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PREFACE TO THE FRENCH EDITION

The following work is based on a series of lectures delivered before
the Section des Sciences Religieuses at the Ecole Pratique des Hautes
Etudes (Sorbonne, Paris) in May 1997. I had addressed the main sub-
ject of these lectures before on other occasions, but never on this scale.!
The lectures in Paris gave me the opportunity to present the historical
background of my subject, which I call the correspondence principle,
as well as examples of its many manifestations. Not even a series of
lectures, however, could do justice to the subject, and what follows
is far from exhaustive. Ideas and intuitions about the relationship
between language and reality abounded in classical India, and a full
understanding of all their aspects, all their expressions, and the net-
works of thought connecting them together is still a distant goal. The
correspondence principle is presented here as a modest contribution
to such a complete understanding. Its exploration has necessarily been
limited to several more or less representative cases of philosophical
thought in classical India. I hope my readers will pardon the somewhat
arbitrary choice of thinkers studied. I am well aware that many think-
ers, and even entire currents of thought, have not been mentioned
in this book, though they might indeed have shed light on certain
obscure points in our investigation. There are trails that remain unex-
plored, thoughts still unexpressed. I can only hope that future research
will help to fill in the gaps left by this exploratory study.

In preparing this book and its preliminary studies, I have ben-
efited from the critical responses of many colleagues and friends, too
many to list them all. I would nevertheless like to mention here John
Dunne, Vincent Eltschinger, Danielle Feller, Pierre-Sylvain Filliozat,
Eli Franco, Gerdi Gerschheimer, Brendan Gillon, Lars Goéhler, Minoru
Hara, Masaaki Hattori, Richard Hayes, Jan Houben, Shoryu Katsura,
Katsumi Mimaki, Edith Nolot, Claus Oetke, Lambert Schmithausen,
Frits Staal, Ernst Steinkellner, Tom Tillemans, Gary Tubb, Tilmann
Vetter, Frangois Voegeli, and Toshihiro Wada. I have learned a great

! Lectures delivered elsewhere, but touching on aspects of the same theme, have
been published separately; see e.g., Bronkhorst, 1996b and 1997, in the bibliography
at the end of this work.
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deal from the difficulties my students encountered in reading an ear-
lier version of the text; the fault was entirely mine, and I can only
hope that the causes of their confusion have now been cleared up, at
least in part. I would like to thank everyone who contributed to this
book in one way or another—sometimes with a pertinent criticism,
sometimes by refusing to comprehend the incomprehensible, at other
times with much appreciated encouragement. I am especially grateful
to Marie-Louise Reiniche for organizing the lectures in Paris, and to
Charles Malamoud and Lyne Bansat-Boudon, who gave me so much
of their time in seminars. And I would like to thank my wife, Joy
Manné, for her constant encouragement, even when she must have
sometimes wondered whether my obsession with the arising of a pot
had not gone too far.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION: WORDS AND THINGS

1. AIM OF THE LECTURES

These lectures aim to draw attention to a belief that underlies an impor-
tant part of Indian thought, one that has not yet received the atten-
tion it deserves. In brief, there was a period in classical India when
most thinkers were convinced that the words of a sentence correspond
rather exactly to the things constituting the situation described by the
sentence. This conviction has some parallels in the history of Western
philosophy, but it has not played a role of comparable importance.* I
would ask, therefore, that you leave aside comparison, at least for the
time being, and instead attempt to discover with me something of the
internal logic—that is to say, the raison d’étre—of Indian thought.

The conviction at stake, which I will refer to as the correspondence
principle,’ allows us to understand several aspects of the thought of
the period in question, such as, for example, the deconstructive argu-
ments of the Buddhist Nagarjuna, as well as the reason why his argu-
ments, after a period of glory, came to be ignored by Indian thinkers.
As we shall see, the correspondence principle bears a special relation
to Buddhism, though it was never limited to it. For several centuries
the problems linked to this principle occupied practically every philo-
sophical current in India, to the point that one can say it influenced,
even determined, classical expressions of Brahmanical thought.

? Lars Gohler brought to my attention the following sequence from the Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus of L. ]. Wittgenstein:

“Der Elementarsatz besteht aus Namen. Er ist ein Zusammenhang, eine Verkettung
von Namen.” (4.22)

“Der Name bedeutet den Gegenstand. Der Gegenstand ist seine Bedeutung. (‘A’ ist
dasselbe Zeichen wie ‘A.”)” (3.203)

“Der Konfiguration der einfachen Zeichen im Satzzeichen entspricht die Konfigura-
tion der Gegenstdnde in der Sachlage.” (3.21)

“Der Name vertritt im Satz den Gegenstand.” (3.22)

For parallels in the more restricted domain of negative sentences, see note 306
below.

* Needless to say, my use of this expression differs entirely from other uses thereof,
whether in philosophy, physics, or elsewhere.
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My project is ambitious. Its goal is not simply to understand Indian
thought in its multiple expressions, but further to discover the reasons
(or at least one of the reasons) why it took one form instead of another,
why one position was chosen in favor of another. If Indian thought
offers solutions to certain problems, or answers to a good number
of questions, then the goal of this project is to identify at least one
of these problems, one of these questions. We shall see that different
positions adopted by different currents of thought, though apparently
unrelated, prove to be answers to a single question, even if it is not
always explicitly formulated. And it is not simply a matter of details;
among the positions that seem related in this way are the satkaryavada
of the Samkhyas etc., the anekantavada of the Jainas, the Sanyavada of
the Buddhists, and several others besides. In other words, this project
aims to bring out a unity that lies hidden behind multiple forms of
Indian thought, at least in one domain. For this reason, I will refer in
the course of these lectures to many schools of thought, belonging to
the three principal religious currents of classical India: Brahmanism,
Buddhism, and Jainism.

The main subject of these lectures pertains to a relatively brief period
in the history of Indian thought. As is often the case in Indology, it
is not possible to be very precise with dating. Very approximately, I
would say that the period under consideration coincides with the first
half of the first millennium, during which time the correspondence
principle reigned virtually unchallenged. This does not mean that ear-
lier thinkers were not convinced of a close connection unifying words
and things. The acceptance of such a connection is already charac-
teristic of Vedic literature, the earliest literature in our possession, as
well as of post-Vedic literature from before the turn of the common
era. The correspondence principle, however, extends well beyond the
simple belief in such a connection, and appears only beginning in the
first centuries of our era.

2. EARLY BRAHMANICAL LITERATURE

By way of introduction, I will trace a few ideas from early Brahmani-
cal literature bearing on the connection between words and things.
Although these ideas differ from the correspondence principle in fun-
damental ways, in a sense they also constitute its background. Note
that I will not be addressing, at least not primarily, the powers of
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speech (a topic brilliantly explored by Louis Renou for the Rgveda),*
nor the theme of Speech as goddess (which has been treated by Charles
Malamoud).” These Vedic speculations reveal the idea that words and
things are much more closely connected than might initially appear. It
is this connection that confers efficacy on magical formulas, and that
allows one to draw conclusions about the nature of things on the basis
of their names.

It is obviously beyond the scope of these lectures, and beyond my
abilities, to offer a comprehensive study of concepts related to the con-
nection between words and things as expressed in Vedic literature.
Instead, let us examine a few passages seeking to explain, in one way
or another, the presence of such a connection.

Let us begin with a passage from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad: “At
that time, indeed, the world was undivided. Name and form divided
it [or: it was divided by name and form], such that one says: it has
this name and that form. Today name and form divide this same
world, such that one says: it has this name and that form.”® This pas-
sage seems to assert that in the beginning the world knew no divi-
sion between names and forms. That is to say, words and the things
denoted by them formed a unity; words were not distinct from their
objects. This interpretation, which stays close to the original Sanskrit,
is naturally inseparable from the idea of a close connection between
words and things.

A passage from the Taittiriya Brahmana confirms this conclusion:
“Prajapati brought forth creatures. Those brought forth were con-
joined. He entered them by means of form (r#pa). That is why one
says: ‘Prajapati, truly, is form.” (riipam vai prajapatir iti). He entered
them by means of name (naman). That is why one says: ‘Prajapati,
truly, is name.”””

* Renou, 1955.

5 In his contributions to Detienne and Hamonic, 1995.

¢ Brh-Up 1.4.7: tad dhedam tarhy avyakrtam asit / tan namariapabhyam eva
vyakriyatasaunamayam idamrapa iti / tad idam apy etarhi namarapabhyam eva
vyakriyate ‘saunamayam idamripa iti /

7 Taitt-Br 2.2.7.1: prajapatih praja asrjata / tah srstah samaslisyan / ta ripenanu-
pravisat / tasmad ahuh / ripam vai prajapatir iti / ta namna ‘nupravisat / tasmad
ahuh / nama vai prajapatir iti / Cf. Parpola, 1979: 148; Smith, 1989: 59. Sometimes
Vac (= speech) is presented as the wife of Prajapati, or is connected to him in some
other way; the separation of the two allows for the creation of beings; see Carpenter,
1994: 26.
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A passage from the Chandogya Upanisad likewise confirms the idea
of a close connection between words and things. The idea is expressed
thus: “This deity thought: ‘Let me separate name and form (namariipa),
entering with this living soul into these three deities. Let me make each
of them threefold.” The deity, entering with that living soul into those
three deities, separated name and form.”® Context shows that the three
deities mentioned are heat (tejas), water (ap), and food (anna), which
figure in the section immediately preceding ours; but this does not
concern us at present. Nor is it important for us to know whether the
deity separated name and form—as we have translated it—or whether
it divided the three deities into name and form, as has been suggested.’
In either case one is justified in concluding that prior to this activity,
name and form were not separate.

A passage from the Satapatha Brahmana teaches that Brahman
entered into this world with form (réipa) and name (naman); the pas-
sage concludes with the assertion that this world extends as far as form
and name."

Through the narrative of an original unity of names and forms—of
words and the things they denote—passages such as these imply that
the separation of the two does not affect their true nature, that in real-
ity they remain closely connected. This conviction explains the almost
ubiquitous use of etymologies in the Brahmanas of the Veda. It is not
possible to enter into details here; let it suffice to recall that Vedic
etymologies establish connections, usually of a mythic order, between
diverse objects on the basis of resemblances between the words used
to refer to them. The god Rudra is so called because he wails (rud-; SB
6.1.3.10); Agni owes his name to the fact that he was produced before
(agre) the other gods (SB 2.2.4.2); sacrificial animals are called pasu
because Agni beholds (pas-) them (SB 6.2.1.2); etc., etc. All of these
etymologies presuppose, implicitly or explicitly, that names express
something of the essence of the objects they denote, that the attribu-
tion of names to things is not accidental.

8 Ch-Up 6.3.2-3: seyam devataiksata: hantaham imas tisro devatd anena
jivenatmandnupravisya namariipe vyakaravaniti / tasam trivrtam trivrtam ekaikam
karavaniti / seyam devatemads tisro devatd anenaiva jivenatmananupravisya namaripe
vyakarot /

° Hacker, 1950: 259 (82).

10 SBr 11.2.3.3:...tad dvabhyam eva pratyavaid ripena caiva namnd ca.../ etavad
va idam yavad ripam caiva nama ca /
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Certain myths elaborate on this last idea. Names are closely related
to the objects they denote, because ancient sages, whose knowledge
was superior to ours, were the ones who named things. One encoun-
ters this myth already in the Rgveda, where it is presented in the fol-
lowing form:

Brhaspati! When they [the poet-seers] set in motion the first beginning
of speech, giving names (namadheyam dadhanah), their most pure and
perfectly guarded secret was revealed through love. (1)

When the wise ones fashioned speech with their thought, sifting it as
grain is sifted through a sieve, then friends recognized their friendships.
A good sign was placed on their speech. (2)"

The sages thus gave names to things after having purified, or sifted,
their thought. Here we have a theme that reappears regularly in San-
skrit literature, showing that the connection between words and things
must be especially close. For the sages had a much deeper knowledge
of reality than ordinary mortals such as ourselves. Other texts, more
recent than the Rgveda, take up the same idea, emphasizing the unique
perceptual powers of these sages. The Nirukta (1.20), followed by the
Mahabharata (12.262.8), the Mahabhasya of Patafjali (ed. Kielhorn,
vol. I, p. 11, 1. 11 f£.), and other texts besides, employs in this context
the expressions saksatkrtadharman and pratyaksadharma(n): the sages
had a direct perception of dharma(n), i.e., of the universal order."* The
Vaisesika Sutra remarks that those who gave names to things were
superior to us (asmadvisista), because they perceived things before
naming them."” The Yuktidipika makes a distinction between names
(samjria) that are based on (the nature of ) an object and those based on
its appearance (svaripa). The second type of word is merely a means

"' RV 10.71.1: brhaspate prathamdm vacé dgram ydt prairata namadhéyam
dadhanah / ydd esam Sréstham ydd arlpmm asit prena tdd esam nihitam gihavih //1//
sdktum iva titaiind pundmto ydtra dhira mdnasa vicam dkrata / dtra sakhayah sakhyani
janate bhadraisam laksmir nihitddhi vaci //2//. Tr. Doniger O’Flaherty, 1981: 61.

12 See Ruegg, 1994, esp. p. 307 ff. Eli Franco (1997: 30 n. 38), following other authors,
argues for the interpretation of the word dharman as “thing.” The Carakasambhita
(Vimanasthana 3.24) essentially uses the second expression to characterize people “in
the beginning”™: adikale... pratyaksadevadevarsidharmayajiavidhividhanah. .. purusa
babhuvulh]...

1 VS(C) 2.1.18-19: samjriakarma tv asmadvisistanam lingam / pratyaksapirvakatvat
samjiiakarmanah /. 1 add a verse quoted without source by Vi§vanatha Miéra (1996:
204): laukikanam hi sadhunam vag artham anuvartate / rsinam punar adyanam
vacam artho ‘nudhavati //
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of identifying an object; it functions by way of convention, regard-
less of the meanings of its constituent parts. The words gajakarna and
asvakarna are examples: though literally signifying “elephant ear” and
“horse ear,” respectively, they usually refer to certain plants."* The
Yuktidipika goes on to observe: “The supreme seer (rsi) [i.e., Kapila],
who through his knowledge as a seer had beheld the appearances of all
things, and who gave them names with great care (prayatnatah), does
not use words that are based on appearance.... Likewise, the mas-
ters (acarya) who follow [Kapila’s] point of view do not admit the
introduction of new names, in view of the fact that [the supreme seer]
uses only names [that are based on the nature of the object].”® The
Yuktidipika thus excludes certain Sanskrit words from the domain of
use sanctioned by the sages of old.

(At this point let me pause to recall an observation made by Pro-
fessor Madhav M. Deshpande here in Paris a little more than a year
ago, on the occasion of a colloquium in memory of Louis Renou.'
According to Deshpande, the Vedic texts—especially the Brahmanas—
distinguish between two kinds of sages, namely, the rsi and the dcarya.
The authors of the metrical mantras are known as rsi, while the authors
of the Brahmanas are referred to as dcarya. This distinction shows that
already in the era of the Brahmanas a special role was reserved for the
rsis, the authors of the ancient mantras later assembled in collections
such as, notably, the Rgveda-Samhita.)

The close connection between words and things is also explained in
a myth from the Manusmrti. According to the first chapter of this text,
in the beginning the creator created the names, actions, and states of
all things from the words of the Veda."” In the fourth chapter of the
same text, it is said that all things are determined in speech; speech
is their root, they issue forth from speech.'® The idea of the goddess
Vac, Speech, as creator of the world is not, of course, absent from

“ YD p. 5, L. 5 ff. (Pandeya) / p. 7, 1. 16 ff. (Wezler & Motegi). Elsewhere (p. 26,
L. 4 ff. [Pandeya] / p. 60, 1. 3 ff. [Wezler & Motegi]) the Yuktidipika characterizes the
words gajakarna and asvakarna as samjiasabda.

5 YD p. 5, L 9-12 (Pandeya) / p. 7, L. 23-27 (Wezler & Motegi): prayatnato
bhagavatah paramarser arsena jianena sarvatattvanam svarapam upalabhya samjiiam
vidadhato nasti svaripanibandhanah Sabdah /... / tanmatanusarinam apy acaryanam
tabhir eva samvyavaharan nasty apurvasamjfiavidhanam praty adarah /

16 Deshpande, 1996: 153.

17 See Manu 1.21: sarvesam tu sa namani karmani ca prthak prthak / vedasabdebhya
evadau prthak samsthas ca nirmame //

8 Manu 4.256ab: vacy artha niyatah sarve vanmila vagvinihsrtah /
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the Rgveda' and other Vedic texts,® but the introduction to the
Manusmrti does not present speech as a mythical being; it is a matter,
rather, of the words of the Veda. The idea of word or speech—often in
the form of the Veda—as the origin of things is found in other texts,
too. Already the Satapatha Brahmana says: “Everything here is speech,
for everything is obtained through speech.”” And in the Taittiriya
Brahmana one encounters the idea that Prajapati created earth, sky,
and heaven by pronouncing the words corresponding to them: bhiir,
bhuvah, suvar.?> The Maitrayani Upanisad speaks of two forms of Brah-
man, the one word, the other wordless; to attain the supreme Brahman
(i.e., the wordless Brahman), one must be versed in the Sabdabrahman,
the Brahman that is word.” The Mahabharata, in one of its recen-
sions, has the following verse: “In the beginning a divine, eternal word,
without beginning or end, consisting of the Veda, was pronounced by
Svayambht—all activities proceed from it.”** The Natyadastra in turn
observes: “The $astras in this world consist of speech, and in speech
they are established. Thus there is nothing higher than speech, for
speech is the cause of all.”* The thinker Bhartrhari, at the beginning
of his Vakyapadiya, refers to the Veda as the organizer, or creator—the
Sanskrit word is vidhatr—of the world. He writes: “Different sciences
unfold, based on the primary and secondary limbs (ariga and upariga)
of the creator of the worlds [i.e., the Veda], [sciences] which are the
causes of the mental traces (samskara) of knowledge.”” Another verse
from the same text says: “Those who know the sacred tradition know

1 Brown, 1968.

» Holdrege, 1994: 42 ff.; cf. Smith, 1994: 70 ff.

21 $B 10.5.1.3: vag ghy evaitat sarvam / vaca hy evaitat sarvam aptam. Cf. SB
14.3.2.20.

2 Taitt-Br 2.2.4: sa bhir iti vyaharat / sa bhivmim asrjata/ .../ sa bhuva iti vyaharat /
so ‘ntariksam asrjata /.../ sa suvar iti vyaharat / sa divam asrjata /

» MaiU 6.22-23: dve vava brahmani abhidhyeye $abdas casabdas ca / atha
Sabdenaivasabdam aviskriyate / atha tatrom iti Sabdah /...evam hy aha: dve
brahmani veditavye sabdabrahma param ca yat / Sabdabrahmani nisnatah param
brahmadhigacchati //...yah $abdas tad om ity etad aksaram / yad asyagram tac
chantam asabdam abhayam asokam danandam trptam sthiram acalam amrtam
acyutam dhruvam. ..

