpitah // na pratyaksanumanadibahyamdanaprasa-
dajah / pragvasanopajivy etat pratibhamdtram eva na //.
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yantritd kasyacid anyatha (Abhinavabharati ad NS 6, prose portion after
31, rasasutra, vol. 1, p. 281).

“These [nine] are indeed the only Stable States. Every creature, in fact,
possesses such forms of consciousness since its birth. [...] There is no
creature that is devoid of the latent impressions of these consciousness
modes. Only [one might maintain] that some are predominant in some-
one, others in someone else, and for some people they are determined
by appropriate objects, for others it is quite the opposite.””

We are progressively arriving at a definition of prasiddhi: so far, we
can say that we are dealing with a reflective awareness depending
on previous mental impregnations. These previous impregnations
coming to us from the past constitute this ancient prasiddhi, which
animates our present. It has come down to us (TA XXXV.10a: dgata),
it is to be identified with agama. Unlike the Buddhists (and the
Mimamsakas), our Saiva thinkers, Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta,
are not willing to relegate agama to the sphere of atyantaparoksa
or dharma; on the contrary, the entire vyavahara is impregnated
and made possible by it. If [ say “Utpaladeva,” it is because in or-
der to refine the portrait of prasiddhi-agama we must refer to a
couple of Slokas, first quoted (and commented on) in his lost Vivrti
and carefully glossed by Abhinavagupta in the IPVV” (we might
even surmise Utpaladeva’s authorship of them"). The slokas are
quoted with significant differences (particularly in the last line) in
IPVV, Isvarapratyabhijiavimarsini (IPV), Malinivijayavarttika (MVV),
Bhaskarakantha'’s Tika on IPV. What follows is my own hypothetical
(but highly probable, I believe) restoration.

prasiddhir agamo loke yuktiman athavetarah /
vidydydam apy avidydyam pramdnam aviganatah //
prasiddhir avigita hi satya vag ais§vari mata /

tayd yatra yada siddham yat tad grahyam asankitaih //

" Transl. Cuneo 2008-09: I, 295.

IPVV I, p. 36.2-21; 111, pp. 84.15-85.19; IPV II, pp. 83.12-84.1-2, MVV
1.805-806.

" While introducing a slightly modified quotation of this passage in MVV,
Abhinavagupta simply says: dhidhanair uktam 1.805bc.
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Prasiddhi is what we commonly call agama, which may be either
congruent with reason or not; it is a source of valid knowledge in the
domain both of vidya and avidya, provided that it is not contradict-
ed. For the non-contradicted prasiddhi is to be considered the true
Voice of the Lord. What is established by virtue of this Voice, within
a certain spatial/temporal condition, is to be accepted by those who
are trustful.

Understood in the light of Abhinavagupta’s glosses, the passage
comes to mean more or less as follows: ‘congruent with reason’
means ‘supported by logical reasoning,’ like the tradition of non-dual
Saivism and others (IPVV I, p. 36.2-3 nydyadattahastdvalambo yathd
isvaradvayadyagamah). Apparently, the agama ‘supported by logical
reasoning’ includes matters that can also be accessed through or-
dinary inference (like the existence of I$vara etc.), while the dgama
unsupported by logical reasoning (itara) deals with atyantaparoksa
matters, like cosmology, the efficacy of mantras, about which there is
no other source than the dgama." Another possible interpretation of
itara-niryuktika could refer to its containing mutually contradictory
or absurd teachings.” Such yuktimdn dgama can direct men engaged
on the path of liberation (vidya) and on the path of fruition (avidya)
as well (IPVV I, p. 36.6-8). A prasiddhi (and the vimarsa connected
with it) is valid on condition that it is not subsequently contradict-
ed by another vimarsa (IPVV 1, p. 36.12-13 ‘aviganatah’ pramanye
hetuh, viruddham ganam tadvimarsonmilanena vimarsantarasya
abhavat pramanyam).” In fact, prasiddhi is defined as ‘deep rooting,

“IPVV1, p. 36.3-6 ‘itarah’ iti nydydananugrhitah / iyanti tattvabhuvananity
adita arabhya tesam etair mantrair etavatibhir ahutibhih suddhir apunar-
bandhakatvalaksana bhavati, tata evam Sivayojanetyadind; 111, p. 85.17-
19 ‘nydyah’ iti anumdnam / isvarasadbhave hi sannivesakaryadilingajam
anumdnam asty eva, tattvabhuvanddindm tu iyattaydayam ndasti anu-
mdnam iti dgama eva tatra saranam. The term atyantaparoksa as such
is not used by Abhinavagupta; I take it from the Buddhist pramdnava-
dins (cf. above n. 3).

15

IPVV I, p. 36.8-12 yuktiman danad dharmo himsatas tu adharma iti /
upakarapakadracittat hi nirmalasamalariipat tadrk phalam iti sambhava-
nanumanam / niryuktikah ‘snanat dharmo diksitasyadharmo danat’ iti.