2 Mhbh 12.224.55 + 671%.1: anadinidhana nitya vag utsrsta svayambhuva / adau
vedamayi divya yatah sarvah pravrttayah //. Cf. Pollock, 1985: 518.

» Natyasastra 15.3: vanmayaniha $astrani vannisthani tathaiva ca / tasmad vacah
param ndsti vag ghi sarvasya karanam //

% Vkp 1.10: vidhatus tasya lokanam anigopariganibandhanah / vidyabhedah
pratayante jiianasamskarahetavah //. The preceding verses leave no doubt that these
lines refer to the Veda; and the verse itself speaks of “ariga and upariga,” which could
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that this [universe] is a transformation of the word. In the beginning
this universe proceeds exclusively from Vedic verses.”” And the great
Sarikara states that the world, including the gods and everything else,
is produced from the Vedic word; he says this in commenting on
Brahma Suatra 1.3.28, which seems to speak likewise.®® The belief in
a close correspondence between words and things appears in a dif-
ferent context in Panini’s grammar, in a rule governing the forma-
tion of plurals. To designate, say, three trees, there is no need to use
the word “tree” three times. Panini dictates that only one of the three
words should remain (in the plural, of course); this is the meaning of
the expression ekasesa in the rule in question.?” This rule shows that
Panini fundamentally accepted the notion of direct correspondence,
one word for each object.

3. PANINT'S GRAMMAR

Instead of citing further texts in which the close connection between
words and things is expressed in a more or less mythological way, I
propose to consider briefly the workings of grammar, one of the most
ancient and admired sciences of India. Grammar—I have in mind
primarily Panini’s grammar, the oldest to have come down to us—
produces words and sentences on the basis of verbal roots (dhatu),
nominal themes (pratipadika), and suffixes (pratyaya). These con-
stituent elements are invested with meaning. In a derivation they are
joined together to form words and sentences that express or corre-
spond, obviously enough, to the collection of meanings possessed by
their constituent elements.

In another lecture delivered in Paris, titled “Meaning-Bearing Lin-
guistic Elements in the Sanskrit Grammatical Tradition,” I drew
attention to a great gulf separating Panini from Patafjali, the author

only apply to the Veda. Halbfass translates vidhatr as “organizing principle” (1991: 5)
or “Organisationsprinzip” (1991a: 126).

7 Vkp 1.124: sabdasya parinamo ‘yam ity amndyavido viduh / chandobhya eva
prathamam etad visvam pravartate //

8 BS 1.3.28: sabda iti cen natah prabhavat pratyaksanumandabhyam. Safikara com-
ments (p. 96): ata eva hi vaidikdac chabdad devadikam jagat prabhavati.

# P. 1.2.64: sarupanam ekasesa ekavibhaktau. Cf. Renou, Terminologie p. 115, s.v.
ekasesa.

% “Les éléments linguistiques porteurs de sens dans la tradition grammaticale du
sanscrit,” published in Histoire Epistémologie Langage 20 (1), 1998, pp. 29-38.
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of the Mahabhasya, or “Great Commentary.” For Patafjali, in contrast
to Panini, the real meaning-bearers are not the constituents of words
but the words themselves. It seems that Katyayana, the author of the
varttikas contained in the Mahabhasya and therefore the predecessor
of Patafjali, was already in agreement with the latter on this point.
The reason for this difference between the grammarians is not obvi-
ous. After all, the chronological distance between them was not so
great: two hundred years separate the probable dates of Panini (ca.
350 B.C.E., or even later) and Patafjali (150 B.C.E.), and Katyayana
could be placed around 200 B.C.E’*' In my lecture I tried to provide
a solution to this puzzle, ascribing the profound change in attitude to
the influence of scholastic Buddhism. This particular solution, how-
ever, does not affect our present reflections. What concerns us at the
moment is the difference in the two attitudes toward grammar. For
Patafjali, grammar analyzes words, thereby arriving at their constitu-
ent parts, though the latter are not true bearers of meaning. This is
why a good number of modern scholars have understood the word for
grammar, vydkarana, in the sense of analysis.

For Panini, grammar proceeds differently. His grammar does not
divide words into stems and suffixes. On the contrary, it combines
these constituent elements in order to form words. Paul Thieme, rec-
ognizing that Panini’s grammar does not analyze but on the contrary
proceeds as if the constituent elements of words were naturally given
units, has proposed another interpretation of the word vyakarana. He
translates it as “[word-]formation,” a rendering he justifies with the
following gloss: vividhena prakarena (or visesena) akrtayah kriyante
yena, “[grammar is] an instrument by which forms are created in vari-
ous ways” or “specifically.”*

31 For the date of Panini, see Hintiber, 1990: 34: “... das Datum seiner Grammatik
[kann] im Lichte der Numismatik kaum lange vor etwa 350 v. Chr. angesetzt werden”;
and Falk, 1993: 304: “[es] fillt...schwer, Paninis Regel iiber geprigte Miinzen der
altesten Phase der indischen Numismatik zuzuordnen.... Damit...befinden wir uns
schon in den Jahrzehnten nach 350 v. Chr.” For the date of Patafjali, see Cardona,
1976: 263 ff. Katyayana was contemporary with Adoka, or slightly later; see Scharfe,
1971.

2 Thieme, 1982: 11 (1178), 23 (1190) f., and already 1957: 267 (616). See in par-
ticular the following observations (1982: 11 [1178]): “Panini does not analyze.... The
method of his representation is just the contrary of an analysis. He proceeds as if the
elements, into which he has dissected the word forms, were naturally given units. He
does not demonstrate how wordforms can be analyzed into their constituent func-
tional elements by methodical deductions and inferences [of the kind discussed by



10 CHAPTER ONE

Thieme defends his interpretation in an excursus added to his
article “Meaning and Form of the ‘Grammar’ of Panini” (1982: 23-34
[1170-1201]). There he discusses, to this end, several passages from
Vedic literature. Some of them support his interpretation, but others
suggest a different explanation. Let us consider these passages more
closely.

Vedic Sanskrit quite often uses the derivatives of vyakr-, i.e., the
root kr with the two verbal prefixes vi and 4, in the sense of “separa-
tion, division, differentiation,” a fact that Thieme acknowledges. He
gives several examples of such use, including the following passage
from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (1.4.7), which we have already seen:
“At that time, indeed, the world was undivided (avydkrta). Name and
form divided (vyakriyata) it [or: it was divided by name and form],
such that one says: it has this name and that form. Today name and
form divide (vydkriyate) this same world, such that one says: it has this
name and that form.”*

This passage is of particular interest in that it uses the verb vyakr-
to refer to the division—in the sense of differentiation—of names
and forms at the beginning of time.* It suggests that the function of
grammar is to effect such a differentiation. We have seen that several
Vedic passages mention this initial differentiation of words and things.
Some of these passages, such as the ones I have already cited from the
Brhadaranyaka and the Chandogya Upanisad, use the verb vydkr- in
this context. To give the latter passage again: “This deity thought: ‘Let

Katyayana and Patanjali], rather, he presupposes these elements and shows in which,
sometimes highly complicated, ways they are to be combined.” See also Deshpande,
1996: 149-151.

# Thieme translates: “All this was unseparated (indistinguishable) [in the begin-
ning of creation]. Then it became separated (distinguished) by name and shape [so it
became possible to say]: ‘This particular one is of the name NN and of such and such a
shape.” Therefore, even to-day distinction is made by name and shape: “This particular
one is of the name NN [and] of such and such a shape.””

** Note that certain parallel passages use the expression vyavrt- instead, which con-
firms that the idea of separation is indeed intended. See, e.g., PB 24.11.2: prajapatih
praja astjata ta avidhrta asafijanana anyonyam ddams tena prajapatir asocat sa etd
apasyat tato va idam vyavartata gavo ‘bhavann asva asvah purusah purusa mrga
mrgah—“Prajapati created the creatures; these, not being kept apart (and) not agree-
ing together, devoured each other. This pained Prajapati. He saw these days (i.e., this
forty-nine-day-rite). Thereupon, this became separated (vyavartata) (i.e., all the kinds
of beings kept apart): cows (became) cows; horses (became) horses; men (became)
men; deer (became) deer.” Tr. Caland, 1931: 612-13. The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
(1.4.3) uses the causative of pat- to recount how the initial body (atman) was divided
into two: sa imam evatmanam dvedhapatayat.
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me separate (vyakaravani) name and form (namaripe), entering with
this living soul into these three deities. Let me make each of them
threefold.” The deity, entering with that living soul into those three
deities, separated (vyakarot) name and form.”

Thieme, however, cites this passage from the Chandogya Upanisad
in support of another interpretation of the verb vyakr-. He translates
it as “drive asunder,” an expression still close to our “separate,” but
a parenthesis adds “unfold, form in various ways.”” According to
Thieme’s interpretation, if I understand it correctly, the deity formed
name and form, probably because they did not yet exist. But there is
no need to accept this. The previous passage, from the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad, taught that names and forms, although undifferentiated,
already existed in the beginning. The present passage can be under-
stood in the same way. If one accepts the existence of names and forms
from the start, there is no need to supply a new interpretation of the
verb vyakr-.

These two passages suggest, therefore, another explanation for the
expression vyakarana, distinct from Thieme’s interpretation. In light
of these passages, the expression denotes a separation, or differentia-
tion, not of stems and suffixes, but of linguistic elements from the
objects they denote. This separation, judging from Panini’s grammar,
produces meaning-bearing elements, based on denoted objects, and
these elements are subsequently combined, thus producing words and
sentences. In this context it is important to bear in mind the role that
meanings play in Panini’s grammar. They are the starting-point for
derivations: meanings give rise to semantic elements, which in turn
are brought together to form the words and sentences of the Sanskrit
language.’® Meanings are the objects denoted. They constitute the
point of departure, while grammar creates the corresponding verbal
expressions. Grammar thus brings together the primitive elements of
the language while separating them from their objects. It is in this
way, it seems to me, that one arrives at an interpretation of the word
vyakarana that proves satisfying from the point of view of its form as

* His full translation (p. 24 [1191]): “This divine element (devata) considered: Well
then, I shall enter these three divine elements (heat/fire: tejas-, water: ap-, food: anna-,
i.e. matter) by this living Self and drive asunder (unfold, form in various ways) name
and shape.... Then this divine element entered etc.”

% Bronkhorst, 1980; Houben (1997: 84 ff.) expresses a slightly different point of
view.
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well as its cultural context. This interpretation confirms, moreover,
that thinkers of the period were deeply convinced of the close connec-
tion linking words and things. Incidentally, the lack of interest on the
part of modern scholars in the semantic aspect of Panini’s grammar
would explain why investigations of the word vydkarana have failed to
take into account the interpretation suggested by the Vedic passages
we have just examined.

Let us examine some further Vedic passages. The Taittiriya Samhita
contains the following myth: “Speech, not being separated (avyakrta),
spoke remaining turned aside. The gods said to Indra: ‘Separate
(vyakuru) this Speech for us.’...Indra placed himself in the middle
and separated (vyakarot) Speech.”” Here it is less obvious that the
intended meaning is “separation.” Some authorities interpret vyakr-
in this passage as meaning “articulation” instead.”® Thieme cites the
passage to support his interpretation, “form in various ways.”* As we
have seen, however, the formation of Speech comes about by means of
a differentiation, the separation of Speech from the objects it denotes.
If one again keeps to the basic sense of the verb vyakr-, another aspect
of the passage also becomes more intelligible. Why did Indra place
himself “in the middle” before separating Speech, and in the middle
of what? The answer seems to be as follows: he placed himself between
words and denoted objects, for the separation of Speech is its separa-
tion from the objects it denotes.

This passage uses the verb vyakr- in a sense one might possibly
translate with the verb “to form.” The reason is simple: word-forma-
tion is fundamentally a differentiation. This explains the use of the
verb in other passages with a sense closer to that of “forming.” One
such passage comes from the Aitareya Upanisad: “Which is this Self:
that by which one sees, that by which one hears, that by which one
smells fragrances, that by which one forms (vyakaroti) speech, or that
by which one distinguishes the sweet from the non-sweet?”* Com-

7 Taitt-S 6.4.7.3: vag vai pardacy avyakrtavadat / te deva Indram abruvann imam no
vacam vydakurv iti...tam Indro madhyato ‘vakramya vydikarot /

% E.g. Scharfe, 1977: 80.

¥ He translates (Thieme, 1982: 23-24 [1190-91]): “[Human] speech used to speak
being turned away (understandably), being unformed (unarticulated). Then the heav-
enly said to Indra: Do form us this speech...Then Indra formed it (gave it different
forms, made it articulate), having stepped in the middle of it. Therefore this [human
speech] is spoken being formed (having different forms, being articulate).”

% AitUp 3.1-2 (= AitAr 2.6): katarah sa atma? yena va pasyati, yena va $rnoti, yena
va gandhan jighrati, yena va vacam vyakaroti, yena va svadu casvadu ca vijanati /
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parison with Aitareya Brahmana 5.22 (= 24.3) suggests that one forms
speech and distinguishes the sweet from the non-sweet by means of
the tongue, palate, and teeth, inside the mouth. This passage reads as a
sort of complement to the passage from the Aitareya Upanisad, in that
it goes on to associate that which is in the nostrils with that by which
one smells fragrances, the dark of the eye with that by which one sees,
and the inside of the ear with that by which one hears.*

These are the Vedic passages, along with some others, that Thieme
cites in support of his interpretation. It seems clear that the sense of
“separate, differentiate” is undeniable in certain passages, and that the
sense of “form” is derivative. It is likely that Patafjali, for whom the
process of the separation of words from the objects they denote was
no longer topical, used the verb only in the sense of “forming.” This
is what Thieme seeks to prove, successfully in my view. But Patanjali’s
opinion is no longer decisive when investigating the original mean-
ing of the term vydkarana. For Patafjali, the constituent elements of
words were no longer true bearers of meaning. One can conclude from
this that for him the nature of grammar had changed dramatically
with respect to Panini.

Whatever one thinks of this explanation of the original sense of
vyakarana, one thing is clear. We have numerous indications that the
connection between words and things was conceived of as particularly
close during the Vedic period. And although certain specific ideas—
such as that of the separation of words from the objects they denote—
perhaps did not survive very long after the end of the Vedic era, the
notion of a profound correspondence remained. It is expressed in the
repeated use of etymologies. It is sometimes expressed in the observa-
tion, already present in a passage from the Rgveda, that the sages, on
the basis of their superior knowledge, gave names to things. Some-
times, the Veda itself is presented as the organizer of creation. And at
a less theoretical level, the notion is expressed in the frequent use of
mantras, whether Vedic or non-Vedic; mantras were believed to influ-
ence objective, non-linguistic reality, and this by reason of the connec-
tion linking words, and sometimes also sounds, to things.

1 AitBr 522 (= 24.3):...tad yatha ‘ntaram mukhasya jihva talu danta evam
chandoma atha yenaiva vacam vyakaroti yena svadu casvadu ca vijanati tad dasamam
ahah...tad yathd ‘ntaram ndsikayor evam chandoma atha yenaiva gandhan vijandti
tad dasamam ahah...tad yatha ‘ntaram aksnah krsnam evam chandoma atha
yaiva kaninika yena pasyati tad dasamam ahah...tad yatha ‘ntaram karnasyaivam
chandoma atha yenaiva Srnoti tad dasamam ahah
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4. A PASSAGE FROM THE CHANDOGYA UPANISAD

We cannot leave Vedic literature without mentioning a passage from
the Chandogya Upanisad, one that accepts the close connection
between words and things but nevertheless denies that words give
access to a deeper reality than the world of our everyday experience.
The passage takes the opposite position: speech conceals, so to speak,
the reality hidden behind it. This passage—as you have perhaps already
guessed—is the one in which Svetaketu receives instruction from his
father. His father tells him:

Just as, my dear, one can know all that is made of clay through a single
piece of clay—/[all that] rests on words, is a modification, is only a name;
the reality is the clay—

Just as, my dear, one can know all that is made of copper through a
single copper ornament—[all that] rests on words, is a modification, is
only a name; the reality is the copper—

Just as, my dear, one can know all that is made of iron through a
single nail-cutter—[all that] rests on words, is a modification, is only a
name; the reality is the iron—

Even so, my dear, is this teaching.*?

The position of Svetaketu’s father is particularly interesting for our
purpose, because it is rather close to the position that came to be
developed within Buddhism, to which we shall turn momentarily. The
presence of this unusual opinion in the Chandogya Upanisad does
not seem to be the result of Buddhist influence, however, since the
parallel Buddhist position did not exist in early Buddhism, as we shall
see. It seems much more likely that this position—according to which
words are associated with modifications, and the deeper reality is not
reached—is further proof of the wealth of ideas present in Brahmani-
cal religion in the period of the early Upanisads.”’ It is noteworthy
that this passage from the Chandogya Upanisad allowed Brahmins of

2 Ch-Up 6.1.4-6: yatha somyaikena mrtpindena sarvam mrnmayam vijfiatam syat /
vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam, mrttikety eva satyam // yatha somyaikena
lohamanina sarvam lohamayam vijiatam syat / vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam,
loham ity eva satyam // yatha somyaikena nakhanikrntanena sarvam karsnayasam
vijiatam syat / vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam, krsnayasam ity eva satyam /
evam somya sa adeso bhavatiti //. Cf. Kuiper, 1957; Olivelle, 1996: 346, note on Ch-Up
6.1.4-6; Houben, 1997: 68.

# The idea that the supreme Brahman is beyond the domain of words is expressed
from time to time in the Upanisads, as e.g. Taitt-Up 2.4 (= 2.9): yato vdco nivartante
aprapya manasa saha—“From which words, as well as the mind, turn back without
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a much later period to accept Buddhist ideas while maintaining that
they remained faithful to the Veda.

5. THE STRUCTURES OF LANGUAGES

Before turning to the main thesis of these lectures, let us briefly look at
certain ideas regarding the structures of languages, as found in early,
though post-Vedic, texts. Familiarity with these ideas will help us to
understand later developments concerning the connection between
words and things. The Vedic ideas we have just dealt with concerned
the forms of words. The connection that exists between a word and the
object it denotes relates the form of the word to the object. Etymolo-
gies derive their value from this fact, and the efficacy of mantras is
explicable solely on this basis. Certain later thinkers, however, among
them the Buddhists, considered word forms to be conventional, and
therefore devoid of intrinsic meaning. For them, one would imagine,
the structure of the language used—Sanskrit in the cases we shall be
looking at—was bound to come into consideration, with the inevi-
table question of whether the structure of Sanskrit is shared by other
languages. Are the conclusions we draw from the use of one language
universal? Or do they have value only within the context of that par-
ticular language?

To us, these questions might appear natural and inevitable. The
thinkers of ancient India, however, do not seem to have been much
troubled by them. This was not simply due to Sanskrit being consid-
ered the only true language. A significant number of Brahmins doubt-
less believed this, but others, such as the Buddhists, did not share their
conviction. The lack of concern on the part of all these thinkers would
seem to be due instead to their being convinced that the structure
of Sanskrit does not actually differ from that of other languages. The
very question of the structures of different languages did not arise.
The texts speak of other idioms as if their only difference consisted in
word forms.*

reaching it.” Note that Ruben (1979: 66 ff.) interprets the position of Svetaketu’s father
as a kind of materialism/hylozoism.

44 A similar view is not unknown in Western tradition; see Umberto Eco’s observa-
tions (1995: 200) on the polygraphy of Athanasius Kircher, which was based on the
supposition that all languages are directly reducible to the grammar of Latin.
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Let us examine the following passage from the Pali Buddhist canon.
It is found in the Aranavibhanga Sutta of the Majjhima Nikaya: “How,
O monks, is one not attached to the language of a region, and how
does one not go beyond popular usage? Here, O monks, in differ-
ent regions one calls the same object (for example, a bowl) either
pati, or patta, or vittha, or sarava, or dharopa, or pona, or pisila. One
expresses oneself without attachment, using the same term as the peo-
ple in each region, thinking: ‘In designating this, these venerable ones
express themselves thus.””* This passage shows an awareness of lin-
guistic differences among the various regions of north India. But only
one aspect of these differences is mentioned here, namely, differences
of vocabulary. There is no question of differences of structure among
these languages.

We find the same exclusive interest in word forms in different lan-
guages in the Mahabhasya of Patafijali. At the beginning of this text
we learn that besides the correct word, go (“cow”), there are many
degraded words such as gavi, goni, gota, gopotalika, etc.*® Elsewhere in
the same text it is said that incorrect forms such as anapayati, vattati,
and vaddhati exist alongside the correct forms dgjiiapayati, vartate, and
vardhate.” In the world, one also uses the root kas instead of krs and
dis instead of drs.*® Other languages—so these examples seem to sug-
gest—are identical to Sanskrit (or to Pali), with the sole exception of
the form of their words.

With the grammarian Bhartrhari—who belongs to the fifth century
of the common era and thus, in all likelihood, postdates Patafjali by
about six hundred years—we again find the same position regard-
ing the diversity of languages: he speaks only of differences in words.

® MN III p. 235: kathafi ca, bhikkhave, janapadaniruttiya ca anabhiniveso
hoti samanfiaya ca anatisaro? idha, bhikkhave, tad ev’ ekaccesu janapadesu pati ti
safijananti, pattan ti safijananti, vitthan ti safijananti, saravan ti saijananti, dharopan
ti safijananti, ponan ti safijananti, pisilan ti safijananti / iti yatha yatha nam tesu tesu
janapadesu safijananti, idam kira ‘me dyasmanto sandhdya voharantiti, tatha tatha
voharati aparamasam /

6 Mbh I p. 10 1. 8-9: bhiyamso ‘pasabda alpiyamsah sabdah / ekaikasya sabdasya
bahavo ‘pabhramsah / tad yatha / gaur ity asya gavi goni gota gopotalikety evamadayo
‘pabhramsah / On goni see Thieme, 1978: 48 (905) n. 52.

7 Mbh I p. 259 1. 4-7 (P. 1.3.2 vt. 12 with his bhasya): bhuvadipathah pratipadi-
kanapayatyadinivrttyarthah (vt.) /...ke punar anapayatyadayah / anapayati vattati
vaddhatiti /

% MbhIp.2591 14 (on P. 1.3.2 vt. 13): loke hi krsyarthe kasim prayusijate drsyarthe
ca disim. For all these examples, see Deshpande, 1993: 26, who seems however to read
dis instead of dis.
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Certain words are correct, others are not. He admits, however, that
in certain communities incorrect words are directly denotative: “For
those who do not know how to speak properly, erroneous forms are
well known by an uninterrupted transmission, such that for them, the
correct forms are not denotative.”® The Dutch scholar Jan Houben
(1993: 149) sees in this concession a reflection of the linguistic situ-
ation in India during Bhartrhari’s era: the simultaneous presence of
many languages and dialects in parallel with Sanskrit, the latter still
being invested with an incomparably higher status than the others.

Let us also examine a passage from the Nyaya Bhasya, which dis-
cusses the conventional nature of the connection between words and
things. At the heart of this discussion we find the following obser-
vation, offered as an argument against a natural connection between
the two. The sentence in question says: “The Rsis, the Aryas, and the
barbarians employ words as they will to make meanings understood.”
What interests us here is the listing of barbarians (mleccha) alongside
Rsis and Aryas, thus alongside exemplary users of Sanskrit. Barbar-
ians, however, do not use Sanskrit. They speak other languages. But
what exactly is the difference between Sanskrit and these other lan-
guages? Like the preceding passages, the present passage suggests that
it is the form of their words. The barbarians choose forms that are not
allowed, that are false, while the Rsis and the Aryas, it goes without
saying, use only correct words.

The following impression emerges from these passages: fundamen-
tally, everyone speaks the same language; the differences one notes in
various regions result from the fact that many speakers use incorrect
words. One may add that these incorrect words represent so many
corruptions of Sanskrit words, which for their part are correct and
original.> This description does not, of course, answer literally to what
we find in these early texts, but it does seem to capture its essence.
We occasionally meet with the idea in early texts that Sanskrit is used
throughout the world, even on other continents, which supports the
picture we have just sketched. The Mahabhasya expresses this notion in
a passage that specifies the domain of Sanskrit—Iliterally, “the domain

¥ Vkp 1.181: paramparyad apabhramsa vigunesv abhidhatrsu / prasiddhim dgata
yena tesam sadhur avacakah //. Translation based on Biardeau, 1964a: 191.

% NBh 2.1.56: rsyaryamlecchanam yathakamam sabdaviniyogo ‘rthasampratya-
yanaya pravartate.

°! See Bronkhorst, 1993b.
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of the use of word” (sabdasya prayogavisayah), but context shows that
Sanskrit is meant—Ilisting, among other things, the seven continents,
the earth, and the three worlds.”> The Mimamsa Bhasya makes a simi-
lar observation in the course of a discussion in which it tries to prove
that the connection between words and things could not have been
imposed by an agent:

Moreover, there is no divergence: the word gauh applies to that animal
which has a dewlap etc., in this country as in all countries, even the most
distant. How could multiple agents have come together [to agree]? And
a single agent would not be able [to impose his decision everywhere].
Therefore the connection has no creator.”

It goes without saying that we must read this passage in light of another
from the same commentary, which indicates that the same word gauh
is not exactly used by everyone. On the contrary, the Mimamsa Bhasya
(on satra 1.3.24), following the example from Patafjali’s Mahabhasya
that we examined, mentions the words gavi, goni, and gopotalika as
variants of gauh, while specifying that these variants are not denota-
tive. The fact that the first passage is borrowed from another author,
the Vrttikara, while the second passage comes from the pen of Sabara
himself, does not prevent us from taking the observation that the word
gauh is used “in this country as in all countries, even the most distant”
with some reservation. Doubtless there were many countries, even in
the mind of the Vrttikara, where people used one of these erroneous
variants instead of the correct word gauh. In other words, in prin-
ciple Sanskrit is spoken everywhere, but many speakers infelicitously
replace correct words with incorrect words. Thus different languages,
each exhibiting its own structure, do not exist. Ultimately there is only
Sanskrit, and other languages in principle share its structure. One

2 MbhIp.91.20-23 (Paspasahnika on vt. 5): saptadvipa vasumati trayo lokas catvaro
vedah sangah sarahasya bahudha vibhinna ekasatam adhvaryusakhah sahasravartma
samaveda ekavimsatidha bahvrcyam navadhatharvano vedo vakovakyam itihasah
puranam vaidyakam ity etavan sabdasya prayogavisayah. A verse from the Manusmrti
(10.45) seems to corroborate that Sanskrit (?; aryavac) is spoken outside of India,
while adding that other languages (mlecchavac) are also used: mukhabahiirupajjanam
ya loke jatayo bahih / mlecchavicas caryavicah sarve te dasyavah smrtah //—“Those
castes (jati) that fall outside the world of those who were born from the mouth, arms,
thighs, and feet [of the primordial man], whether they speak barbarian languages or
Sanskrit, are all considered dasyu.”

% MiBh 1.1.5 (Frauwallner, 1968: 46): avyatirekas ca / yatha asmin dese sasnadimati
gosabdah, evam sarvesu durgamesv api/ bahavah sambandharah katham samgamsyante/
eko ‘pi na Saknuyat / ato nasti sambandha /. Translation based on Biardeau, 1964: 160.
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must wonder to what degree this conviction was able to hold sway
thanks to the prohibition, found in certain Dharmasastra texts, against
learning the languages of the mlecchas, the barbarians.* Be that as it
may, it seems justified to conclude that those in India who considered
Sanskrit to be the perfect and original language also regarded it, in a
certain sense, as a universal language.*

6. THE BUDDHIST CONTRIBUTION

The belief in a close connection between words and things forms the
background for the developments we shall be studying in what fol-
lows. We shall see how a new tendency, originating in certain devel-
opments within Buddhism, came to replace this more or less general
belief with much more specific ideas. Let us note first that Buddhism,
though less obsessed with speech than Brahmanism, periodically uses
etymologies, even in its earliest literature, which suggests that a con-
nection between language and reality was implicitly accepted. If it is
true, as the English scholar Richard Gombrich maintains, that some
of the etymologies in early Buddhist literature had no other goal than
to mock the Brahmins,* one might conclude that the Buddha himself,
or one of his disciples, attached no real value to these etymologies,
and perhaps none to etymologies in general. Be that as it may, it did
not take long for Buddhists of a later period to forget their master’s
skepticism: the etymologies one finds in their works by no means give
the impression that they are mocking anyone.

The pair “name and form,” namariipa, also appears in early Bud-
dhist texts. But it is no longer a question of names in the strict sense
of denominations. On the contrary, these texts use the expression
ripa, “form,” to refer to the physical aspect of a person, the first of the
five groups (skandha) of factors constituting the person; the expres-
sion naman is reserved for the other four groups—vedana, samjfia,
samskara, vijiiana—which together constitute the non-physical, hence
psychic, aspect of a person. This new use of the term naman shows
that the original division of the world into objects and their names

** HistDh Vol. II, Part I, p. 383.

5 This set of beliefs may be compared to the search for the perfect, universal, and
original language in Medieval and Renaissance Europe; see Eco, 1995: 73 ff.

% Gombrich, 1992: 163.
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had lost its meaning for Buddhists. They maintained the tradition of
a division into ndman and riipa, reinterpreting the term naman in a
psychic rather than a linguistic sense.”

What interests us here, however, is neither the etymologies of the
Buddhists nor their use of the term ndaman, but rather some develop-
ments in scholastic Buddhism. For reasons that historical research will
have to make clear, Buddhism, in the centuries following the death of
its founder, turned progressively toward an enumeration of the essen-
tial elements of the latter’s teaching. This resulted in lists of what are
called “the dharmas.” These dharmas were classified in accordance
with the five “groups” (skandha), or constituents of a person. The
existence of the person as such was nevertheless not recognized by
the Buddhists. The conclusion was reached that the five groups, and
therefore the dharmas, were the truly existent parts of the person, the
person itself not existing.

This idea was then extended, at least in certain Buddhist schools,
in such a way as to cover all macroscopic objects, which are wholly
constituted by the dharmas. In the final analysis, only the dharmas,
the ultimate constituents, exist, and not the objects constituted. At the
end of these developments, the list of dharmas was presented as an
enumeration of all that exists. Buddhism then had an ontology at its
disposal, with the dharmas representing the only truly existent things.
The objects of our experience—such as houses, chariots, or persons—in
reality do not exist.

But it is not so easy to rid oneself of the phenomenal world. It is
possible that persons, the houses in which they live, and the vehicles
they use do not truly exist. That does not change the fact, however,
that everyone believes in their existence. Where does this belief in
non-existent objects come from? Here another consideration comes
into play: the objects of our experience do not truly exist; they are only
names, they are existent by denomination.

In a moment we shall explore the significance and consequences of
this idea. Let us note here that it is often expressed in Buddhist texts
from continental India from a certain period on. Its classical expres-
sion is in a passage from the Milindapanha, “The Questions of King
Milinda,” which is often quoted, and for good reason. This text pres-
ents the idea not only in perhaps its earliest form, but also in the con-

7 PTSD p. 350 s.v. nama; cf. e.g. May, 1959: 253. Cf. also Buswell, 1997: 566-67.
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text of a delightful story, that of the meeting of the monk Nagasena
with the Greek king Milinda. I will present a few extracts from this
story, which might date from a period close to the reign of King Mil-
inda, who has been identified as the Indo-Greek king Menander from
the second century B.C.E. The idea that interests us might therefore
also date from the second century B.C.E.*® Let us now consider the
passage:

King Milinda asked him: “How is your Reverence known, and what is
your name, Sir?” “As Nagasena I am known, O great king, and as Naga-
sena do my fellow religious habitually address me. But although parents
give such names as Nagasena, or Surasena, or Virasena, or Sihasena,
nevertheless this word ‘Nagasena’ is just a denomination, a designation,
a conceptual term, a current appellation, a mere name. For no real per-
son can here be apprehended.”

When the king expresses his skepticism, Nagasena clarifies his posi-
tion with the example of a chariot:

“Is the pole the chariot?”—“No, reverend Sir!”—*Is then the axle the
chariot?”—“No, reverend Sir!”—“Is it then the wheels, or the frame-
work, or the flag-staff, or the yoke, or the reins, or the goad-stick?”—
“No, reverend Sir!”—“Then is it the combination of pole, axle, wheels,
framework, flag-staff, yoke, reins, and goad which is the ‘chariot’?”—
“No, reverend Sir!”—“Then is this ‘chariot’ outside the combination of
pole, axle, wheels, framework, flag-staff, yoke, reins, and goad?”—“No,
reverend Sir!”—“Then, ask as I may, I can discover no chariot at all. Just
a mere sound is this ‘chariot.””*

% De Jong (1996: 383) finds this date for the text too early but does not propose
another.

¥ Mil p. 25 1. 5-13 & p. 27 L. 2-14: atha kho milindo raja ayasmantam nagasenam
etad avoca: katham bhadanto fidyati, kinnamo si bhante ti? ndagaseno ti kho aham
maharaja Adyami, nagaseno ti mam maharaja sabrahmacari samuddcaranti / api ca
matapitaro namam karonti nagaseno ti va suraseno ti va viraseno ti va sihaseno ti
va, api ca kho maharaja sarkhda samannda panfiatti voharo namamattam yad idam
nagaseno ti, na h’ettha puggalo upalabbhatiti /.../ kin nu kho maharaja isa ratho ti /
na hi bhante ti / akkho ratho ti / na hi bhante ti / cakkani ratho ti / nahi bhante ti /
rathapanijaram ratho ti / na hi bhante ti / rathadandako ratho ti / na hi bhante
ti / yugam ratho ti / na hi bhante ti / rasmiyo ratho ti / na hi bhante ti / patodalatthi
ratho ti / na hi bhante ti / kin nu kho mahdraja isa-akkha-cakka-rathapafijara-
rathadanda-yuga-rasmi-patodam ratho ti / na hi bhante ti / kim pana mahdraja
afifiatra isa-akkha-cakka-rathapanijara-rathadanda-yuga-rasmi-patodam ratho ti / na
hi bhante ti / tam aham mahardja pucchanto pucchanto na passami ratham, saddo
yeva nu kho maharaja ratho /. Tr. Conze, 1959: 147-49.
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After these questions the king admits: “[I]t is in dependence on the
pole, the axle, the wheels, the framework, the flagstaff, etc., that there
takes place this denomination ‘chariot,’ this designation, this con-
ceptual term, a current appellation and a mere name.” After which
Nagasena adds: “It is just so with me. In dependence on the thirty-two
parts of the body and the five Skandhas there takes place this denomi-
nation ‘Nagasena,” this designation, this conceptual term, a current
appellation and a mere name. In ultimate reality, however, this person
cannot be apprehended.”

There is no need to cite passages from other Buddhist texts that
express the point analogously.®® The central ideas are clear. Composite
entities do not exist; only their parts truly exist. The ultimate parts of
these composite entities are the dharmas. In the final analysis, there-
fore, the dharmas constitute all that exists. Composite entities, for their
part, do not have real existence and are only names, designations. They
are “existent by designation” (prajiiaptisat), as the texts often affirm.
Obviously, these ideas profoundly affect one’s view of the world. For
the Buddhists who adhere to them, the world of our experience is no
longer what it appears to be. The phenomenal world is at base only
an illusion. Scholastic Buddhism allows one to grasp the reality hid-
den behind phenomena, a reality that is quite different from what our
imagination and language would have us believe. Reality consists in
the dharmas and nothing else. The Buddhist scholastics took pains to
list the dharmas exhaustively, so much so that their writings offer us
complete enumerations of everything that exists.

The following characteristics of this Buddhist ontology should be
kept in mind. All that exists is contained in the lists of dharmas or
elements of existence. The objects that make up the phenomenal world
are constituted of these dharmas but do not truly exist. We nonethe-
less believe that they exist, on account of the words of our language.

% See Bronkhorst, 1996: 114 ff. Hattori (1977: 52 ff.) maintains that the idea of
nominal existence had been developed by the Sautrantikas; Katsura (1991: 134 n. 17),
however, has rightly pointed out that the idea was accepted by the majority of the
schools of Abhidharma.
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7. VAISESIKA AND LANGUAGE

It goes without saying that this Buddhist ontology could scarcely
have seemed attractive to non-Buddhist thinkers. Why accept that the
objects of our experience, including the very persons we are, do not
really exist? It is hardly astonishing to find that no one in India agreed
with the Buddhists.® What is surprising is that efforts to produce a
Brahmanical ontology gave rise to a system that, despite its opposi-
tion to Buddhist positions, remained extremely close to them. I have
in mind the Vaisesika system, which later exerted a profound influ-
ence on other Brahmanical systems of thought, in particular Nyaya
and Mimamsa.

Recall that ancient India produced essentially two Brahmanical ontol-
ogies, two systematic accounts of what exists: Samkhya and Vaisesika.
Samkhya represents a systematization of ideas found already in earlier
literature, first in the Mahabharata, but also in certain Upanisads. Sev-
eral slightly different forms of the classical system are known to us,
one of which is expressed in the texts of classical Yoga. Though the
elements of Samkhya can be found in religious literature up to a much
later period, Samkhya did not meet with great success as a philosophi-
cal system. It suffered from ambiguities or even contradictions that
perhaps contributed to its relatively rapid decline.