*® This is how Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta interpret aviganatah and
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firmness of a cognition or belief’ (IPVV III, p. 84.1 pratiter nirtudhir
drdhata); analogously, agama consists of extremely firm reflective
awareness (IPV II, p. 80.3-4 dgamas tu namantarah” $abdanariipo
dradhiyastamavimarsatma). The next feature of prasiddhi/agama,
listed in the two Slokas commented on by Abhinavagupta, is its
verbal structure (vac): a verbalization having a deeply rooted re-
flective awareness as its form (IPV II p. 82 drdhavimarsanaripam
Sabdanam). The last two padas add one more feature: prasiddhi/
dagama is an open structure, which, though having an ideal unity and
totality at the highest level of universal consciousness, can only act
in an individualized environment. In fact, it is not a static content of
the human being (or of any living creature), given once for ever, but
is conditioned by the level of subjectivity reached by the individual,
by his beginningless history (vasana and samskara), by his living in a
certain place, by his belonging to a certain caste and asrama, and, fi-
nally, by his intellectual and emotional commitment. In other words,
the ‘static’ content of the individually inherited prasiddhi/agama is
to be enacted by the personal adhesion of the subject, his confidence,
faith.” Only the subject who trusts in a certain tradition can have his

avigita in the sloka. Interestingly, a few centuries later Bhaskarakantha
comments on avigitd in a totally different way: avigitd means not
conflicting with the Veda.” Prasiddhi is a body of teachings that have
come down to us through an unbroken tradition and whose author is
unknown, but being prasiddha in this sense does not suffice to con-
stitute a pramana if this is in contradiction with the Veda (vol. II, p.
89.7-8 avigita - vedaviruddhd, tatha ca prasiddham api vedaviruddham
cet tyajyam eva / prasiddhir ity anendviditakartrkam parampardgdtam
upadesajatam grhitam). The ‘vedicization’ process of Pratyabhijfia has
indeed been completed. In positing the condition of ‘not being invali-
dated by a subsequent cognition,” Abhinavagupta follows IPK 11.3.1-2
(cf. Torella 2002: 161-162).

Bhaskarakantha reads antarasabdana® (but cf. IPVV I1II, p. 84.1-2
Sabdanartpatvam vimarsanam yad antaram...).

17

* We might even say that the inner core of prasiddhi is not so much its

content as its ‘trust’ component. An agama can be authoritative only
within a definite environment, just as direct perception can lose its
inherent status of pramdna owing to the imperfections of its factors
(IPVV III p. 85.2-5 tatra yathaiva apramanabhiitadvicandrasamve-
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behaviour guided by it, whilst, to another subject who does not have
the same drdhapratipatti, the precepts imparted by that tradition
are not authoritative.” As the TA says: “As long as the individual sub-
ject has not attained the Siva state he does not distrust the limited
prasiddhi that is in accordance with his own present nature. He dis-
trusts any other prasiddhi, and strictly clings to his own.”” If the will
of the Lord is ultimately responsible for the firm rooting of Sabdana
- or, in other words, of dgama - in the individual subject, then what
is the ground for the arrogance of epistemologists? Wicked episte-
mologists! - thus Abhinavagupta replies to his own question - it is
the Lord himself and none else who manifests himself in this way, is
reflectively aware and is the agent of reflective awareness in indi-
vidual subjects. But then for mankind is there no room for any inves-
tigation, teaching and learning of sastra? Does only silence remain?
Abhinavagupta’s conclusion is rich in insight, and also humour: yes,
indeed, we might say that only silence remains for us, but are we
sure that it is silence and immobility that are the Lord’s preferred
modes of being?”'

dana upayogam upagacchad alokendriyadikam apramanam, na ca iyata
samyak pratyaksasya paksapatita prasajyate kacit, tatha |...]; p. 96.20-
21 ‘yat yadad yathd yatra’ ity anena kramena sarvagamanam pramanyam;
IPV 11 pp. 82.16-83.11 tatra yatha mithyajidane sahdyatam bhajamanam
alokendriyadikam apramadnatdsacivam apramanam |[...] sarva eva hi dga-
mo niyatadhikaridesakalasahakaryadiniyantritam eva vimarsam vidhat-
te; TA XXXV.35ab tad eka evagamo 'yam citras citre 'dhikarini).

19

IPV 1, p. 82.1-3 [...] tadasvastasyaiva tatra anusthanayogyatvat, anyasya
tu drdhapratipattirtipatvabhavat apramanam eva tathavimarsandatma-
kam Sabdanam.

* TAXXXV.21-22ab yavat tu $ivata ndsya tavat svatmanusarinim / tavatim

eva tam esa prasiddhim nabhisankate // anyasyam abhisanki syad bhtiyas
tam bahu manyate /.
21

[PVV Il p. 94.12-17 nanu isvarecchayaiva yat yasya niridham sabdanam,
sa eva tasya agama iti ka idanim pramanikanam protkarsah / ah ke vara-
kah pramanikah / isvara eva hi tatha bhativimrsativimarsayati ca / nanu
evam tisnim avasthiyatam, kim Sdstrapranayanopadesasravananustha-
naih / satyam avasthiyate yadi sa tathd avatisthdsita paramesvarah /.
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There are two forms of prasiddhi: one is structured into norma-
tive texts (nibaddha) and takes the form of an arrangement of defi-
nite words and sentences (IPVV III, p. 102.11 visistavakyaracana),
while the other (anibaddha) is based on traditional behaviours of
people (p. 85.20 lokaparamparyapratisthitayam; p. 101.16-17 maha-
Jjananusthanasesatayaiva sthita). Beyond them lies the highest form
of prasiddhi, coinciding with pratibha; these are the three forms in
which agama manifests itself (p. 102.12-13 evam pratibharipena ni-
baddhanibaddhaprasiddhidvayatmana ca trividham agamam pradar-
$ya).”

Among the main characters of the prasiddhi/agama play, only one
has not yet come to the foreground, albeit implicitly present from
the very beginning: pratibha ‘intuition.’ “Its name is pratibha,” says a
fragment of Utpaladeva’s Vivrti, which Abhinavagupta glosses: “This
[divine Voice] is characterized by ‘intuitive shining’ (pratibhana), it
isindeed the dgama, that is, the subliminal impulse toward language
(Sabdabhavana).””