Vaidesika ontology is different. To begin with, it represented a new
creation. There is no trace of it in previous literature. The Vaisesika
Sttra, the root text of the system, seems to constitute its earliest record.
This text is preserved in five different versions,* each of which already
contains additions from later periods, making reconstruction of the
original text a hopeless task. This does not change the fact that the
Vaisesika system, in one form or another, appears to be a new creation
and not the result of an organic development. We are thus justified
in thinking that at a certain moment in Indian history, someone con-
ceived of a system that would be the predecessor of the classical system
that has come down to us.

¢ With the likely exception, of course, of the passage from the Chandogya Upanisad
(6.1.4-6) discussed above.

62 To the versions commented on by Samkara Misra, Bhatta Vadindra, and
Candrananda, Harunaga Isaacson has been able to add two further versions. See Isaac-
son, 1995: 200 ff.
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If I am keen to stress the role of an individual—or possibly sev-
eral individuals—in this creation, it is because systems of thought are
never the result of organic developments. Even if, as in the case of
Samkhya, all the elements were already present in earlier texts, their
combination into a new system still required a human agent. In the
case of Vaisesika, the influence of an older tradition seems decidedly
less important than in Samkhya, and the contribution of the founder
seems, consequently, greater. That we do not know the exact form of
the original Vaisesika, or the name and date of its actual founder, does
nothing to change the fact that someone at some point in time had to
have created the system in its earliest form.

The motive of Vaisesika’s founder is equally unknown to us. We
can, however, work out a hypothesis, which might also shed light on
the original form of the system. Having already treated this subject
elsewhere,® here I will limit myself to the essentials.

Vaisesika texts more recent than the Vaisesika Satra present a coher-
ent system—or at least one that aspires to coherence—demonstrating
several traits that are remarkable to say the least. VaiSesika enumer-
ates a certain number of “categories”—the term most often used to
translate the Sanskrit padartha—supposed to encompass everything
that exists. The number of categories varies according to the text:
the Padarthadharmasangraha, dating perhaps to the sixth century,
has six, while later texts have seven, and the *Dasapadarthasastra or
*Dasapadarthi,* which is difficult to date, lists ten categories. For
now, it suffices to bear in mind that these categories cover all exis-
tent entities, and that their enumeration is thus an enumeration of
everything that exists. To take a concrete example, the six catego-
ries of the Padarthadharmasangraha are substance (dravya), quality
(guna), motion (karman), universal (samanya), particularity (visesa),
and inherence (samavaya). This means that for the author of this text,
everything that exists is either a substance, quality, or motion, or a
universal, particularity, or inherence. Nothing exists beyond these six
categories.

The categories admit of internal divisions, of course. There are, for
instance, nine substances, twenty-four qualities, five motions, etc.; but
this does not alter the fact that Vaisesika offers in its six categories a
catalogue of everything that exists.

% Bronkhorst, 1992b.
¢ See Ui, 1917; Miyamoto, 1996.
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We should note that Vaisesika shares this trait with the scholastic
developments within Buddhism that we have just discussed. Admit-
tedly, the content of its list is completely different from that of Bud-
dhist lists, but this should not surprise us. The lists of dharmas were, at
least in principle, enumerations of important elements mentioned by
the Buddha, while the categories of Vaisesika have nothing to do with
the Buddha. Then there is the following consideration. In the develop-
ments that concern us here, the dharmas were the ultimate constitu-
ents of the objects that make up the phenomenal world; according to
the Buddhists, these composite objects do not themselves exist. The
Vaisesikas, for their part, were in no way inclined to deny the reality of
the phenomenal world. Thus, their enumeration of all existent things
had to encompass not only ultimate constituents but also composite
objects. This consideration helps us to understand the nature of their
categories, as well as certain other aspects of the system with which we
cannot concern ourselves here.

We have just mentioned one common trait between scholastic Bud-
dhism and Vaisesika: both offer an exhaustive enumeration of every-
thing that exists. But they share other traits, too, which leads to the
following hypothesis: that Vaisesika was created under the influence
of scholastic Buddhism, as a kind of Brahmanical response to it. An
in-depth discussion of this hypothesis is not possible here, and it will
not be presupposed in what follows. What matters for our purpose is
one of the other traits shared by scholastic Buddhism and Vaisesika:
both accept that there is a close connection between words and the
objects of the phenomenal world.

Here, too, it is imperative to take account of the differences that
accompany this common trait. For the Buddhists, the objects of the
phenomenal world do not exist. We are led to believe in them because
of words. For the Vaisesikas, objects of the phenomenal world really
do exist, and the presumed parallelism between words and things
allows us to draw conclusions about the external world on the basis
of language.

Let us take another look at the Vaisesika list of categories. It is clear
that the first three—substance (dravya), quality (guna), and motion
(karman)—constitute its core. The designation “object” (artha) is
reserved for these three categories,” with the other categories not

% See WI p. 3 §§ 14 and 15; VS(C) 2.2.24-25.
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counting as “objects.” Their role is clearly subordinate to that of the
three main categories. A universal (samanyaljati) groups together a
certain number of objects, while particularity (visesa) distinguishes
them from one another, and inherence (samavaya) is responsible for
their interaction. While the secondary role of these categories does not
prove that they were added at a later time to an original list containing
only substance, quality, and motion, we should not rule out this possi-
bility too quickly. What is important for us is to note the foundational
role of the first three categories in the system.

These first three categories—substance, quality, and motion—cor-
respond to the three principal types of words in Sanskrit: nouns, adjec-
tives, and verbs. This observation was made in 1918 by the Dutch
scholar B. Faddegon, and has been repeated numerous times after
him.® It would be a mistake, however, to conclude that this classifica-
tion into three categories imposed itself inevitably on Indian think-
ers. On the contrary, many did not accept it, including the Buddhists
and the Samkhyas. I am inclined instead to believe that the Vaisesikas
consciously accepted the classification, as well as the correspondence
between these categories and the three types of Sanskrit words. Admit-
tedly, I do not know of any passage in their texts that makes this point
explicit; perhaps there is no such passage. But their belief concerning
the close connection between words and things is expressed in other
ways, to which we shall now turn our attention.

Among the three categories of substance, quality, and motion, sub-
stance is, in a certain sense, the most important. It is substance that
supports the other two, which are in turn largely determined by the
substances in which they inhere. In a complete enumeration of all that
exists, a specification of substances is therefore essential. This specifi-
cation occurs in two stages. First, a list of nine substances is presented.
Five of these are the elements (bhiita): earth (prthivi), water (ap), fire
(tejas), wind (vayu), and ether (akasa), a list reflecting then current
views on the composition of matter; the other four are time (kala),
space (dis), soul (atman), and mind (manas). Obviously, Vaisesika by
no means claimed that there were only nine, or even five, substantial
objects in the world, so a further specification is needed. The number

% Faddegon, 1918: 107; cf. already Miiller, 1852: 10-11, 32.
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of substantial objects is quite considerable, but Vaisesika texts make
no effort to list them all. Why is this? Further, how can one claim to
present a complete enumeration of everything that exists without pro-
viding a criterion for determining which objects are substances?

The answer is simple: in principle, a dictionary of nouns is sufficient
to delimit the domain of substances. One must be careful, of course,
since some nouns denote qualities, or motions, or something else, but
the principle remains sound. Indeed, the existence of certain nouns
attests to the presence of substances whose existence is less than evi-
dent. The personal pronoun “I,” for instance, indicates the existence of
the soul (conceived of as a substance by the Vaisesikas). The fact that
this pronoun does not enter into apposition with the word “earth,”
etc., proves that the soul is different from the body (which is, in the
case of human beings, a form of earth). The substance “time” (kala),
again according to the Padarthadharmasangraha, is the cause of the
origin, preservation, and destruction of all produced things, and this
because language tells us so. The commentators gloss this in the fol-
lowing manner: we say that a certain object is produced at this or that
moment, etc. This same substance “time” is also responsible for our
use of words referring to various durations, such as “day,” “month,”
“year,” etc.

One encounters a good number of arguments of this sort, intended
to prove the existence of various qualities. Pleasure, for instance, is a
quality of the soul, because we say: “I am pleased.” The qualities “dis-
tance” (paratva) and “nearness” (aparatva) are responsible for our use
of the words “distant” and “near,” respectively.

It is not my intention to delve more deeply into the Vaisesika sys-
tem. But I do wish to observe that it is language that structures real-
ity as it is conceived of by this school. Language does this, first, by
means of the semantic relationships between words. Temporarily set-
ting aside the categories of samanya, visesa, and samavaya, we arrive
at a position according to which everything that exists is either dravya,
guna, or karman. Substances (dravya) are divided into numerous sub-
categories; VaiSesika, we have seen, recognizes nine. The first of these
sub-categories—“earth” (prthivi) or “that which is made of earth”
(parthiva)—is in turn divided into innumerable objects, such as trees,
pots, etc. Now, trees themselves have sub-species, such as the Sims’apé,
Palasda, etc. The result can be schematized as follows:
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sat
|
| I
dravya guna karman
parthiva apya, etc. ripa, etc. utksepana, etc.
vrksa ghata, etc.

$im$apa palasa, etc.

This scheme is imposed at least in part by language, with some sup-
port from generally accepted notions of the period. The division into
three types of existent things corresponds, as we have seen, to the three
most important types of words: nouns, adjectives, and verbs. The pres-
ence of the five elements among the nine types of substances is due to
widely recognized views of the period. The division of earthen things
into trees, pots, etc., seems natural, given that Vaisesika maintained
that an object can only be composed of one substance at a time, a
subject we shall return to in a moment.

The scheme is ontological in nature: each of its elements represents
a universal that is more encompassing than those represented by the
elements below it. All of the elements—i.e., all existent things—are
characterized by the universal “existence” (sattd). Other universals
characterize different portions of this totality. Thus, the universals
satta, dravyatva, parthivatva, and vrksatva all inhere in the element
“tree.” On the other hand, we cannot say that everything that exists,
or is a substance, or is made of earth, is also a tree, a bearer of the uni-
versal vrksatva. The existence of all these universals, each connected to
sets of objects that either include other sets or are included in them,
confers on the scheme its ontological dimension. In other words, this
structure corresponds to reality and not just to the use of words.

Universals by their nature are always connected to sets of objects
that either include or are included within other sets. Were this not the
case, there would be samkara, “mixture,” which authors of the school
identify as “destructive of universals” (jatibadhaka).” This indicates
that reality does indeed have the structure just described, namely, that

¢ See WI p. 70 ($ 334); Ki. p. 23 L. 3-4; Shastri, 1976: 323 ff.
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of a genealogical tree without any “contamination,” if I may borrow
an expression used in establishing a stemma of manuscripts. This ele-
gant structure brings with it some rather surprising consequences. To
take an example from our diagram: trees—all trees—pertain to the
element earth and not to water, because water occurs alongside earth
and not directly above trees. As a result, VaiSesika found itself obliged
to consider trees as composed exclusively of earth. Water, which is
undeniably found in trees, is therefore not actually part of a tree; it is
connected to the tree without being one of its constituents.

Let us also point out that the scheme as a whole could be attractive
to thinkers who, accepting the close connection between words and
things, relied on language to uncover the structure of reality. We shall
see in what follows that the Vaisesikas were not the only ones to fol-
low this approach.

8. VERBAL KNOWLEDGE

Before leaving Vaisesika, let us consider an important question. Accord-
ing to the sketch I have just drawn, Vaisesikas derive their ontology at
least in part from language. Language is thus a source of knowledge
for them. Do their texts ever address this point directly?

The answer, though uncertain, might be yes. VaisSesika texts do
speak of “verbal knowledge,” but it is not immediately clear what they
mean. Does the expression refer to knowledge derived from language
as such, or to knowledge produced by verbal communication? Verbal
communication presupposes a speaker, or possibly an author, and can
be either true or false depending on the trustworthiness of the speaker.
Knowledge derived from language as such—for instance, the knowl-
edge expressed in the Vaisesika system—comes directly from language
and not from any speaker. In both cases one might theoretically speak
of “verbal knowledge.” Which of the two is intended in early Vaisesika
texts? The answer to this question, let me reiterate, is not immediately
clear; but I believe there are certain passages that lend credence to the
idea of a knowledge derived from language as such. Let us take a look
at the most important of these passages.

The Vaidesika Sutra does not have much to say on the subject. One
sttra remarks that inferential knowledge explains verbal knowledge.*®

8 VS(C) 9.19: etena sabdam vyakhyatam. The other versions offer no variants. The
preceding sutra contains the word lairigikam and clearly refers to inferential knowledge.



30 CHAPTER ONE

This suggests that verbal knowledge is included in inferential knowl-
edge, but this is not necessarily what the satra means.® As to whether
verbal knowledge is derived from language itself or from the utter-
ances of another person, the text remains silent.

The next important text of early Vaisesika to have come down to us
is the Padarthadharmasangraha of Prasastapada. This text speaks more
clearly of the connection between verbal knowledge and inference, but
it does not answer all of our questions. The relevant passage reads:

Word, etc., is also included in inference, for it proceeds in the same way.
Just as, for someone who knows the convention, there is inference with
respect to an object beyond the reach of [one’s] senses on the basis of
a definite observation of the sign and memory of the knowledge [of the
convention], so, too, [there is inference] on the basis of word, etc. The
collection of transmitted texts consisting of Revelation (sruti) and Tradi-
tion (smrti) also depend on the authority of those who uttered them, for
[the Sutra] says: tadvacanad amnayapramanyam (VS(C) 1.1.3); lingac
canityah (VS(C) 2.2.37); buddhipiarva vakyakrtir vede (VS(C) 6.1.1);
buddhipirvo dadatih (VS(C) 6.1.4).°

The first part of this passage deals with word (sabda) as a means of
knowledge. It says, in essence, that a person who knows the conven-
tion (samaya) of words—let us not forget that convention is what
allows one to move from word to the comprehension of an object,
according to the VaiSesika Satra”’—can infer from them the objects
they designate.

The text is less clear as to whether this knowledge comes directly
from language, or rather from the utterance of a trustworthy person.
It is perhaps significant that this part of the passage makes no men-
tion of trustworthy persons. They are mentioned in the second part,
in connection with the sacred texts, sruti and smrti. These texts owe
their authority to the authority of those who uttered them. Trust-
worthy speakers also feature in the discussion of analogy (upamana),

¥ According to Madeleine Biardeau (1964: 210 n.), “[ce sutra] n’identifie pas forcé-
ment Sabda et anumana.”

7 WI p. 48 § 256-57: $abdadinam apy anumane ‘ntarbhavah samanavidhitvat /
yatha prasiddhasamayasyasandigdha- (v.1. om. asandigdha-) lingadarsanaprasiddhya-
nusmaranabhyam atindriye ‘rthe bhavaty anumanam evam Sabdadibhyo ‘piti / Srutis-
mrtilaksano ‘py amnayo vaktrpramanyapeksah (v.1. °pekso ‘numanam eva) tadvacanad
amndayapramanyam lingdc canityo buddhiptirva vakyakrtir vede buddhipirvo dadatir
ity uktatvat /

1 VS(C) 7.2.24: samayikah sabdad arthapratyayah. Cf. Houben, 1992.
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which likewise depends on the utterance of a trustworthy person.”? The
absence of any mention of trustworthy persons in the lines claiming
that verbal knowledge is a kind of inference might perhaps support the
conclusion that verbal knowledge does not necessarily originate from
the utterances of such persons. Note, however, that the word “also”
in the line: “The collection of transmitted texts consisting of Revela-
tion and Tradition also depend on the authority of those who uttered
them,” goes against this interpretation. The fact that the three classical
commentators on the text seem to understand verbal knowledge solely
in connection with trustworthy persons is another point against the
theory that verbal knowledge comes directly from language.

But there remains a more definitive argument in favor of interpret-
ing verbal knowledge as derived directly from language rather than
from the utterances of trustworthy persons. The Nyaya Sutra and its
Bhasya are aware of this position, which they place in the mouth of
an opponent who, moreover, presents verbal knowledge as identical
to inference, as in the Padarthadharmasangraha. The opponent’s posi-
tion is then rejected by the Nyaya Satra and Bhasya, specifically on
the grounds that words are capable of producing valid knowledge only
when they come from a trustworthy person. In other words, language
on its own is not a means of knowledge, contrary to what the oppo-
nent maintains.

Here are the key portions of the opponent’s position:

Word is an inference; it is not a distinct means of knowledge.—Why?
Because the object of a word is inferred. —How so? Because it is not
apprehended by means of perception. A sign-possessing object (lirigin),
though unapprehended, comes to be known through a knowledge of
the sign (liriga); this is inference. Likewise, an object (artha), though
unapprehended, comes to be known through a knowledge of the word
[by which it is designated]. Therefore, word is an inference.... There is
also the following reason: when a means of knowledge is distinct, appre-
hension involves two distinct processes. For apprehension takes place
one way in the case of inference and another way in the case of anal-
ogy.... But in the case of word and inference, apprehension does not
involve two processes. The process involved in inference is the same as
the process involved in word. Since there is no difference, word is an
inference.... One grasps an object through verbal knowledge when the
relation between a word and the object connected to it is well known,

72 'WI p. 48 § 259: aptenaprasiddhagavayasya gava gavayapratipadanad upamanam
aptavacanam eva.
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just as one grasps an object through inferential knowledge when the
relation between an inferential sign and the object possessing the sign
is well known.”

The response of the authors of the Satra and Bhasya shows that this
verbal knowledge is not the same as verbal communication. According
to sutra 2.1.52:

It is in virtue of the statement of a trustworthy person (apta) that belief
in an object arises from word.”

The Bhasya explains:

It is not because of words on their own that one believes [in the existence
of] imperceptible objects such as “heaven,” “the Apsaras,” “the Northern
Kurus,” “the seven continents,” “the ocean,” or “the shape of the world”;
rather, one believes [in their existence] because they have been spoken of
by trustworthy people. Otherwise one would not believe in them. Infer-
ence, however, is not like this.”

These passages show that the authors of these stitras and their commen-
tary were aware of the idea of verbal knowledge as something distinct
from verbal communication and identical to, or at least included within,
inference as a means of knowledge. But where did the idea come from?
Who is the opponent whose views are set forth? Madeleine Biardeau
comments as follows: “It is impossible to identify the opponent here,
who might well have been invented, but for the Naiyayika he seems to
represent those who wished to see a ‘natural’ connection...between the
word and its object.””® The fact that verbal knowledge is here presented

7> NBh 2.1.49-51: Sabdo ‘numanam na pramanantaram / kasmat? sabdarthasyanu-
meyatvat / katham anumeyatvam? pratyaksato ‘nupalabdheh / yathanupalabhyamano
lingi mitena lingena pascan miyata ity anumanam / evam mitena Sabdena pascan
miyate ‘rtho ‘nupalabhyamana ity anumanam sabdah // itas canumanam sabdah
/.../ pramanantarabhave dvipravrttir upalabdhih / anyatha hy upalabdhir anumane
‘nyathopamane .../ $abdanumanayos tipalabdhir advipravrttir yathanumane pra-
vartate tatha Sabde ‘pi / visesabhavad anumanam Sabda iti //.../ sambaddhayos
ca sabdarthayoh sambandhaprasiddhau sabdopalabdher arthagrahanam yatha
sambaddhayor lingalinginoh sambandhapratitau lirigopalabdhau lingigrahanam iti //

™ NS 2.1.52: aptopadesasamarthydc chabdad arthasampratyayah.