* In fact, a fourth variety (pp. 102.21-103.5) may be added: ‘the word of
an authoritative person’ (dptavada). Contrary to the above three forms
of prasiddhi, which do not require any external proof, the reliability of
daptavdda canbe putto question,ifadoubtarises astothe pramana which
is its source. Interestingly, if such doubt does not arise in the recipient
of the teaching, the cognition which derives from dptavada is placed at
the same level as prasiddhi, is equated to direct perception itself and
cannot be invalidated even by hundreds of reasonings. Such knowledge
can be put into practice and even be imparted to others (pp. 102.23-
103.5 tam upadesyam tathabhiitaptavakyopadistavastusamvedanad
anusthanaparopadesaparyantat nivartayitum na kenacit prakdrena anyo
bhavati saktah / yato 'sav upadesyas tatra aptasambandhini jiidne praty-
aksapaksasrayena sthitah / yad dptena uktam - maya saksad etat jiatam
iti, tatra asav upadesyo 'bhimanyate - mayaiva etat saksatkrtam iti / na
ca balo 'pi saksatkrtat yuktisatair api Sakyanivartanah). This is addition-
al evidence of the fact that the main character of prasiddhi is indeed
‘trust.

2 IPVV Il p. 93.14-15 ‘pratibhasamjii@’ iti pratibhanalaksand iyam Sabda-
bhavanakhya agama eveti yavat.
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What we can state so far is that the doctrine of prasiddhi, devel-
oped by Abhinavagupta in the TA, MVV, IPVV and IPV, was first for-
mulated by Utpaladeva; though not found in IPK and Vrtti, it is pres-
ent in the Vivrti, from which Abhinavagupta derives it.” But what, in
turn, could Utpaladeva’s source have been? Once again we trace back
to the great mentor of Utpaladeva, Bhartrhari. As is well known, the
constellation agama-vac-sabdabhavana-pratibha is at the centre of
the Bhartrharian sky. What Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta say of
prasiddhi easily refers us to Bhartrhari’s pratibha.

“It cannot be explained to others as such and such. It is experienced
by everyone within himself and even the subject (of the experience)
is not able to render an account of it to himself. It is something inde-
finable and it brings about a kind of amalgamation of the meanings
of individual words, covering the whole sentence as it were, it be-
comes its object. None can avoid in one’s activities that (flash of un-
derstanding) [pratibhd] produced either through words or through
the working of one’s predispositions [bhavand]. The whole world
considers that to be the authority [pramana]. Even the activities of
animals develop because of that. Just as some substances acquire the
power to intoxicate and the like by mere maturity, without the help
of a special effort, in the same way are intuitions produced in those
who possess them. Who transforms the voice of the male cuckoo in
spring? Who teaches living beings to build nests, etc.? Who goads
beasts and birds on to actions like eating, loving, hating, swimming
etc. associated with particular species and pedigrees? This Intu-
ition is the result of Tradition (dgama), accompanied by bhavana.”
(Vakyapadiya [VP] 11.144-151, transl. Iyer 1977: 61-62).

This famous passage from the Vakyakanda evokes another equally
famous passage from the Brahmakanda:

All procedures of practical activities in this world depend upon the
word. Even the child, thanks to the impressions left from previous
births (Vrtti: pirvasabdavesabhavanasamkdrdadhanat), knows them.
The first disposition of the vocal organs, the emitting of the air up-

* The doctrine of prasiddhi, as expounded in the 35th chapter of TA, is
partof a special teaching on the ‘meeting of the scriptures’ by one of the
main Abhinavagupta gurus, Sambunatha (44cd ittham srisambundthena
mamoktam sastramelanam).
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wards and the striking of the places of articulation would not take
place without the subliminal predisposition to language. (VP 1.129-
130).

So pratibha, just like prasiddhi in the TA passage quoted at the very
outset of this paper, is a pramana, or even the pramadna par excel-
lence on which all the other pramanas ultimately rest. “4gama is in-
deed formed by prasiddhi,” says Abhinavagupta, and goes on: “And
precisely to strengthen the pramana status of agama, Bhartrhari has
referred to the statement by the Muni (i.e. Vyasa): ‘In order to de-
cide what is good [and what is bad, all men, starting from the lowest,
have very little use for normative treatises (§astra)]’.”” Incidentally,
we may add a very welcome clarification, coming from the MVV, just

after quoting the same sentence:

tathd ca munir ahedam punyam papam iti dvaye //
Sastraprayojanam svalpam ndgamasya prayojanam /
dagamo hi na namaisa pustakagranthasamcayah //

kevalam prathitabhikhyo 'nadir vedadikah khila /
kim tu prasiddhir evasau sa ca Sabdasvaritpini //

[...] There is very little use for sastra, but not for agama, since for
sure adgama is not only the collection of written texts whose fame is
widespread,” without beginning, like the Veda etc., but it is nothing
else than prasiddhi - prasiddhi, which has language as its own form.”

® IPVV 1II 102.3-10 prasiddhiripa eva dgamah [...] idam punyam ityadi-
munivacanam bhartrharind dgamaprdmadnyadardhydya upanyastam.
Abhinavagupta refers to VP 1.40: idam pdpam ity etasmin padadvaye /
dcandalamdnusyanam alpam Sastraprayojanam.

* I connect na with the following kevalam. Prathitabhikhyah could refer

to the ‘manifested’ nature of the dgama as distinguished from its sub-
tle dimension. This might also be the meaning of prasiddhasya in the
passage from the Vrtti on VP 1.10 (p. 39.6-7: vedakhyasya prasiddhasya
brahmanah).

” The conclusion of the passage (1.805-806) refers once again to the

couple of slokas quoted above, this time partly paraphrased: ittham
dagama evayam pramdnam iti dhidhanaih / uktam satyaiva vag aisi pra-
siddhir aviganatah // prasiddha [read: prasiddhir] agamo loke yuktiman
athavetarah / vidyayam apy avidyayam pramanam iti tat sthitam //.
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(MVV 1.799cd-801)

But, of course, not everyone would subscribe to this bold statement,
certainly, for one, not Kumarila. In fact, when, at the beginning of
the autpattika section of the Slokavarttika (SV), he presents as a piir-
vapaksa the eligibility of lokaprasiddhi to establish by itself alone
what is dharma and what is adharma, he quotes precisely the same
statement of Vyasa as a possible support (vrttikaragrantha, v. 3).
Needless to say, he quickly dismisses it with a few impatient words.
Any prasiddhi is not a pramana by itself, but is valid only if it is based
on a Sastra of indisputable authority: only what is firmly established
on a root can lay claim to authority, so prasiddhi itself needs to be
investigated through valid means of knowledge (vrttikaragrantha,
v. 4ab nirmilasambhavad atra pramanaih saiva [ prasiddhih] mrgyate-
).” In fact, the first presentation of the prasiddhi doctrine in IPVV
(I, p. 35) starts with a parvapaksa of a Mimamsa flavour (nanu pra-
siddhir nama na kimcana pramanam; cf. also PV I-svavrtti p. 171.7

The whole doctrine is ascribed to the followers of Srimatbhiitaja (?),
who attribute the status of pramdna to niyati ‘necessity.’ In fact, the
passage starts with the equation between beginningless behaviours
and necessity ‘which sets everything into motion;’ this is nothing but
dgama, consisting of the behaviours of the ancients, which is the only
authority with regard to dharma (in this respect, perception and in-
ference being mostly misleading): anye tv ahur anddir yo vyavaharah
kriyatmakah // niyatih saiva visvasya pravartakataya sthitda / sa eva
cagamo nama vrddhavyavahrtikramah // tatah samagra evayam dhar-
madipariniscayah / na pratyaksan nanumandd bhtiyasa vipralambha-
kam (read: °kat) // (1.794cd-796). In IPVV III p. 92, Abhinavagupta
gives a detailed explanation of the primacy of agama over pratyaksa:
ekapramadtrripasankucitaprakasavesiniladyavabhasavimarsanartpat
pratyaksat samastavigitavimarsanaripaparicchedastnyasankucitapra-
kasavisrantabhavatattvavabhdsavimarsanasvabhava dagamo balavan.
On the insufficiency of pratyaksa, cf. also VP 11.141 tasmat pratyaksam
apy artham vidvan ikseta yuktitah / na darsanasya pramanyat drsyam
artham prakalpayet //.

* Sucaritamisra (vol. II, p. 3) comments: na svatantrdyah prasiddher eva

pramanyam sidhyati. Cf. the analogous remark by Bhaskarakantha
(above, n. 16).
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prasiddhim apramanayatah, to which Karnakagomin p. 602.16 adds:
mimamsakasya).

The possible identification of Mimamsa, and particularly of his
most illustrious exponent, as the actual target of the two Saiva mas-
ters may help us answer some crucial questions which we have so
far left in the background. Why have Utpaladeva and Abhinavagup-
ta elaborated their prasiddhi theory, for whom and against whom?
And, furthermore, why, though heavily borrowing from Bhartrhari,
have they introduced this relatively new term, which is not found
in the VP (at least, in this very specific sense)? In a sense, we could
view prasiddhi doctrine as a posthumous defence of Bhartrhari from
the unspoken attack on him by Kumarila. Kumarila must have seen
the ‘universalistic’ approach to revealed scripture as upheld by
Bhartrhari as being very dangerous. It is true that Bhartrhari focus-
es on the Veda, but, apart from the corpus of texts in which the Veda
is embodied, he envisages a higher level, a kind of subtle Veda made
of pratibha and sabdatattva which lies in the depths of all men, or
even of all living creatures.” Apparently, dgama/Veda is not just a