7 NBh 2.1.52: svargah apsarasah uttarah kuravah sapta dvipah samudro
lokasamnivesa ity evamdder apratyaksasyarthasya na sabdamatrat pratyayah, kim
tarhi? aptair ayam uktah $abda ity atah sampratyayah, viparyayena sampratyayabhavat
/ na tv evam anumanam iti /

76 Biardeau, 1964: 204: “Il est impossible ici d’identifier cet adversaire qui pourrait
étre fictif, mais il semble qu’il ait personnifié pour le Naiyayika ceux qui voulaient
reconnaitre une relation ‘naturelle’. .. entre le mot et son objet.”
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as distinct from verbal communication, and thus as independent of a
speaker, initially calls to mind the position of Mimamsa, which main-
tains that the Veda has no author. But the early texts of this school,
as far as I know, do not identify verbal knowledge with inference. On
the contrary, “in the case of Vedic speech, one’s knowledge is direct
(pratyaksa),” as Sabara writes in his Mimamsa Bhasya.”” If, therefore,
the Buddhist thinker Bhavya, in his Madhyamakahrdayakarika 9.5,
attributes to a Mimamsaka the view that the existence of objects such
as heaven is known on the basis of the Veda,” one has to conclude that
these objects are known through direct knowledge rather than through
inference. The identification of verbal knowledge with inference does
occur, however, in the Padarthadharmasangraha of Prasastapada, as
we have just seen. If the opponent in these Naiyayika texts is indeed
Prasastapada, or rather one of his predecessors, it seems likely that
some Vaidesikas must indeed have explicitly held that language allows
one to gain knowledge of the world. Let us note further that the gram-
marian Bhartrhari, in his Mahabhasyadipika, explicitly maintains that
the words “heaven,” “apurva,” and “deity,” once apprehended, allow
one to infer the existence of radically imperceptible objects.” Did
Bhartrhari borrow this idea from the VaiSesikas? The Mahabhasya
of Patafjali, an absolutely authoritative text for Bhartrhari, describes
grammarians as sabdapramanaka, or “accepting the word as author-
ity”; it glosses the expression by saying: “What the word says is author-
itative for us.”® Is it possible that Bhartrhari interpreted this line as
evidence of a verbal knowledge independent of trustworthy speakers?
We shall return to the question of a verbal knowledge derived directly
from language when we come to the Buddhist thinker Dignaga, near
the end of these lectures.

It is worth mentioning in this context that Yoga Satra 1.9 defines the
mental activity (cittavrtti) known as vikalpa—which is distinct from
correct knowledge (pramana) and error (viparyaya)—as “resultant

77 MiBh 1.1.2 (Frauwallner, 1968: 20): pratyaksas tu vedavacane pratyayah.

78 Kawasaki, 1977: 6-7.

7 Mahabhasyadipika, Manuscript p. 11a L. 11; “Critical edition” Ahnika I p. 28 1.
8-9; ed. Abhyankar-Limaye p. 33 1. 24—p. 34 1. 1; ed. Swaminathan p. 40 L. 11: tatra
yathaiva svargapirvadevatasabda upalabhyamand atyantaparidrstanam arthanam
astitvanumanam. Vkp 2.119 seems to say the same thing, but less clearly.

8 Mbh I p. 11 1. 1-2; also p. 366 1. 12-13 (on P. 2.1.1 vt. 5): Sabdapramanaka
vayam, yac chabda aha tad asmakam pramanam. Bhartrhari’s Mahabhasyadipika
does not comment on these words (“Critical edition” Ahnika I pp. 30-31).
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from verbal knowledge [but] void of substance.” The Yoga Bhasya
gives several examples of this kind of “verbal knowledge” (not to be
confused with verbal communication, or dgama, mentioned in Yoga
Satra 1.7 and defined in the Bhasya). One example is the reification of
negations: to say, for instance, that the soul (purusa) is characterized
by the absence of arising does not in fact signify a positive charac-
teristic. It is clear that the Yoga Sutra and Bhasya warn against the
danger of using language to draw conclusions that do not correspond
to reality.

Let us conclude this excursus with a word on the chronology of
Vaidesika. The Padarthadharmasangraha is a relatively late text, later
in any case than the Nyaya Sutra, and probably later than the Nyaya
Bhasya. It is therefore unlikely that the opponent in the passage
cited from the two Nyaya texts was Prasastapada, the author of the
Padarthadharmasangraha. Fortunately, there is no need to identify the
opponent of the Naiyayikas with the latter. We can be quite certain
that the Padarthadharmasangraha follows a long trajectory of develop-
ment within the Vaisesika school, and that Prasastapada owes much to
his predecessors. It is therefore possible, even probable, that his view
of speech as a means of knowledge is an old doctrine of the school,
expressed in other, earlier works. One cannot rule out the possibility
that the doctrine might even be as old as the satra we cited, which is
unfortunately too concise to be sufficiently clear.

A final remark is called for before we leave—at least for the time
being—the Brahmanical school of Vaisesika. We mentioned the
hypothesis that VaiSesika was created under the influence of scholas-
tic Buddhism, as a sort of Brahmanical response to the latter. But the
influence does not seem to have gone only one way. One should not
rule out the possibility that Vaisesika in turn had an influence on cer-
tain texts of Buddhist scholasticism. We cannot explore this subject
at length in these lectures; here I will limit myself to a few examples.
Consider the Abhidharmasamuccaya attributed to Asanga, a scholastic

81 YS 1.9: Sabdajiiananupati vastusinyo vikalpah.

8 YBh 1.9: sa na pramanopdarohi, na viparyayoparohi ca / vastusinyatve ‘pi
Sabdajnanamahatmyanibandhano vyavaharo drsyate / tad yatha: caitanyam purusasya
svaripam iti / yada citir eva purusas tada kim atra kena vyapadisyate? bhavati ca
vyapadese vrttih / yatha caitrasya gaur iti tatha pratisiddhavastudharmo niskriyah
purusah / tisthati banah, sthasyati, sthita iti gatinivrttau dhatvarthamatram gamyate
/ tatha anutpattidharma purusa iti utpattidharmasyabhavamatram avagamyate na
purusanvayi dharmah / tasmad vikalpitah sa dharmah, tena casti vyavahara iti //
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text from the school known as Yogacara. This text, likely dating to the
fourth century of the common era, discusses many elements that seem
to bear an undeniable resemblance to certain elements from Vaidesika.
In dealing with “formations not associated with mind” (cittavipra-
yukta samskara) the text lists, among other things, union (yoga),
speed (java), time (kala), orientation (desa), and number (samkhya).*
These elements do not figure in the texts of Sarvastivada, at least not
in this way, but they do have parallels in Vaiesika. The union ( yoga)
of Asanga might correspond to the Vaidesika category of inherence
(samavaya); speed (java) to the quality of vega (a form of samskara);
time (kala) to the substance of the same name; orientation (desa) to
the substance dis; and number (samkhya) to the quality of the same
name. It is true that for the author of the Abhidharmasamuccaya these
elements are only designations (prajiiapti), but this applies to all of the
formations not associated with mind. Another section of the Abhid-
harmasamuccaya lists six kinds of conjunction (samprayoga), one of
which (avinirbhaga-samprayoga) seems to correspond to the Vaisesika
notion of inherence, and another (or even two: misribhava-samprayoga
and samavadhana-samprayoga) of which seems to correspond to its
quality of samyoga.®* Later we meet with an element corresponding
to the VaiSesika notion of universals: the dharma called sabhagata, or
“homogeneous character,” accepted by some Sarvastivadins, and also
found in the Abhidharmasamuccaya under the names sabhdga and
tatsabhaga.®> An in-depth study of these correspondences has yet to
be written, however, so one should be careful not to draw conclusions
too hastily.

8 Abhidh-sam p. 10 1. 15 ff;; Abhidh-sam(R) p. 15 ff.; Abhidh-sam-bh p. 10;
Gokhale, 1947: p. 18 L. 20 ff.; Kritzer, 1999: 248 ff; Jaini, 1959: 537 ff.

8 Abhidh-sam p. 33 1. 19 f.; Abhidh-sam(R) p. 55 ff.; Abhidh-sam-bh p. 47.

8 Abhidh-sam p. 29 1. 19 ff;; Abhidh-sam(R) p. 47 ff.; Abhidh-sam-bh p. 43;
Gokhale, 1947: p. 27 1. 32.






CHAPTER TWO

THE CORRESPONDENCE PRINCIPLE

1. THE CONTRADICTIONS OF NAGARJUNA

Let us resume our discussion of Buddhism where we left off. Accord-
ing to the Buddhist scholastics, objects do not exist in reality, but owe
their existence to language, to the words by which they are designated.
On this view, the phenomenal world is determined, even created, by
words. Note that this position postulates a connection between the
objects of the phenomenal world and individual words. But words are
not normally used in isolation; they appear in sentences. What, then,
is the connection between the phenomenal world and sentences?

This question arises almost inevitably in the intellectual context of
scholastic Buddhism, and the response seems equally inevitable. A
sentence describes a situation; and the words of the sentence—we shall
limit ourselves for the moment to nouns and verbs—correspond to the
elements that together constitute this situation. A simple sentence of
the sort “Devadatta reads a book” describes a situation in which there
are three elements: the person named “Devadatta,” a book, and the
act of reading. Given what we know about Buddhists of this period,
it goes without saying that none of these three elements really exists.
They exist as designations, without absolute reality.

Now let us examine the sentence “Devadatta writes a book.” Follow-
ing the same logic, the three principal words of the sentence should
correspond to three elements, which together constitute the situation
described by the sentence. What are these three elements? Devadatta,
a book, and the act of writing. The situation is thus completely parallel
to what was denoted by the sentence “Devadatta reads a book.” But
there is a crucial difference. At the moment when Devadatta is writ-
ing a book, the book is not yet there. If the book were already there,
it would not need to be written. In other words, the three elements
do not coexist and therefore do not together constitute the situation
described by the sentence.

Confronted with such a contradiction, we might be inclined to
reject the very notion of a one-to-one correspondence between the
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words of a sentence and the elements that together constitute the situ-
ation described by the sentence. At the very least, we might forgo the
requirement that the objects and actions referred to must be present
in the situation described by the sentence. To Buddhists of the period,
however, this type of contradiction appeared in an altogether different
light.®¢ Let us not forget that for them Devadatta, the book, and the act
of reading do not exist. They are but entities in a phenomenal world
that has no reality apart from words. A contradiction concerning non-
existent things could not trouble them. Or rather, contradictions of
this sort would only serve to prove that the entities of the phenomenal
world cannot exist.

It was the Buddhist thinker Nagarjuna who saw that this type of
argument could be used to attack the views of those who affirm the
reality of the objects of the phenomenal world. These thinkers included,
on the one hand, the non-Buddhists, but also those Buddhists who
wished to maintain the reality of a world hidden behind the phenom-
enal world. The challenge presented by Nagarjuna was thus in keeping
with the opposition that emerged during this period between those
Buddhists—most often adherents of the Mahayana—who rejected even
the existence of the dharmas, and those who were not so radical.

Against whom were Nagarjuna’s arguments directed? The answer
matters little; as the rest of these lectures will show, in his day practi-
cally all thinkers in India felt threatened by them. For the moment,
what matters is that a good number of Nagarjuna’s arguments cannot
be understood without taking into account the foregoing reflections
on the connection between language and the phenomenal world. To
be more precise, these arguments are based on the presupposition,
now familiar to us, that I call the correspondence principle. According
to this principle, the situation described by a sentence is constituted
of elements that correspond one-for-one to the words of the sentence.
This formulation no doubt leaves much to be desired, but it allows us,
even as it stands, to understand many of Nagarjuna’s arguments.

Let us note from the start, however, that the correspondence prin-
ciple is not primarily a logical position, but rather an intuition shared

% Not to all Buddhists. Edith Nolot brought to my attention a difficult to date
passage from the Milindapariha, where the expressions “I churn buttermilk” (takkam
manthemi)—what one actually churns is curdled milk (dadhi)—and “I am making a
non-existent thing” (asantam sadhemi) are explained as being popular expressions
(lokasamarfina); cf. Mil pp. 173-74, Nolot, 1995: 151-52.
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by thinkers of the period. It is clear that some of the logical conse-
quences of this principle are quite dubious; the very existence of a
“situation constituted of elements corresponding to the words of a
sentence” implies the simultaneous coexistence of these elements. Yet
such coexistence is not always apparent; far from it, as we shall see in
what follows. Primarily representing an intuition, the correspondence
principle was not immediately subjected to logical analysis. On the
contrary, only rarely do we find a more or less explicit formulation
of it in the literature of the period. Even so, this does not warrant
our rejecting it as something unexpressed and logically implausible.
Philosophical thought does not proceed in an exclusively logical man-
ner, and quite often the problems it seeks to solve have nothing to do
with logic. The rest of these lectures will indeed show how a more or
less vague intuition was able to influence, and to some degree even
determine, the development of Indian thought.

Before offering a few concrete examples from Nagarjuna’s works,
we should recall that a considerable number of texts attributed to
this author have been preserved, either in their original Sanskrit or in
Tibetan and even Chinese translations. The question of their authen-
ticity is far from resolved, and the only sure way to avoid dispute
is to limit ourselves to the Fundamental Verses of the Middle Way
(Mualamadhyamakakarika), a work whose author is more or less by
definition Nagarjuna. The examples to follow are therefore all from
this text.

Having already devoted an article to the correspondence principle
in the thought of Nagarjuna,*” here I will limit myself to a few striking
examples. Consider first the following verse:

If there existed anywhere something unarisen, it could arise. Since no
such thing exists, what is it that arises?®

This is the problem we referred to not long ago. The situation in which
something arises, a pot for instance, is expressed in the sentence: “The
pot arises.” This situation must be constituted of elements correspond-
ing to the words of the sentence. In other words, there must be a pot in
order for it to arise. But since the pot is obviously not yet there at the

87 Bronkhorst, 1997.
8 MadhK(de]) 7.17: yadi kascid anutpanno bhavah samvidyate kvacit / utpadyeta
sa kim tasmin bhave utpadyate ‘sati //
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moment of its arising—the pot and its arising do not exist together—
what is it that arises?

This example shows that the arising of things presents a problem for
those who accept the correspondence principle. I repeat that this prob-
lem was not particularly serious for Nagarjuna, who, as a Buddhist, did
not consider the phenomenal world—the world of things that arise,
etc.—to exist in reality. Indeed, the verse is meant as a challenge to
those who attribute reality to the phenomenal world, a challenge taken
quite seriously by other thinkers, as we shall see in what follows. First,
though, let us take a look at a few other verses of Nagarjuna’s, which
confirm that the arising of things is not possible. One of them argues
that the cause of a thing cannot exist:

Neither for a non-existent object nor for an existent object is a cause
possible. How can a non-existent object have a cause? And why would
an existent object need one?®

This verse has to do with the situation described in sentences of the
type “A is the cause of B,” or more concretely, “the seed is the cause of
the sprout.” According to the correspondence principle, the situation
described here is constituted of the sprout and the seed that causes it.
If the sprout does not exist in it, the seed is not the cause of anything,
and thus is not a cause at all. If, on the other hand, the sprout exists
in the situation that also contains the seed, what purpose does the
seed serve?

It is not difficult to see that if a situation must be constituted of
elements corresponding to the words of the sentence describing it,
every statement having to do with the past, the future, or the transi-
tion between these temporal domains is potentially contradictory. The
simple observation that the future depends on the present, or on the
past, presupposes a situation in which future, present, and past coexist,
which runs counter to our experience. This is the situation Nagarjuna
evokes in another verse from his Malamadhyamakakarika:

If the present and the future depend on the past, the present and the
future will be in the past. If, again, the present and the future are not
there in the past, how can they depend on it?*

% MadhK(de]) 1.6: naivasato naiva satah pratyayo ‘rthasya yujyate / asatah
pratyayah kasya satas ca pratyayena kim //

% MadhK(de]) 19.1-2: pratyutpanno ‘nagatas ca yady atitam apeksya hi / pratyut-
panno ‘nagatas ca kale ‘tite bhavisyatah // pratyutpanno ‘nagatas ca na stas tatra punar
yadi / pratyutpanno ‘nagatas ca syatam katham apeksya tam //



THE CORRESPONDENCE PRINCIPLE 41

To conclude our discussion of Nagarjuna’s Mialamadhyamakakarika,
let us look at one more verse:

Neither the road already traveled (gata-) nor the road yet to be traveled
(agata-) is presently being traveled. But the road being traveled is not
traveled apart from these two.”!

The problem raised in this verse is addressed in a different form a few
lines down in the same text.

If one could travel the road that is being traveled, there would be two
acts of traveling: the one by which the road is being traveled, and again
the traveling on it.

Were there two acts of traveling, there would have to be two travelers;
for without a traveler, the act of traveling is not possible.”

These verses revolve around the phrase “[the road] being traveled is
traveled” (gamyamanam gamyate). As this sentence—which Nagarjuna
seems to consider well-formed—contains two verbal forms, the situa-
tion it describes must, according to the correspondence principle, con-
tain two actions, though this is not intended by the sentence: the two
verbal forms obviously refer to a single action. Nagarjuna goes further
still: two actions require two agents; but our sentence obviously con-
cerns just one agent.

The Parisian scholar Kamaleswar Bhattacharya has on several occa-
sions drawn attention to the fact that this mode of argument is closely
linked to the Sanskrit grammatical tradition.”® He invokes the com-
mentator Candrakirti, who remarks on verse 2.6 saying: “An action
(kriya) necessarily requires a means of realization (sadhana = karaka):
an object (karman) or an agent (kartr). Now the act of moving resides
in an agent. Therefore, it requires an agent of motion.”* Bhattacharya

8 MadhK(de]) 2.1: gatam na gamyate tavad agatam naiva gamyate /
gatagatavinirmuktam gamyamanam na gamyate //. Bhattacharya (1986a: 297) notes
that according to commentators, the root gam-, as used at the end of the verse, has
the sense of “to know, to discern”: “A la fin du verset, la racine gam-, dans gamyate,
a, disent les commentateurs, le sens de ‘connéitre, distinguer’: gamyate = prajiiayate,
Candrakirti.”