® The Veda proper is only an image or reflection (anukara) of the one
Brahman, a means of reaching it; however, this Veda is not yet the Veda
in the text-form we know, but so to speak its undivided prototype (VP
.5ab). According to the explanation given by the Vrtti (cf. Aklujkar
2009: 24-26), the great rsis ‘saw’ the subtle, eternal, sense-transcend-
ing Voice, and transmitted an image of it to others, those who are in-
capable of any direct experience of dharma (p. 24.2-3 yam suksmam
nityam atindriyam vdcam rsayah saksatkrtadharmdano mantradrsah
pasyanti, tam asaksatkrtadharmebhyo 'parebhyah pravedayisyamana
bilmam samamananti); this image, still unitary and undifferentiated
(brahmardsi), is the root of Vedic corpus as it has been handed down to
us (p. 26.5 tathayam apy aparimanamargasaktibhedo vedo brahmarasir
iti). The Veda is the form in which the supreme Light comes to mani-
festation (Vrtti on 1.1, p. 12.5, trayirtipena taj jyotih paramam parivar-
tate). This triple level of the Veda/dgama can also be seen in the Saiva
context: Stavacintamani v. 69 stumas tvam rgyajuhsamndm Sukratah
paratah param / (Ksemaraja’s gloss, p. 77.14-16: rgadivedatrayasya
yat param Sukram, tadabhedavimarsamayam - bodhadityapratibhatma-
kapranavatejoripam, tato 'pi param - bodhddityartipam tvam stumabh;
see also Abhinavagupta’s slightly different interpretation in IPVV III, p.
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content of the consciousness of living beings, but something more:
on two occasions and in slightly different contexts, Bhartrhari lik-
ens it to caitanya itself (1.41 caitanyam iva yas cayam avicchedena
vartate / dagamas tam upasino hetuvadair na badhyate; Vrtti on 1.148,
p. 203.7-8, vedavakydni tu caitanyavad apauruseydani).” Mimamsa
moves on the other hand along diametrically opposed lines: distanc-
ing the Veda from mankind as far as possible in order to vindicate its
indispensable role as mediator. All kinds of prasiddhi (bahujanapra-
siddhi, mahajanaprasiddhi) are equally dismissed. Even being arya is
not enough. The prasiddhis of the aryas are not to be preferred to the
mlecchas’ unless they too are supported by the Sastra, represented
by the Veda (and its interpreter, Mimamsa).” The very fact that the
prasiddhis of the aryas and mlecchas are at variance with each other
proves the unreliability of prasiddhi as a means of establishing dhar-
32
ma.

What lies at the basis of the Saiva approach is the very denial that
any gap exists between human and non-human knowledge. In so
doing, Utpaladeva pushes Bhartrhari’s position to the extreme. Not
only do inexplicable cognitions or instinctual behaviours reveal the
inner presence of pratibha, but all cognitions without distinction are
made possible by prasiddhi, the ‘extremist’ version of pratibha. When
Bhartrhari says:

“None can avoid in one’s activities that (flash of understanding

99.5-10).

* Analogously, vdc is equated to samjiia and caitanya: 1.126 saisa sam-
sarindm samjia bahir anta$ ca vartate / tanmdtrdm apy atikrdntam
caitanyam sarvajdtisu //.

o3y, vrttikaragrantha v. 7ab na cdryanam viseso ’'sti ydvac chastram
anasritam. Bhatta Umbeka’s Tikad p. 184.17-18: sabdamiilatvendryapra-
siddhir anaryaprasiddher visisyate; sa kathamiva sabdapramanyanangi-
karena dharmam prati pramanam syat.

* 6b-d viganatah / mleccharyanam prasiddhatvam na dharmasyopapad-
yate. The opponent had also put forward another generally accepted
criterion for determining what is dharmika or adharmika: the former
produces relief, the latter affliction (vrttikaragrantha, v. 2). Needless
to say, this too is immediately rejected by Kumarila.
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[pratibhal) produced either through words or through the working
of one’s predispositions. The whole world considers that to be the
authority [pramana]. Even the activities of animals develop because
of that” (VP 11.146-147, transl. Iyer 1977: 61),

Punyaraja (p. 66.20) quotes as an example the mysterious impulse
that drives Dusyanta towards Sakuntala as an acceptable wife as
far as caste is concerned.” Bhartrhari sees the presence of pratibhd
within pragmatic activities, which are epistemologically complex
in that they presuppose various pramanas simultaneously at work.
Abhinavagupta does notlimit himself to saying that, on the one hand,
there are fields in which pratyaksa and anumana are unable to oper-
ate by themselves alone and where only prasiddhi/dgama can,™ and,
on the other, that only prasiddhi makes possible the use in practical
reality of the object of direct perception,” but also straightforward-
ly says that prasiddhi is, so to speak, the very life of pratyaksa and
anumana.” By saying so, he implicitly dismisses the naifs’ (Naiyayika
etc.) belief in single pramanas working in isolation in the course of
cognitive experience; in this, too, Abhinavagupta’s” predecessor is
Bhartrhari.

* Abhijiianasakuntala 1.19 asams$ayam ksatraparigrahaksama yad daryam
asyam abhilasi me manah / satam hi samdehapadesu vastusu pramdnam
antahkaranapravrttayah (only the latter hemistich is quoted by Pun-
yaraja) “Without a doubt, if my noble heart pines for her, then she is fit
to be wed to a Ksatriya. For when doubtful matters arise good people
trust their internal feelings as an authority” (Davies 2007: 288, where
Kumarila and other authors’ positions on the matter are presented).

* . e.g. IPVV Il p. 255.9-12 tatra asmadadipratyaksam na aSesasaksat-
kari, anumanam api evam sarvasya lingavyaptyupalabdhisambhavabha-
vat / asankucitaprakasatmakaparamesvaravimarsatmakah punar dga-
mo visvam pramatum samarthah.

* Ibid. p. 83.15-16 pratyaksadrstam api arthakriydsu Sistair yojyamanam
agamalaksandm prasiddhim apeksate.
* TA XXXV.18cd tatprasiddhyaiva nadhyaksan nanumanad asambhavat

(Jayaratha thereon: tayos ca prasiddhir eva nibandanam ity uktam); IPV
vol. Il p. 80.3-6, agamas tu [...] pratyaksader api jivitakalpah.