2 MadhK(de]) 2.5-6: gamyamanasya gamane prasaktam gamanadvayam / yena
tad gamyamanam ca yac catra gamanam punah // dvau gantdarau prasajyete prasakte
gamanadvaye / gantaram hi tiraskrtya gamanam nopapadyate //

% See Bhattacharya, 1980; 1981; 1984; 1985; 1986a; 1995; 1996. The 1995 piece
responds to an article by George Cardona (1991).

* MadhK(V) p. 39 1. 14-15:...avasyam kriya svasadhanam apeksate karma
kartaram va / gamikriya caivam kartary avasthita, ato gantaram apeksate /. Transla-
tion based on Bhattacharya, 1984: 192.
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comments: “Candrakirti refers here to the grammatical theory accord-
ing to which the action denoted by a verbal root resides either in the
agent (kartr) or in the object (karman), and the root gam (‘to go,
move, travel’) is one of those that denote actions residing in the agent
(kartrsthakriya). It is therefore indispensable that there be two agents
of motion if there are two motions. But in the case under consider-
ation here, there is only one agent.”*

No doubt Candrakirti employs grammatical terms in this passage.
But that does not necessarily mean that this mode of argument is dis-
tinctly grammatical. It is true that some grammatical texts speak of
actions residing in the agent or in the object; Bhattacharya mentions a
varttika of Katyayana (no. 3) and a verse from the Kasikavrtti, both on
Panini 3.1.87.° The Kasika even adds that the action expressed by the
root gam resides in the agent. But neither of these two texts specifies
that two motions necessarily require two agents. This conclusion does
not follow from grammar, but from the logic of Nagarjuna.

We shall see in what follows that Vasubandhu, a later Buddhist
thinker and the author of the Abhidharmakos$a Bhasya, seems indeed
to attribute argumentation based on the correspondence principle to a
grammarian—more precisely, to a sabdika, “one who deals with / relies
on words”; the commentator Yasomitra, followed by Louis de la Vallée
Poussin in his French translation, glosses this term as vaiyakarana, or
“grammarian.” We cannot be certain that Yasomitra correctly inter-
prets Vasubandhu on this point; or rather, we cannot at all be certain
that Vasubandhu’s critique is aimed only at grammarians. After all,
Vasubandhu’s opponent—like Nagarjuna and many other thinkers,
whom we shall come to—whether grammarian or not, relies on words;
that is to say, he relies on the correspondence principle, whereas Vasu-
bandhu accepts only a modified version of the principle. We shall see
that other thinkers, too, notably the Vedantin Sankara, employ certain
grammatical expressions (chiefly kartr, “agent,” and karaka, “actor [in
the event described by the sentence], actant”) in the course of defend-
ing positions analogous to those of Nagarjuna. But whatever Vasu-

% Bhattacharya, 1984: 192: “Candrakirti se réfere ici a la théorie grammaticale selon
laquelle I'action que dénote une racine verbale réside soit dans I'agent (kartr), soit
dans lobjet (karman), et la racine gam ‘aller, se mouvoir, parcourir’ est 'une de celles
qui dénotent des actions qui résident dans I'agent (kartrsthakriya). 1l est donc indis-
pensable qu’il y ait deux agents de mouvement s’il y a deux mouvements. Mais, dans
le cas que I'on envisage ici, il n’y a qu’un agent.”

% Bhattacharya, 1980: 93 n. 25.
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bandhu may have thought, there is no specific connection between
these thinkers and Indian grammar, whether Paninian or otherwise.
Grammar may have supplied the terminology here, a very useful ter-
minology at that, but Nagarjuna’s ideas hardly owe their existence to
it. Even without grammar we can conceive that an action requires an
actor, especially if the sentences mentioning the actions mention their
actors as well. We say “the pot arises” do we really need grammar to
tell us that the act of arising, expressed in this sentence, requires the
subject mentioned in the very same sentence (the pot), just as the act
of going, in the sentence “he goes,” requires a goer? That being said,
I do not by any means wish to deny the importance or omnipresence
of grammatical terminology in the “Sastric” literature of classical India.
Moreover, it is not just a question of terminology. Grammar provided
the tools of analysis for the entire classical tradition of Indian thought.
In this broad sense, every Indian thinker, including Nagarjuna, was
influenced by grammar. But to repeat, I do not believe that this con-
nection was particularly decisive in this specific case.

The above examples are not enough to do justice to the challenge
Nagarjuna presented to classical Indian thought, but they should suf-
fice to illustrate the kind of threat his work posed. As the purpose
of these lectures is not to provide an in-depth study of Nagarjuna’s
arguments, but rather to examine the reactions this kind of threat pro-
voked from thinkers in the centuries following him, I will say no more
on the subject of this important thinker.

2. THE REACTIONS OF OTHER THINKERS

How did Indian thinkers react to the challenge posed by Nagarjuna?
We should note at this point that Nagarjuna was not an isolated
thinker. On the contrary, he was the founder of a school, known by
the name of Madhyamaka or Madhyamika, that survives even to the
present day, mainly in Tibetan Buddhism. Nagarjuna thus had many
disciples and successors, who carried on and developed his thought.
Several currents are discernible within the Madhyamaka school, which
shows that it gave rise to original and innovative ideas.”

7 See, e.g., Ruegg, 1981; Santina, 1986; Robinson, 1967; Ming-Wood, 1994 (devel-
opments in China).
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But there were other thinkers in India who did not necessarily agree
with Nagarjuna. How did they react? Buddhist or not, their view of
the world was equally threatened by his deconstructive arguments.
We know that there was considerable interaction among intellectuals
in the centuries following Nagarjuna, so we would expect to find, by
way of reaction, thinkers defending their positions against those of
Nagarjuna.

In reality, such defenses appear to be missing from the philosophical
literature of the first millennium. At first sight, this absence is aston-
ishing. It has led the American scholar Richard P. Hayes to conclude
that the works of Nagarjuna had relatively little effect on the subse-
quent development of Buddhist philosophy.”® According to Hayes, the
explanation for this strange situation lies in the logical inadequacy
of Nagarjuna’s arguments. Under close examination, the arguments
prove fallacious. Later thinkers, skilled as they were at logic, would
have realized this and would not have taken the trouble to respond.

Some of the arguments set forth in the Malamadhyamakakarika are
indeed probably not very convincing at the level of logic. Others, how-
ever, are free of logical flaws. These arguments constitute an impor-
tant part of Nagarjuna’s text, perhaps even the most important part.
I am referring to the arguments we have studied, which are based on
the correspondence principle. Did Indian philosophers coming after
Nagarjuna really ignore them?

I believe that they did not. Or rather, the consequences of the cor-
respondence principle were well known to them; philosophers were
preoccupied with them perhaps even before the time of Nagarjuna,
and most certainly afterward. Among the problems they sought to
resolve, the purported impossibility of the arising of things received
special attention. To recall the problem in brief: an object, say a pot,
cannot arise, for there must be a pot in order for it arise. But if the pot
already exists, it no longer needs to arise.

Focusing on this particular problem, we see that there are two pos-
sible solutions. First, one could maintain that the pot existed even
before it arose. Strange as it might seem, this position was defended
by several currents of Indian thought, to which we shall soon turn
our attention. A second, quite different solution would be to reject,
or at least to adapt, the correspondence principle. Several examples of

% Hayes, 1994: 299.
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this solution will also be examined. It is worth noting in advance that
Indian thinkers did not sacrifice the principle without hesitation, and
without trying to preserve as much of it as possible.

Before we turn to these solutions, a preliminary remark is called
for. As we have seen, the correspondence principle concerns words
in a sentence. It does not refer exclusively to the correspondence
between words in general and things in general, as was the case with
VaiSesika and the currents of Buddhism we considered.” This gen-
eral correspondence is not rejected, but here the accent is placed on
the correspondence between the words of a sentence and the things
constituting the situation described by the sentence. The importance
of sentences thus lies at the heart of the correspondence principle and
the problems it raises.

In a way, the importance of sentences in verbal communication is
obvious. It was even more so for thinkers who considered the Veda to
be the primordial expression of speech. Mimamsa in particular was not
as interested in the individual words of the Veda as in its sentences,
primarily its injunctions. A Vedic injunction is never expressed with
just a single word. As an opponent in the Mimamsa Bhasya says:

Even if words and their relations to objects are innate and permanent,
nevertheless, dharma cannot be what is indicated by Vedic injunctions.
For an injunction is a sentence. In the sentence “He who desires heaven
should perform the Agnihotra sacrifice,” no single word (on its own)
means that one attains heaven through the Agnihotra. One understands
this only when the three words (agnihotram juhuydt svargakamah) have
been spoken, and there does not exist a fourth word [denoting “heaven-
through-Agnihotra”] distinct from this group of three words.'®

% Wada (1990: 21) observes that “[the VaiSesika view of the world] is closely con-
nected with the view that each and every meaningful unit or morpheme in a true state-
ment refers without fail to an entity existing in the world.” This formulation is similar
to our correspondence principle. We shall see in what follows that Vaidesika did not
remain indifferent to this principle; as for its earliest period, however, it seems that
what was accepted was a correspondence between words and things in general rather
than a correspondence between the words of a sentence and the situation described
by the sentence.

10 MiBh 1.1.24: yady apy autpattiko nityah sSabdah sambandhas ca tathapi na
codanalaksano dharmah / codana hi vakyam / na hy agnihotram juhuyat svargakama
ity ato vakyad anyatamat padad agnihotrat svargo bhavatiti gamyate / gamyate tu
padatraya uccarite / na catra caturthah sabdo ‘sty anyad atah padatrayasamudayat /.
Translation based on Biardeau, 1964: 192.
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Sabara’s exact response matters little. The idea is clear: Vedic herme-
neutics must take account of the sentence as a linguistic unit. Bhartrhari
accepted this idea, and drew from it some astounding conclusions.
The world having been created or organized, according to him, by
the Veda, it corresponds not just to the words of the Veda but also
to its prescriptions. Thus, a child knows his duties even without being
taught, and birds know how to make their nests. I have dealt with this
subject elsewhere,'” so I will not go into further details here. What
I wish to point out is simply that arguments based on the notion of
the sentence as a linguistic unit had to be taken seriously by thinkers
concerned with Vedic hermeneutics.

3. SARVASTIVADA

Let us now take a closer look at particular currents of thought and
the ways in which they tried to resolve the problems entailed by the
correspondence principle. Nagarjuna’s arguments had been directed
primarily at Buddhist Abhidharma, and more specifically, it would
seem, at the school known as Sarvastivada. Did this school respond to
his attacks, and if so how? The answer is quite surprising: not only did
Sarvastivada prove impervious to his attacks, it appears to have been
aware of the problems even before Nagarjuna raised them.

Recall that the very name of the school Sarvastivada expresses its most
characteristic doctrine: all things—meaning the dharmas, of course,
which according to the ontology of this school constitute everything
there is—exist, be they past, present, or future. Here we have a ready
response to the problem of the arising of the pot: the pot can arise
because it already exists, namely, in its future state. (Strictly speaking,
it is obviously not the pot that exists in its future state, because the pot
never exists for the Sarvastivadins, not even in its present state; only
the dharmas exist.)

A passage from the Mahavibhasa addresses precisely the question
we are interested in:

When future conditioned dharmas arise, do they arise being already
arisen, or do they arise being not yet arisen? There are difficulties with

10 Bronkhorst, 1996: 128 ff. On the linguistic unit in Bhartrhari, see Houben, 1995a.
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both views. How so? On the first view, why do they not continue to
arise? On the second, how do you deny that the samskaras exist (or
begin to exist) after not existing (abhutva bhavah, abhuitva bhavanam)?

Here is the reply.—One can say (asti parydayah): They arise being
already arisen, because there are causes and conditions. That is to say: all
the dharmas possess their own-nature already, for each future dharma
resides in its essential character (svabhavalaksana). Possessing an own-
nature already, they are said to be already arisen: it is not the case that
their own-nature arises from causes and conditions. Being [subsequently]
produced through the coming together of causes and conditions, they
are said to arise.

They arise being not yet arisen, because there are causes and condi-
tions. That is to say: future dharmas are said to be unarisen, for it is
in virtue of causes and conditions that they actually attain to being
arisen.'®

This passage occurs in all three versions of the Vibhasa / Mahavibhasa,'”
so it must have belonged to the original version of the text, or at least
to a very early version. The Chinese translation of Xuanzang—the lat-
est of the three versions—includes an additional passage, immediately
after the passage just quoted, that addresses the problem of the arising
of things even more directly:

When future conditioned dharmas arise, do they arise already existing,
or not existing? There are difficulties with both views. On the first, what
is the point of their arising, since their being (svariipa) already exists?
On the second, one will have to say that the dharmas, after not existing,
exist: the doctrine of Sarvastivada is overthrown.

Here is the reply.—One can say that the dharmas arise already existing.

You avoid the second difficulty, but how is the first to be resolved?

As follows.—The own-nature (svabhava) of the dharma exists, but not
its activity. Encountering causes and conditions, the dharma gives rise
to activity.'™

For comparison, let me again quote verse 7.17 from the Malamadhya-
makakarika of Nagarjuna:

102 Translation based on La Vallée Poussin, 1937: 15-16.

103 TT 1545 ch. 76, vol. 27, p. 394b 1. 19-27 (the passage translated by La Vallée
Poussin); TI 1546 ch. 40, vol. 28, p. 295a 1. 6-11; TI 1547 ch. 7, vol. 28, p. 465c.
. 11-17. Enomoto (1996) discusses the different recensions of the Vibhasa.

104 TT 1545 p. 394b L. 27-p. 394c 1. 5; translation based on La Vallée Poussin,
1937: 16.
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If there existed anywhere something unarisen, it could arise. Since no
such thing exists, what is it that arises?'®

The parallelism between Nagarjuna’s verse and the passage from the
Mahavibhasa is undeniably striking, and one is tempted to regard the
latter as a response to the problem formulated by Nagarjuna. A pot (or
rather a future conditioned dharma) can arise because it already exists.
The question of knowing what the difference is between the arisen pot
and the pot that existed before its arising leads to an interesting dis-
cussion, one that need not concern us here. It involves the elaboration
of a theory capable of supporting the basic position that things—again,
the Sarvastivadins are of course speaking of dharmas—exist prior to
their arising.

The fact that this last passage from the Mahavibhasa is found only
in the version translated by Xuanzang confirms that it was a later addi-
tion, perhaps owing to the influence of Nagarjuna. One should note,
however, that the passage immediately preceding it, which we looked
at first, addresses basically the same problem. In that first passage, the
wording is not as close to Nagarjuna’s verse as it is in the other pas-
sage, and we have no reason to doubt its early provenance. Now the
original Vibhasa might possibly be earlier than Nagarjuna.'” The con-
clusion would then be that the Sarvastivadins had given thought to the
problem of the arising of things even before Nagarjuna. Nagarjuna’s
originality, with regard to this particular problem, would accordingly
be less considerable than one might think.

The question of Nagarjuna’s originality merits further investigation.
Another text of the Sarvastivadins, probably older than the Vibhasa,'””
contains a passage that is quite similar to a verse from Nagarjuna’s
Miulamadhyamakakarika. The text is the Abhidharmahrdaya of Dhar-
masresthin. The passage reads:

(Verse II-10 ab:) “All conditioned (samskrta) dharmas possess arising
(jati), duration (sthiti), change (anyathdatva), and destruction (vyaya).”

Each of the conditioned dharmas possesses four characteristics
(laksana): arising, duration, change, and destruction....

1% MadhK(de]) 7.17: yadi kascid anutpanno bhavah samvidyate kvacit / utpadyeta
sa kim tasmin bhave utpadyate ‘sati //

106 The Vibhasa dates somewhere between the first and third centuries of the com-
mon era; see Rospatt, 1995: 25-26 n. 38. Nagarjuna’s date is also uncertain, and like-
wise ranges from the first to the third century; see Ruegg, 1981: 4 ff. n. 11; 1982:
505-30 (p. 507: 150-200). Walser (2002) dates Nagarjuna toward the end of the sec-
ond century.

107 See Willemen, 1975: VI ff.
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Question: If each of the conditioned dharmas possesses these four char-
acteristics, do the latter also possess characteristics?

Reply:

(Verse II-10 c:) “They also possess the four characteristics.”

In these characteristics there arise at the same time four other charac-
teristics: arising creates arising, duration creates duration, change creates
change, and destruction creates destruction.

Objection: If this is so, there is an infinite regress.

(Verse II-10 d:) “They serve as characteristics for one another.”

Each of these characteristics acts as a characteristic with respect to others.
Thus, arisings cause one another to arise, durations cause one another to
endure, changes cause one another to change, and destructions destroy
one another. Therefore, there is no infinite regress.'®

The problem addressed in this passage is the same as one that Nagarjuna
raises in the seventh chapter of his Milamadhyamakakarika. Consider
the third verse from this chapter, where the argument takes the fol-
lowing form:

If arising, duration, and perishing themselves have conditioned charac-
teristics (samskrtalaksana), there will be an infinite regress. If they do
not, they are not conditioned.'*

It is possible, however, that the Abhidharmahrdaya is earlier than
Nagarjuna’s Malamadhyamakakarika. In other words, we might have
here another example in support of the idea that Nagarjuna was not
as original as one might think.

These few passages suffice to show that the Sarvastivadins did not,
in any case, ignore the arguments of Nagarjuna;''’ they might even
have anticipated some of them. Returning now to the problem of the
arising of things, we may note that once the problem is solved, several
other problems based on the correspondence principle are also solved.
In other words, a solution to the problem of the arising of things
considerably reduces the threat posed by Nagarjuna. We shall therefore
continue to look at how other thinkers responded to the problem.

108 TT 1550, vol. 28, p. 811b 1. 16-27. For the translation cf. Abhidh-hr(A) 2.10, p. 68;
Willemen, 1975: 19-20. Note that neither the Abhidharmahrdaya nor the Amrtarasa
uses the specific expressions jatijati, utpadotpada, sthitisthiti, etc., used by Nagarjuna
and other texts of Sarvastivada; see Amrtar(B) p. 44 n. 57.

1 MadhK(de]) 7.3: utpadasthitibhanganam anyat samskrtalaksanam / asti ced
anavasthaivam ndsti cet te na samskrtah //

1 For arguments in the Abhidharmadipa and the Vibhasaprabhavrtti, see Bhat-
tacharya, 1991.
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The challenge posed by Nagarjuna, and by the correspondence
principle in general, was not an exclusively Buddhist concern. Non-
Buddhists—Brahmins and even Jainas—were also threatened, and we
should therefore take these thinkers into consideration as well. We
shall see that virtually all of them, in the period following Nagarjuna,
were concerned with the problem of the arising of things, and that
they sometimes proposed quite different solutions.