¥ That practical activities clearly presuppose the simultaneous work-
ing of a multiplicity of pramadnas had already been established in IPK
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In order to express such a concept, Utpaladeva needed a broad-
er term than pratibha and less connoted than pratibha by typically
‘mysterious’ overtones: prasiddhi, perhaps also because it furnished
the occasion for critically addressing the Mimamsa, was indeed the
ideal candidate. A continuous line runs from the individually ori-
ented prasiddhis which are at work in the everyday experience of
living beings and the progressively higher prasiddhis, which give
shape to the various world views, that is, the various agamas - from
the Veda to the Bauddha, the Paficaratra, the Saiva - culminating in
the all-encompassing eka dgama (TA XXXV.24a, 30a, 35a, 37a). This,
however, opens the door to two major objections: We have a multi-
plicity of prasiddhis, with various, even human!, provenances; then,
these prasiddhis are not stable, but often fluctuate in a somewhat
unpredictable way. It is true, Abhinavagupta replies to the second
objection, that prasiddhis are in themselves eternal, but every now
and then some of them emerge, some (provisionally) disappear.™
The first question is even more arduous. As the scriptures tell us,
“The Sastra, extremely hard to acquire, emerges in the form of ‘res-
onance’ (ndda) from Siva, whose body is not seen, who is quiescent,
the supreme cause,” or “Just as a great sound comes out of the im-

[1.3.9 and Vrtti: sa tu desadikadhyaksantarabhinne svalaksane / tatkaliki
pravrttih syad arthino ’py anumanatah // Vrtti thereon: kayapravrttih
punar desakaladipratyaksabhedasahityena svalaksana eva tadarthitaya
pramanasamiithad eva / anumanad api dharmipratyaksavisistad eva pra-
vrttih. “On the contrary, it happens differently in the case of the activity
that starts at that moment in the subject who aims at producing certain
effects, as regards a particular, individual object, differentiated by var-
ious specific sensations of place etc., and also [in the case of the activ-
ity promoted] by inference.” Vrtti: On the contrary, the bodily activity
of a person, that may concern only the particular object in association
with a whole variety of perceptions (of place, time, etc.), in that it aims
at producing certain effects , necessarily depends on the concourse of
several cognitive acts. This activity may also be promoted by inference,
qualified, of course, by the direct perception of the property-possessor
(transl. Torella 2002: 168-169). On Bhartrhari’s position cf. Biardeau
1964: 351, Aklujkar 1988-89: 20.

* IPVVIII p.99.17-18 anadikalabhavinyo hi sarvah prasiddhayah [ tatra tu
kacid kadacid unmajjati, kdcit nimajjati.



472 Raffaele Torella

material sky, so the §astra called ‘word’ comes out of the quiescent
[Siva], made of consciousness.”” If this is how things stand, then how
do we account for ‘historical’ traditions having a specific human be-
ing as their founder, such as, for example, Buddhism? Utpaladeva and
Abhinavagupta do not even for a moment take into account the pos-
sibility that these traditions do not deserve the status of prasiddhis.
Rather, they contest that their founders are anything but definite
historical persons (p. 97.21 na hi buddho nama niyatah kascit): the
Buddha was one who reached firm conviction about instantaneity,
etc. by force of his mental cultivation (bhavana), but he received the
teaching of such mental cultivation from a previous Buddha, who in
turn received it from another Buddha, and so on and so forth. By be-
ing just a link in a beginningless chain, the Buddha loses the status
of ‘definite expounder’ (niyatavaktr)® and, because of this, even the
Buddhist prasiddhi ultimately comes to be absorbed in and derive
from the eternal Lord’s reflective awareness."

* Ibid. p. 97.14-18 adrstavigrahdc chdntdc chivat paramakaranat / nada-
ripam viniskrantam sdastram paramadurlabham // iti / amiurtad gaga-
nad yadvan nirghdto jayate mahdn / santat samvinmaydt tadvac chab-
dakhyam sastram //.

40

Abhinavagupta has probably in mind one of the arguments used by Mi-
mamsa to prove the eternality of the Veda: the study of the Veda presup-
poses a teacher, which in turn must have learnt it from another teacher
(SV vakya v. 366 vedasyadhyayanam sarvam gurvadhyayanapiirvakam /
vedadhyayanavacyatvad adhunadhyayanam yatha //; the same argu-
ment can already be found in Sdbarabhdsya, vol. I p. 122.2-3). The next
step for Mimamsa is to affirm that, as a consequence, the Veda is not
the work of human beings. On this, however, Dharmakirti (of course,
unaware that this argument would have later been used precisely to
‘save’ Buddhist tradition at Brahmanical eyes) strongly disagrees, ar-
guing that such a criterion would lead to accepting also the sinful be-
haviours of mlecchas or the statements of the nastikas PV 1.244-245
sarvathanadita sidhyed evam napurusasrayah / tasmad apauruseyatve
syad anyo 'py anarasrayah / / mlecchadivyavaharandm nastikyavacasam
api / anaditvat tathabhavah pirvasamskarasamtateh //.

4

Ibid. p. 97.21-24 na hi buddho ndma niyatah kascit, api tu bhavanabala-
pratilabdhaksanikadidrdhavimarsah / tasya ksanikadibhdavanopadesi
guruh purvabuddhah, tasyapi anyah, iti kramena aniyatavaktrkatvat
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Human experience is the outcome of the interplay between what
is already given in the individual subject and his personal cognitive
and pragmatic efforts. To do justice to the complexity of the position
of our authors, we should in parallel bear in mind that the epistemo-
logical primacy of prasiddhi/pratibha/agama does not result in the
unilateral praise of a sapiential/instinctual behaviour at the expense
of human empiricism and rationality: for Bhartrhari, e.g., there are
spheres of human experience in which one cannot do without pra-
tyaksa and anumana; after all, reasoning, provided that it is not in
contradiction with the Veda, is dignified as ‘the eye of those who can-
not see’ (VP 1.135ab vedasastravirodhi ca tarkas caksur apasyatam).
However, one must be keenly aware of the central role that inherited
cognitions play in the apparently autonomous working of perception
and inference. The role and meaning of the instinctual component
also needs to be carefully determined. A karika of the VP provides
a clue for this. When Bhartrhari says: “If knowledge were sponta-
neous, there would be no purpose in the composition of the sastras.
If spiritual merit is the cause of knowledge, the Veda is the cause
of the former” (VP [.150; transl. Iyer 1965: 120), we are indirectly
warned that spontaneity itself is not a mere elemental property of
our individual consciousness but the outcome of a timeless process.”
Even the intuitive knowledge of the rsis is imbued with agama (VP
1.30cd rsinam api yaj jianam tad apy agamaptrvakam).

Abhinavagupta agrees with a hypothetical objector saying that, if
the vyavahara is conceived of as based on increasingly older prasid-
dhis, there would be the risk of a regressus ad infinitum and a cognitive
chaos, unless, Abhinavagupta says, we recognize a single ultimate
source for all prasiddhis. In the Saiva conception of the Absolute, such

paramesvaravimarsamayataiva vastutah. On the status of the agamas of
mlecchas, see ibid. p. 96. tad aha “ prasiddham tu” iti yat yada yatha ya-
tra ity anena kramena sarvagamandam pramanyam |/ mlecchadyagamo hi
tavati pramanam bhavann api anaryasamparkasambhavyamanamlanir
agamabhasah.

* See also VP .30 Vrtti (p. 87.1-2) svabhavike hi tasmin prayatnah phalad
vyatiricyeta, svabhavatas ca pratyavayo 'pi tathabhiitah sa prasajyeta.
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a standpoint is an all-knowing personal being” in which the totality
of the prasiddhis are contained: this is Paramesvara, Bhairava,” who
also constitutes the inmost essence of all creatures. Or, to revert to
our starting point - the two slokas quoted by Utpaladeva - prasiddhi
coincides with the very voice of the Lord. In fact, prasiddhi, as such, is
just one, and one is the agama; however, it is undeniable that we are
confronted with a multiplicity of prasiddhis/agamas. To solve this,
Abhinavagupta would have two possibilities at hand: either making
their multiplicity merely illusory or establishing a sharp distinction
between ‘true’ and ‘false’ prasiddhis/agamas. His position is, instead,
more subtle: the dgama is ‘variegated’ (citra).” All prasiddhis are
equally authoritative (sarvagamapramanya), which does not amount
to saying that they are on the same plane. Out of the totality of pra-
siddhis that are contained in the creature, those that gradually ap-
pear or ‘emerge’ match the spiritual level reached by the individual
subject, or, in other words, are in accordance with its specific ends.
When the individual is close to reaching sivata, he has to cling only to
the Saiva dgama, because only the Saiva dgama is able to realise the
highest end; if, on the contrary, he is still far from sivata, he ‘has’ to

® cf. Ksemaraja’s remarks on Stavacintamaniv. 69: “We bow to You whose
command, consisting of the Veda [...] (stumas tvam [...] yasya vedatmi-
kdjiieyam): the verse means that by itself the command (ajiia) would be
altogether ineffective were it not for the presence behind it of the ‘com-
mander’ (@jiiatr), whose agency alone is able to rescue the ‘words’ of
the Veda from their intrinsic inertness (p.78.5-8 yat niyogartipdjidtma
ayam vedarthah sa niyoktari - ajfiatari sati upapadyate, anyathd katha-
miva jadasya sabdasya samghatandrthavattvam niyoktrtvam va syadt).

44

TA XXXV.11cd-14 pirvaptrvopajivitvamargane sa kvacit svayam // sar-
vajiaripe hy ekasmin nihsankam bhasate pura / vyavaharo hi naikatra
samastah ko 'pi matari // tendasarvajiiaptirvatvamdtrenaisa na siddhya-
ti / bahusarvajiiaptrvatve na manam casti kificana // bhogapavargatad-
dhetuprasiddhisatasobhitah / tadvimarsasvabhavo 'sau bhairavah para-
mesvarah //.

* Ibid. 35ab tad eka evagamo 'yam citras citre 'dhikarini /. Then, Jayaratha

remarks that even among the individual agamas there is none which,
though being unitary, is not variegated itself owing to the different
qualifications of the adepts (vol. 12 p. 375.11-13, on 35cd), na hi evam
kascit tv eva bauddhadir agamo ya ekatve 'pi adhikaribhedat na citra iti).
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cling to other dgamas, more suitable to bestow the limited fruits he
is seeking.” The subsequent passage of the TA gives voice to and then
answers possible objections: But if all dgamas come forth from Siva,
why can the condition of Siva not be achieved but through the Saiva
agama? (Reply:) Just as one who is at a certain stage of life (asrama)
cannot achieve the results proper to another (superior) stage of life,
so a follower of Paficaratra cannot attain $ivata.” But if all agamas
come forth from Siva, then why not call all of them ‘Saivas’? (Reply:)
Because they are extracted/abstracted by their respective found-
ers from the one adgama as single fragments; the result is that man-
kind is confused by their being mutually contradictory.” Among the
dgamas, the Saiva one stands in the highest place. If prasiddhi man-
ifests in multiple forms, such as Saiva, Buddhist, etc., why must the
adept close to Sivatd have to honour only the Saiva? (Reply:) Because
this prime dgama has been shown by the omniscient Lord himself;
it covers both the path of action and renunciation; it is the only one
able to act as a means to obtain all kind of fruits, whether higher or
lower, belonging to all the four aims of existence (dharma, etc.).”