4. SAMKHYA

First let us consider Samkhya, a non-Buddhist school of thought that
in its classical form dates back to the first half of the first millennium.
Its teaching includes the “doctrine of the effect [pre-]existing [in the
cause]” (satkaryavada). This position has no clear precedents in ear-
lier literature and seems to be a rather late development within the
school.'! We encounter it, perhaps for the first time, in the works of
Aryadeva, who is traditionally regarded as the student and successor of
Nagarjuna. He briefly ridicules the doctrine in his Catuhs$ataka (11.15)"'
and discusses it in depth in the seventh chapter of his *Sataka.'?
Satkaryavada does not track well with what we know of early
Samkhya.'* According to the testimonies of a good number of
authors—foremost among them are Bhartrhari, Mallavadin, and
Dharmapala—the early school considered material objects to be con-
stituted of qualities alone, such as “color, etc.,” or “sound, etc.,” which
probably stands for color, sound, taste, smell, and touch. This view
of the nature of material objects differs appreciably from the view of
later Samkhya, as expressed in commentaries on the Samkhyakarika.
According to these commentaries, material objects are instead consti-
tuted of the five elements: earth, water, fire, wind, and ether, which
in turn possess the qualities just listed. This new view corresponds
well with satkaryavada. It describes all changes in the world as so

U Tiebenthal, 1934: 9 n. 11; Johnston, 1937: 25; Frauwallner, 1953: 385; Larson,
1969: 165; Franco, 1991: 127. We shall examine below a few passages sometimes con-
sidered to be early antecedents of satkdryavada.

12 Tang, 1986: 106-07. Satkaryavada seems to be refuted also in the Yogacarabhimi;
see Mikogami, 1969.

% Translated into English by G. Tucci (1981).

4 On this subject, see Bronkhorst, 1994: 315 ff.
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many modifications, which do not affect the substrate. The substrate
endures without ever losing its essence. It is in virtue of this substrate,
and in the form of the substrate, that the effect exists in its cause, as
satkaryavada claims. In the early school, on the other hand, material
objects had no substrates, as they were merely collections of qualities.
The question of whether satkaryavada was a part of early Samkhya
thus seems fully justified. We would also be right to ask whether it was
not, perhaps, the acceptance of satkaryavada that forced the school to
introduce the doctrinal changes just mentioned.

The question thus inevitably arises: what led Samkhya to adopt this
strange viewpoint of satkaryavada, which goes against our own intu-
itions, of course, but which also ran counter to those of Indian think-
ers of the period, as demonstrated by the critical reactions of certain
other schools? The sources themselves do no tell us, so any answer
will necessarily be speculative in nature. As the doctrine of the effect
pre-existing in the cause would respond quite well to the problem of
the arising of things, and thus to the challenge posed by Nagarjuna, we
might imagine that such was indeed its original purpose. This conjec-
ture was advanced by Walter Liebenthal as early as 1934.'> However,
there is no need to insist too much on the connection with Nagarjuna.
If it is true that Aryadeva was his student, we would have to conclude
that the doctrine of the effect pre-existing in the cause was introduced
into the Samkhya system during Nagarjuna’s lifetime. This is not
entirely impossible, of course, but it seems wiser to conclude more
modestly that satkaryavada was a response to the problem of the aris-
ing of things, a problem that seems to have occupied thinkers even
before Nagarjuna.

How do the classical texts of the school justify satkaryavada? The
answer lies at the end of karika 9 of the Samkhyakarika, the base text
of Samkhya philosophy. There we find the words karanabhavac ca
sat karyam, which might be translated: “and because [the cause] is a
cause, the effect exists.” Here we have the same kind of argument that
Nagarjuna uses so effectively: for there to be a cause, there needs to be
an effect. And the effect must be there at the same time as the cause.

I insist on this “Nagarjunian” reading of the phrase, knowing full well
that from among the Samkhya commentaries only the Yuktidipika, the

15 1jebenthal, 1934: 4.
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most detailed commentary on the Samkhyakarika, appears to support
my interpretation.'® All of the other commentaries that I have seen
interpret the expression karanabhavat to mean that the effect is iden-
tical to the cause.'” The Yuktidipika comments on the expression as
follows: “If the effect does not exist, [the cause] is not a cause.”''® From
a strictly logical point of view, this explanation is, of course, equivalent
to the expression being explained. But it suggests that unless the effect
is present, there is no cause.

We shall see in what follows that the kind of argument used by
Nagarjuna, as well as the correspondence principle that underlies
it, subsequently disappeared from most philosophical discussions in
India, for reasons we shall come to later. It therefore seems plausible
to take the “Nagarjunian” interpretation as the original interpretation,
and the other as a later interpretation, sought out and discovered at
a time when the original reasoning had lost its power to convince.'”
Nevertheless, it would be desirable to have textual confirmation of our
interpretation of the argument from the Samkhyakarika. We find such
confirmation in other texts, to which we shall now turn.

Already in Aryadeva’s *Sataka the argument from the Saimkhyakarika
is placed in the mouth of the defender of Samkhya. Giuseppe Tucci
translates it from Chinese to English as follows:

The effect pre-exists in the cause, on account of the existence of the
120
cause.

In this form, the remark makes no sense. The phrase “on account of
the existence of the cause” might well correspond, however, to the San-

116 See however below for support from other sources; further Bronkhorst, 2000, for
supporting evidence from Jaina sources.

17 A third interpretation is theoretically possible: “because of the existence of the
cause.” This interpretation, however, does not amount to a comprehensible argument.
Note further that the Samkhya Sutra attributed to Kapila, a relatively late text of the
school, contains the sutra (1.118) karanabhavac ca; the commentators of this text, too,
interpret it to mean that the effect is identical to the cause. Muroya (1996: 53) sees a
resemblance between the expression niyatakaranam karyam in the Nyaya Bhasya (on
sutra 4.1.49) and the karanabhavat of the Samkhyakarika.

"8 YD p. 54 1. 32 (Pandeya) / p. 124 1. 7 (Wezler & Motegi): ihdasati karye
karanabhavo nasti.

19 Solomon (1974: 149, 179) considers the Samkhyavrtti (V2) to be the oldest
commentary on the Samkhyakarika; she dates it, approximately and without precise
evidence, to the end of the fourth or the beginning of the fifth century. The fact that
the Yuktidipika seems to preserve an older interpretation suggests, however, that it is
older than the Samkhyavrtti. For the date of the Yuktidipika, see note 124 below.

120 TT 1569, vol. 30, p. 177b 1. 26; tr. Tucci, 1981: 61.
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skrit karanabhavat—the expression from the Samkhyakarika. Nothing
in the Chinese version conflicts with this reconstruction. The correct
translation would then be:

The effect is present in the cause, because [the latter] is a cause.
Or possibly:

The effect is present in the cause, because [the effect] is [identical to]
the cause.

Itis possible that “in the cause” was added by the translator, Kumarajiva:
we know that he revised his first translation of the text (now lost) to
make it more comprehensible to his Chinese audience. In the course
of this revision, Kumarajiva might have translated the verses of the
original into prose with his own additions and explanations.”” In
other words, one cannot rule out the possibility that Aryadeva’s San-
skrit original—which unfortunately we do not have—was close, or
even identical, to the Samkhyakarika.

The commentator Vasu offers the following explanation, as trans-
lated by Tucci:

If the pot does not pre-exist in earth, then earth could not become the
cause of the pot.'*?

Here one has the impression that Vasu is merely paraphrasing the
explanation from the Yuktidipika, which we have already seen: “If the
effect does not exist, [the cause] is not a cause.” There is, however,
an important difference. While the formulation in the Yuktidipika is
somewhat ambiguous, Vasu makes it clear that we are speaking of the
cause. The cause requires the effect in order to become a cause. With-
out the existence of the pot, for instance, earth could not become its
cause. The “Nagarjunian” nature of the argument is now undeniable.

Vasu’s commentary is probably nearer to the interpretation of the
Yuktidipika on this point than to the interpretation of other commen-
taries on the Samkhyakarika, which take the line to mean that the effect
is identical to the cause. (Note, however, that this other argument was
also known to Aryadeva and Vasu.)'”® Aryadeva and his commentator

2l Tang, 1988: 132.

122 TT 1569, vol. 30, p. 177b 1. 26-27; tr. Tucci, 1981: 61.

12 See TI 1569, vol. 30, p. 177b L 29-p. 177c 1. 2; Tucci, 1981: 62. The
Vibhasaprabhavrtti, which in its date of composition should not be too far from
Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa Bhasya, presents the second position in the following
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Vasu thus confirm that the considerations adduced in favor of
satkaryavada included, probably from the outset, an argument of a
Nagarjunian nature, claiming that a cause cannot exist unless its effect
is there at the same time.

One might wonder how to account for the close parallels between
Aryadeva and his commentator Vasu, on the one hand, and the
Samkhyakarika and its commentary the Yuktidipika, on the other.
In my opinion, the most likely answer is that both Aryadeva and the
Samkhyakarika made use of a Samkhya work no longer in existence;
this work would have been one of the first, or even the very first, to
offer arguments in support of satkaryavada. Vasu and the Yuktidipika
might likewise have drawn from a common, now lost commentary.

There is also another possibility, less likely in my opinion, but
important enough to merit a brief digression. I recall the American
scholar Karen Lang drawing attention to the fact that Vasu’s commen-
tary seems to be composed in the Varttika-style, which is characterized
by aphoristic sentences followed by explanations in less dense prose.
This would mean that some of the so-called satras from the text that
Kumarajiva translated might be aphorisms from Vasu’s commentary,
rather than Aryadeva’s original work. If so, then the two sentences
examined above might both belong to Vasu’s commentary. He might
even have borrowed them directly from a work of the Samkhya school.
This possibility becomes more likely in view of Vasu’s having done the
same thing, at least on Karen Lang’s thesis, with certain Nyaya texts:
Vasu might have quoted several sttras from this school, presenting
them as aphorisms of his own commentary.'* This possibility certainly
opens the door to the hypothesis that Vasu might have borrowed the
two sentences from a Samkhya work. Since Kumarajiva completed his
(second) translation in 404 C.E., it seems unlikely that he knew of the
Samkhyakarika and the Yuktidipika; the latter appears in any case to
be later than Bhartrhari,'® thus certainly later than 404. But it seems

passage (Abhidh-d, introducing karika 310, p. 273 1. 29-30): samkhyah pasyati:
vidyamanam eva jayate | tad yatha ksire vidyamanam dadhi, karyakaranayor ekatvat /

124 Tang, 1988.

15 Bronkhorst, 1985: 93 ff. To the arguments presented in this publication, a few
others can now be added. Bhartrhari knew the Samkhya doctrine in an older form
than that of the Yuktidipika; see Bronkhorst, 1994. The Yuktidipika probably postdates
Pragastapada (if, at least, the latter indeed introduced into VaiSesika the notion of God
as cause of the world, which seems likely; see Bronkhorst, 1996a); Prasastapada, in
turn, is without a doubt later than Dignaga (Bronkhorst, 1993: 158 ff.; 1993a: 705 ff.),
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at least possible that Vasu borrowed the two sentences from an older
Samkhya work, such as the work of Varsaganya known, probably, as
the Sastitantra. This hypothesis is all the more appealing in that the
Sastitantra was likewise composed in the Varttika-style.'?

The Sastitantra was well aware of satkaryavada. The text itself is lost,
of course, but we have some partial knowledge of it through the works of
a few later authors who critique its positions. The Dvadasaranayacakra
of the Jaina author Mallavadin is a particularly valuable source of infor-
mation concerning the Sastitantra.'” Mallavadin analyzes the argu-
ment in question and rejects it, for reasons we shall examine below. It
is worth noting here that the Sastitantra set forth not only the view that
the effect exists in its cause, but also the complementary view that the
cause exists in its effect. This is the view according to which everything
is made of everything; following Albrecht Wezler, we shall refer to this
position as sarvasarvatmakatvavada.'*® This complementary doctrine
was not as successful as satkaryavdida; indeed, it nearly vanished with-
out a trace. Having happily avoided this fate, however, the doctrine
of sarvasarvatmakatvavada allows us to conclude that early Samkhya
thinkers were interested not only in the arising of things, but also in
their disappearance. This is hardly surprising, as the two problems are
related. Nagarjuna had already rejected the possibility that things—
meaning dharmas, of course—that never arose should pass away.'”
Sarvasarvatmakatvavada, viewed in this light, would have developed
under the influence, this time indirect, of the correspondence prin-
ciple. This principle rules out the possibility of something non-existent
arising. And without arising, there is no passing away.'*

whom the Yuktidipika also quotes (Wezler & Motegi, 1998: XXVII). That Dignaga
came after Bhartrhari is well known. We should view with caution the supposed cita-
tion of the Kasika in the Yuktidipika (Wezler & Motegi, 1998: XXVIII), in light of the
fact that the Kasika quotes grammatical texts, unfortunately no longer extant, other
than the Candravyakarana and Jainendravyakarana; see Bronkhorst, 2002; 2003a.

126 Cf. Frauwallner, 1958: 101 (240): “Vrsagana (i.e. Varsaganya, JB) [gab] ofter eine
entscheidende Formulierung zunéchst in wenigen knappen Worten...und [erklirte]
sie dann in einem weiteren Satz genauer...”

127 Note that the Dvadasaranayacakra was partially reconstituted by Muni Jambu-
vijaya with the help of Simhastri’s commentary, the Nyayagamanusarini.

128 See Wezler, 1981.

12 MadhK(deJ) 1.9: anutpannesu dharmesu nirodho nopapadyate.

130 Note that the Vaisesika thinker Vyomasiva describes the position of the Samkhyas
as follows (Vyomavati Il p. 126 1. 12-13):... samkhyanam ayam viparyayah: krtakesu
ghatadisu nityatvadarsanam iti, na samutpadyate bhavo na svatmanam jahatiti. The
phrase krtakesu nityatvadarsanam comes from the Paddarthadharmasarigraha (W1
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We said that Aryadeva’s *Sataka offers one of the earliest reports
of the doctrine of satkaryavada. This point obliges us to con-
sider briefly a text that tradition attributes to Aryadeva’s predeces-
sor, Nagarjuna. I have in mind the Mahaprajiaparamitasastra or
Mahaprajhiaparamitopadesa, which is preserved in the Chinese trans-
lation of Kumarajiva, completed in 404 or 405; a large part of it has
been admirably translated into French by Etienne Lamotte. The scholar
K. Venkata Ramanan, in his book Nagarjuna’s Philosophy,'*! suggests
that this text knows of satkaryavada as a doctrine of Samkhya. This is
not the case, however. Two passages supposedly mention and criticize
the doctrine. They are:

If the cause (kdarana) pre-exists in the cause, there is no effect (karya); if
the cause does not pre-exist in the cause, there is no effect either.'*

And again:

It is illogical (na yujyate) for the effect (phala) to pre-exist in the cause
(hetu); it is equally illogical for it not to.

If the effect pre-existed in the cause, it would have no cause [since it
would exist already].

If it did not pre-exist in the cause, what would be the point of the
cause [since the effect would not be there]?'*

These passages recall arguments from the Malamadhyamakakarika and
make no mention of Samkhya. They in no way prove that satkaryavada
was already a Samkhya doctrine at the time of Nagarjuna.

We should add that the traditional attribution of this text to
Nagarjuna is not unanimous."** Moreover, the text knows a relatively
late form of Samkhya, one that probably postdates Nagarjuna. Recall
that in the older form of the system, material objects are merely col-
lections of qualities. Qualities are included in the list of the tattvas,
the elements derived from primordial nature (prakrti). The form of

p. 41 § 222), but we cannot conclude with certainty that Prasastapada attributed
this position to the Samkhyas; according to another interpretation of Vyomasiva
(Vyomavati I1 p. 126 1. 10-11) and that of Sridhara (Nyayakandali p. 422 1. 5), the
phrase concerns the Mimamsakas.

131 Ramanan, 1966: pp. 178-79, with p. 360 n. 18a.

132 'TT 1509, vol. 25, p. 104c 1. 24-26; translation based on Mpp$ I p. 380. The Chi-
nese text contains without a doubt an error in translation or in transmission, putting
“cause” (in its first and third occurrences) in place of “effect.”

2 TT 1509, vol. 25, p. 296b 1. 18-19; translation based on Mpps V p. 2172.

134 Mpp$ III p. VIII ff,, especially p. XL.
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the system as it appears in the Mahaprajiaparamitasastra, however,
is closer to the classical system.”> Its description of the evolution of
the elements does not include qualities, whereas it does include the
tanmatras, which are part of the classical system. It is true that the
tanmatras of the Mahaprajiaparamitasastra, unlike those of the clas-
sical system, seem to be atoms, serving to constitute the molecules
of the elements. Nonetheless, it seems likely that by the time of the
Mahaprajnaparamitasastra, material objects were no longer regarded
as mere collections of qualities. And one hesitates to assign too early a
date to the transition (whether gradual or sudden) to the classical sys-
tem, since the older form of the system was still known to Bhartrhari,
Mallavadin, and Dharmapala. Note that all of this militates against
the traditional position that would see Nagarjuna as the author of the
Mahaprajnaparamitasastra.

The worldview of classical Samkhya, in essence, leaves no room
for a real arising or destruction of things. This is exactly what the
Yuktidipika says in the following passage: “[To say] that [something]
is made, arises, is born, is but a common linguistic convention; in real-
ity nothing arises, and nothing perishes.”**

We have already looked at the end of verse 9 of the Samkhyakarika.
The beginning of the verse contains an additional argument in favor of
satkaryavada, which also merits our attention. The argument appears
in the form of the compound asadakaranat, which becomes intelli-
gible when construed with the closing words of the verse, sat karyam;
the compound can then be translated as follows: “[the effect exists,]
because one does not make what does not exist.” In other words, in a
sentence such as “The man is making a mat,” there must be a mat in
order for the man to make it. Once again we see the correspondence
principle at work. Here an opponent might object that if the effect is
already existent, the agent’s action is useless. The Yuktidipika replies:
“If the action related to something that both [the opponent and the
Samkhya] accepted as non-existent, then one could say that the
agent’s effort is useless when the effect is [already] there. But it is not

13 See the Appendix at the end of this volume.

¢ YD p. 54 L. 3-6 (Pandeya) / p. 121 . 20-p. 122 1. 2 (Wezler & Motegi): kriyate
utpadyate jayata ity evamadir lokasya vyavaharah pravartate... paramarthatas tu na
kasyacid utpado ‘sti na vinasah.
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possible to act on something non-existent. This [objection] is therefore
inappropriate.”