This hierarchization of the various agamas should not make us
forget that prasiddhi/agama is in itself one: “The agama is in fact
one: the single Sastras, from the mundane to the Visnuite, the Bud-
dhist, up to the Saiva, all rest on it.”” But is it not contradictory to

* Ibid. 16-17 tayaivasaisavat sarve vyavaharadhardjusah / santah sam-
upajivanti Saivam evadyam dgamam // aptirnds tu pare tena na moksa-
phalabhaginah / upajivanti yavat tu tavat tatphalabhdginah //.

“ Ibid. 29 yatha ca tatra purvasminn asrame nottarasramat / phalam eti

tatha paricardtradau na Sivatmatam //.
48

Ibid. 37 ekasmad agamac caite khandakhanda vyapoddhrtah / loke syur
dgamas tais ca jano bhramyati mohitah //.

* Ibid. 22cd-24 evam bhavisivatvo 'miim prasiddhim manyate dhruvam //

ekaevagamascayamvibhundsarvadarsind /darsitoyahpravrttecanivrtte
ca pathi sthitah // dharmarthakdamamoksesu ptrndpurnadibhedatah /
vicitresu phalesv eka upayah Sambhavagamah //.

* Ibid. 30 eka evagamas tasmat tatra laukikasastratah / prabhrtya vaisna-

vad bauddhac chaivat sarvam hi nisthitam //.
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posit an dgama covering such variegated domains? (Reply:) *In the
end, hierarchisation is a way of saving the authority of the single
dagamas, within their own limited domains: putting them on same
plane would amount to creating a babelian tower, where conflicting
prasiddhis would neutralize each other, and, as we have seen, men
cannot do without them.”

Conclusion

After presenting and discussing the relevant textual material, we
can proceed to an overall assessment of this constellation of strict-
ly related concepts: prasiddhi-agama-pratibha-sabdana. To begin
with, prasiddhi is the paradox of something both coming from out-
side (@-gama) and abiding in the depths of men’s interiority. It is a
content of our individuality for which we are not responsible, for it
is already present in the new-born creature. It is not a fixed content,
but a varying one, due to its interaction with the other factors of
individuality. In a sense, then, prasiddhi is not even a content, being,
rather, more like in its essence to a ‘container.’ At the same time, rath-
er than belonging to the ‘cognition’ side it belongs to the ‘action’ side;
it is the object of belief and the belief itself. Again, it is not bound to
remain an inner belief, but enacts specific practical behaviours (TA
XXXV.15cd lokan vyavaharayet). In the background lies the common
Indian awareness that cognition alone is insufficient to set humans
in motion. As Abhinavagupta insightfully says, even what has been
directly perceived depends on prasiddhi, characterized by dgama, as
applied by the Sistas (learned and spiritually advanced men) to the
various practical activities (cf. above n. 35).”

* Ibid. 38-39ab anekdagamapakse 'pi vdcya visayabheditd/ avasyam
urdhvadharatdsthitya pramanyasiddhaye // anyathd naiva kasyapi pra-
manyam sidhyati dhruvam /.

* See the analogous remark by the Buddhist Dharmakirti: “Man is inca-
pable of existing without the authoritative support of revealed scrip-
ture” (PV I-svavrtti p. 108.1-2 nadyam puruso 'nasrityagamapramanyam
asitum samarthah).

* In this connection, I like to quote some passages from the Zibaldone by
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Prasiddhi is belief in something, adhesion to something; its most
recurrent qualifications are drdha ‘firm, nirtidha ‘deeply rooted.’
However, this ‘firmness’ does not derive from a conscious effort, but
is innate, spontaneous, just as spontaneous as the insightful intu-
ition (pratibha) that plays such a great part in driving most of our
actions. However, even this spontaneity does not belong to the crea-
ture individually, but to its shared background. Such a ‘background’
of the creature is its being ultimately rooted in universal conscious-
ness, Siva. This active divine presence is what may also be called
agama, and has the form of the innate language principle which im-
bues all cognitions and actions. It is the divine Voice (vac) of the Lord
that speaks in living beings.

From Utpaladeva/Abhinavagupta’s conception of agama, any pa-
rochial bias is banned as it comprises all the existing agamas, from
the Vaisnava to the Buddhist (the Saiva included). The immensely
distant and undecipherable agama of Mimamsa, the Veda, leaves
here the place to the internal and variegated dgamas of the Saivas.
Along with advaitacara ‘non-dual behaviour,” such a far-reaching
universalistic approach to revelation constitutes the most insidious
attack by Saiva tantrism to Brahmanical hegemony.

the great XIX century Italian poet and philosopher, Giacomo Leopardi,
which is just about finally to come out in an English translation. They
sound in perfect consonance with the ideas just outlined: “[414] That is
why reason could not lead to happiness without revelation. Truth was
not necessary to man as truth, but as firm believability. Now only truth
is firmly believable in the state of reason and knowing. And man with
no firm belief has no firm ground on which to decide, therefore to act,
therefore to live. [416] And the perfection of reason does not consist
in knowing these truths, because it does not consist in knowing truth
as truth, but as a firm basis for beliefs that are necessary or useful to
life. [438] But I am talking about beliefs, not knowledge. The object of
cognition is truth. The object of belief is a credible proposition, and I
mean credible in relation wholly and utterly to the general or individ-
ual, essential or accidental qualities of the believing being, because
something can be credible to one species or genus and not to another;
to anindividual in that species or genus and not to another; to this same
individual today and not tomorrow” (Leopardi, forthcoming).
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