Let us now examine another source of classical Samkhya thought:
the text described in its colophons as patafijala samkhyapravacana
yogasastra, or “Patafjali’s Treatise on Yoga Explaining Samkhya
[Thought].” It is better known as the Yoga Satra and Yoga Bhasya,
and indeed consists of siitras with commentary. The later tradition
of attributing only the satras to an author named Patafjali, and the
commentary to an author named Vyasa, is less reliable."”® Although
the attribution of the two texts is naturally an important question, we
shall not concern ourselves with it here. Whatever the names of the
authors, the two texts shed light on a number of questions concerning
the Samkhya system, and can also contribute to the present discussion.
The Stitra and Bhasya—the latter dating probably to the beginning of the
fifth century of the common era'**—together include a passage that is
worth quoting in full. It reads:

What does not exist does not arise, and what exists does not pass away;
in view of this [truth], how do the unconscious impressions (vasana),
which arise as real things, pass away?

The past and the future exist in their own nature, because prop-
erties are divided along the [three] times. (YS 4.12)

That which will be manifested is future, that which has been manifested
is past, that which is engaged in its own activity is present. These three
things constitute the object of knowledge. And if this [threefold object]
did not exist in its own nature, this knowledge, which would be without an
object, would not arise. Hence [the sttra says:] “The past and the future
exist in their own nature.” Moreover, if the fruit of an action that leads
to enjoyment, or [of an action] that leads to liberation, were non-existent
(nirupakhya) when it is [yet] to arise, then the good conduct that has
[such fruit] as its goal or cause would be useless. And the cause of an
[already] existent fruit is capable of making it present, but not of creat-
ing something new. The cause, when it is established, performs a specific
service for that which is caused, but does not produce any-thing new.'*

7 YD p. 52 1. 2-3 (Pandeya) / p. 117 L 7-9 (Wezler & Motegi): yady
ubhayapaksaprasiddhasyasatah kriyayogah syat ata etad yujyate vaktum karye sati
kartuh prayaso ‘narthaka iti / tat tv asatah karanam anupapannam / tasmad ayuk-
tam etat /. The opponent’s position is first expressed p. 48 1. 32-p. 49 L. 3 (Pandeya) /
p. 111 1. 7-11 (Wezler & Motegi).

138 For more on the question of authorship, see Bronkhorst, 1984; Maas, 2006: xii f.

139 See Bronkhorst, 1985: 171.

10 Yoga Sutra 4.12 and its Bhasya: nasty asatah sambhavah, na casti sato vinasa iti
dravyatvena sambhavantyah katham nivartisyante vasana iti,
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This position is indistinguishable from that of the Samkhyas. In the
final analysis, nothing arises, and the question of knowing how some-
thing can arise makes no sense. At the same time, nothing that exists
passes away. In other words, the Yoga Satra and Bhagya present a
position that combines satkaryavada and sarvasarvatmakatvavada.
But the similarity of the position of the Yoga Bhasya to Sarvastivada
is equally evident. Indeed, it appears elsewhere in the text. Sttra 3.13
and its commentary, in particular, mention the different ways in which
things pass from the future, through the present, into the past—ways
found in the Vibhasa and other Sarvastivada texts.!*! It therefore seems
undeniable that at least the version of Samkhya expressed in the Yoga
Sutra and Yoga Bhasya is similar to Sarvastivada, probably borrowing
from it even the doctrine that gave the latter its name. It seems likely
that satkaryavada and sarvasarvatmakatvavada likewise had histori-
cal links to Sarvastivada. We know nothing of the circumstances that
would have made such a borrowing possible; our texts have nothing
explicit to say on the subject. By contrast, we do know the results of
this borrowing. They include the notion that nothing truly arises, a
notion that rendered Samkhya impervious to Nagarjuna’s critiques.

Before leaving Samkhya, let us examine a few theories that
have been advanced to explain the origins of satkaryavada and
sarvasarvatmakatvavada. Albrecht Wezler sees in the latter a con-
ception of being (Seinsbegriff) that is also found in the Bhagavadgita
and in the teaching of Uddalaka Aruni in the Chandogya Upanisad.
The Bhagavadgita contains the line: “There is no existence from what
does not exist; there is no non-existence from what exists.”'*? The
Chandogya Upanisad has Uddalaka Aruni say:

atitanagatam svaripato ‘sty adhvabhedad dharmanam (YS 4.12)

bhavisyadvyaktikam andgatam, anubhiitavyaktikam atitam, svavyaparoparidham
vartamanam / trayam caitad vastu jhAdnasya jiieyam / yadi caitat svaripato
nabhavisyan nedam nirvisayam jiianam udapatsyata, tasmad atitanagatam svaripato
‘stiti / kifi ca bhogabhagiyasya vapavargabhagiyasya va karmanah phalam utpitsu yadi
nirupdkhyam iti taduddesena tena nimittena kusalanusthanam na yujyate / satas ca
phalasya nimittam vartamanikarane samartham napirvopajanane / siddham nimittam
naimittikasya visesanugraham kurute, naptirvam utpadayatiti /

11 See La Vallée Poussin, 1937a: 237 ff.; Chakravarti, 1951: 95 ff.; Ruegg, 1978; cf.
Frauwallner, 1973: 99 ff. = 1995: 186 ff.

142 Bhag 2.16ab: nasato vidyate bhavo nabhavo vidyate satah. This is clearly the way
Wezler (1981: 398) understands the line (even though he does not translate it), for he
describes it as “m.E. historisch nicht zu trennen” from the teaching of Uddalaka Aruni
in the Chandogya Upanisad.
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“This world, my dear, was existent in the beginning, one only, without
a second.

Some say on this subject: “This world was non-existent in the begin-
ning, one only, without a second. The existent was born from this non-
existent.” But how, my dear, could this be?” he said. “How could the
existent be born from the non-existent? This world, my dear, was instead
existent in the beginning, one only, without a second.”**

Wezler believes there is a historical connection between sarvasarvat-
makatvavada and the ideas expressed in these passages. Wilhelm Halb-
fass, for his part, considers the passage from the Chandogya Upanisad
to be the background of satkaryavada.'** In another article, Wezler
maintains that a short phrase from the Mahabhasya of Pataijali proves
that the latter knew of sarvasarvatmakatvavada.'* 1 do not wish to dis-
agree with these scholars, but feel that caution is required. The scene
presented by the history of ideas is often more complicated than that
of various traditions existing in strict isolation. A single original idea
can give rise to numerous, sometimes contradictory conceptions, and
conversely, convergences of ideas are not uncommon. In Brahmanical
traditions in particular, connections with Vedic sources were inevi-
tably stressed, whether such connections were genuine or not. Even
so, there remains a fundamental difference between the teaching that
existence cannot come from what does not exist, and satkaryavada.
A pot is made of clay, and comes from clay. It is quite another thing
to say that the pot is present in the clay before it is made."*® So while
there might well be a historical connection between satkaryavada and
the passages from early Brahmanical literature just cited, their content

1% Ch-Up 6.2.1-2: sad eva somyedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam / tad dhaika ahur
asad evedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam / tasmad asatah saj jayata // kutas tu khalu
somyaivam syad iti hovdca / katham asatah saj jayeteti / sat tv eva somyedam agra
asid ekam evadvitiyam //. For a discussion of the historical context of this passage,
see Bodewitz, 1995.

144 Halbfass, 1992: 59.

145 Wezler, 1982. The phrase in question is: atha matam etat prakrtyanvaya vikara
bhavantiti (Mahabhdsya ed. Kielhorn, on P. 4.3.155, vol. II p. 325 L. 17-18); which
Wezler translates (p. 159): “Wenn man...aber die Meinung vertritt, dass...bei
Produkten-einer-Veranderung das Urspriingliche ‘“folgt’ (d.h. nach wie vor da ist /
erhalten bleibt)....”

146 The error is nonetheless common. Srivastavya (1983: 132 ff.), for example, does
not hesitate to conclude from the fact that the pot arises from a modification of clay
that the pot is present in the clay even before its arising. Proceeding in this fashion, he
finds satkaryavada in the Carakasamhita, which seems to make no mention of it.
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is profoundly different. These passages therefore do not explain the
presence of satkaryavada in Brahmanical thought.'”

In fact, the three passages cited by Wezler and Halbfass—one
from the Bhagavadgita (as interpreted by Wezler), another from the
Chandogya Upanisad, a third from the Mahabhasya—are all missing
an essential feature: namely, the presence of the correspondence prin-
ciple, even in a disguised form. This principle dominated a certain
period of philosophical thought in India, a period beginning, it would
seem, with the scholastic developments of Buddhism and culminat-
ing in the work of Nagarjuna. The problems associated with the prin-
ciple were taken up by Brahmanical thinkers, who situated them in
relation to their own traditions. Sarvasarvatmakatvavada as well as
satkaryavada thus have, perhaps, some historical connection with the
passage from the Chandogya Upanisad. Nevertheless, it is impossible
to ignore the obvious connection between these two doctrines and
Sarvastivada teachings on the existence of the future and the past. The
two doctrines are thus additionally—or even exclusively—rooted in
developments of the correspondence principle. This root, I believe, is
more important and more decisive than the Vedic root, for it explains
the occurrence and the very form of satkaryavada, while the Vedic
connection (if it exists) explains nothing.

5. THE AGAMASASTRA OF GAUDAPADA

Let us now turn to a text belonging to a third strand of Brahmanical
thought. The Agamasastra, also known as the Gaudapada-Karika or
Mandikya-Karika, is traditionally attributed to a certain Gaudapada.
We cannot take this attribution at face value, however, for there is no
guarantee that the work is by a single author.’*® Its fourth chapter in
particular seems to be a Buddhist text, or at least deeply influenced
by Buddhist ideas. Still, the Agamasastra in its entirety is considered

47 Theoretically it is of course possible to interpret the Bhagavadgita passage differ-
ently from Wezler. This possibility will not here be examined.

8 See, e.g., Vetter, 1978; Wood, 1990, with Bronkhorst, 1992; and more recently
King, 1995: 15-49; 1995a. Note that the Yogavasistha sometimes adopts positions
quite close to those of the Agamasastra; a study of the link between these two works
was proposed by Walter Slaje (1994: 197 n. 3). In more recent studies, Slaje dates the
composition of the Moksopaya (from which the Yogavasistha derived) “during or soon
after Yasaskaradeva’s reign, AD 939-948” (2005: 22). On the use of the correspon-
dence principle in the Moksopaya, see Bronkhorst, 2001: 207 f.
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an early work of Vedanta philosophy. The fact remains, however, that
the parallels between the Agamasdastra and certain Buddhist texts are
many; among the latter, Nagarjuna’s Malamadhyamakakarika figures
prominently.'* First let us look at a passage dealing with the problem
of the arising of things. It comes from the notorious fourth chapter:

In their debates with one another, some teachers maintain the arising
of what exists; other intelligent ones [maintain the arising] of what does
not exist.

Nothing that exists can arise—what does not exist cannot arise [either];
arguing thus, followers of non-duality teach non-arising.

We approve of the non-arising taught by them; we are not in contra-
diction with them. Listen to how there is no contradiction.'

Once again we recognize the familiar argument of Nagarjuna.”! Aris-
ing not being possible, it does not exist. The third chapter likewise
presents this argument in a few verses:

No individual soul (jiva) arises; it has no origin. Such is this ultimate
truth, wherein nothing arises.'*

And again:

The birth of something existent is possible through illusion, but not in
reality. For someone who thinks that [something] arises in reality, it is
an arisen thing that arises.

The birth of something non-existent is possible neither through illusion
nor in reality. The son of a barren woman is born neither in truth nor
through illusion.'>

1% See especially Bhattacharya, 1943; Nakamura, 1992; Bouy, 1997.

%0 GK 4.3-5: bhitasya jatim icchanti vadinah kecid eva hi / abhutasyapare dhira
vivadantah parasparam // bhitam na jayate kificid abhitam naiva jayate / vivadanto
‘dvaya hy evam ajatim khyapayanti te // khyapyamanam ajatim tair anumodamahe
vayam / vivadamo na taih sardham avivadam nibodhata //

151 Nakamura (1992: 243) also cites in this context a line from the Larkavatara
Sutra (Lankav(V) 3.21ab p. 62: asan na jayate loko no san na sadasan kvacit); but
this line deals with the nature of the world, not the nature of arising. Cf. the follow-
ing verse (Lankav(V) 3.22): na san ndsan na sadasad yada lokam prapasyati / tada
vyavartate cittam nairatmyam cadhigacchati //

%2 GK 3.48: na kascid jayate jivah sambhavo ‘sya na vidyate / etat tad uttamam
satyam yatra kificin na jayate //

153 GK 3.27-28: sato hi mayaya janma yujyate na tu tattvatah / tattvato jayate yasya
jatam tasya hi jayate // asato mayaya janma tattvato naiva yujyate / vandhyaputro na
tattvena mayayad vapi jayate //
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We see that “Gaudapada” reaches a conclusion similar to that of
Nagarjuna, using the latter’s arguments. Unlike the Sarvastivadins and
the Samkhyas, he does not conclude that the effect exists in the cause,
or that things exist prior to their arising. No, for him these arguments
prove that, in ultimate truth, there is no arising. Elsewhere in the third
chapter he sets forth this position on the basis of Upanisadic state-
ments, which shows that the impossibility of arising is here presented
as a Vedantic position.

6. SANKARA

Having mentioned “Gaudapada,” we must now speak of the
Agamasastravivarana, a commentary on the Agamasastra apparently
written by the renowned Sankara, author of the Brahma Siitra Bhasya
and the Upadesasahasri, as well as other works.”™ A Vedantin, the
author of the Agamagdastravivarana interprets the typically Buddhist
passages of the fourth chapter in a clearly Vedantic way. For instance,
the first verse of this chapter uses two typically Buddhist terms, dharma
and sambuddha. The verse can be translated as follows: “That one who,
through a knowledge that is similar to ether and non-different from its
object, is perfectly awakened (sambuddha) to the dharmas, themselves
similar to ether—to that best of bipeds, I offer homage.”"** Read as a
Buddhist verse, these lines are not difficult to interpret. Many Bud-
dhists, primarily those belonging to the Great Vehicle (Mahayana),
indeed believe that the dharmas, the elementary entities of Buddhism,
are void like ether. The commentator Sankara, by contrast, interprets
the key term dharma as “soul” (atman). The perfectly awakened being
of the verse becomes, in Sankara’s interpretation, the supreme deity
Narayana.'

The Agamasastravivarana does not try to minimize the value of
verses presenting “Nagarjunian” arguments. On the contrary, the
commentary does its best to elucidate them. Agamasastra 4.4, which
we translated earlier, says for example: “Nothing that exists can

131 See Mayeda, 1967; Hacker, 1968: 124 (218) ff;; 1972: 116 (253) n. 2; Vetter, 1968:
407-09; Bouy, 1997: 127. Wood, 1990: 97 ft,, is against such an identification.

% GK 4.1: jianenakasakalpena dharman yo gaganopaman / jhieyabhinnena
sambuddhas tam vande dvipadam varam //

156 Sanikara on GK 4.1: dvipadam varam dvipadopalaksitanam purusanam varam
pradhanam purusottamam ity abhiprayah.
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arise—what does not exist cannot arise [either]” (bhitam na jayate
kificid abhiitam naiva jayate). Sanikara glosses this line as follows:
“Nothing that exists, [i.e.,] that is present as a real thing (vastu), can
arise, precisely because it is already present.... Likewise, what does not
exist, [i.e.,] what is not present, cannot arise, because it is not present,
like the horn of a hare.”'” Sankara explains the argument correctly,
and nothing suggests that he disagrees with it.

Saikara’s commentary on Agamasastra 4.22 introduces a further
consideration, which is also well known from Buddhist texts: namely,
the doctrine that the objects of the phenomenal world are merely
words. The passage reads:

Objection: A pot arises from clay, and a son from a father.

[Reply:] It is true that among uninstructed people, [we find] the idea
and the verbal expression “[That] arises.” This verbal expression and this
idea are examined by people of discernment, [who ask:] “Do these two
represent the truth, or are they false?” The thing characterized as a pot,
a son, etc., which is the object'® of the verbal expression and the idea,
insofar as it is examined, is only a word. For the Veda says: “a sup-
port for words.”* If [a thing is] existent, it does not arise, for it exists
[already], like clay, the father, etc. If it is non-existent, it still does not
arise, precisely because it does not exist, like the horn of a hare, etc. If it
is both existent and non-existent, again it does not arise, for it is impos-
sible for a single [thing] to be contrary [to itself]. Hence it is established
that nothing arises.'®

157 Sankara on GK 4.4: bhitam vidyamanam vastu na jayate kimcid vidya-
manatvad ev[a].../ tathabhitam avidyamanam avidyamdnatvan naiva jayate
Sasavisanavad.../

158 It seems clear that the word visaya, “object,” is here, exceptionally, neuter. Cf.
also YD p. 48 1. 27 (Pandeya) / p. 110 L. 22 (Wezler & Motegi): syad etat yadi tarhi
pratyaksavisayam evasti. The phrase buddhivisayam eva sabdanam paurvaparyam
from the Mahabhdsya (Mbh I p. 356 1. 11) might also be using the word visaya in the
neuter; cf. Bronkhorst, 1987: 49.

19 Sankara on Chdndogya Upanisad 6.1.4 glosses the expression vacarambhana
with vagarambhana and vagalambana.

190 Sanikara on GK 4.22: nanu mrdo ghato jayate pitus ca putrah / satyam, asti jayata
iti pratyayah sabdas ca midhanam / tav eva Sabdapratyayau vivekibhih pariksyete
kim satyam eva tav uta mrseti / yavata pariksyamanam Sabdapratyayavisayam vastu
ghataputradilaksanam sabdamatram eva tat / “vacarambhanam” iti Sruteh / sac cen na
jayate sattvan mrtpitradivat / yady asat tathapi na jayate ‘sattvad eva Sasavisanadivat
/ atha sadasat tathapi na jayate viruddhasyaikasyasambhavat / ato na kimcid vastu
jayata iti siddham /. 1 accept the variant pariksyamanam in place of pariksyamane, in
spite of Anandagiri’s commentary: mrsaiveti pariksyamane satiti sambandhah.
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Things are therefore nothing other than words, and an existent thing
does not arise. Note that Sanikara quotes in this passage from the
teaching of Svetaketu’s father, which we discussed earlier. We had
remarked on that occasion that the acceptance of Buddhist ideas would
later be facilitated by the existence of Vedic passages, even isolated
ones, preaching more or less similar views. In fact, the Brahma Satra
(2.1.14/15: tadananyatvam arambhanasabdadibhyah) already refers
explicitly to this Vedic passage, and the commentator Ramanuja does
not miss the opportunity to emphasize that, contrary to the view of the
Vaisesikas, the existence of distinct words and notions does not imply
the existence of distinct objects; the objects of this world do not exist
as such; they are not different from the ultimate cause of the world,
Brahman.'s!

Elsewhere in his commentary on the Agamasastra Sankara presents
another point of view, at least on the question of arising.'*> Consider
Agamasastra 2.32, which reads: “There is no destruction, and no aris-
ing; no one bound, and no practitioner; no one who desires liberation,
and no one liberated. Such is ultimate truth.”'** In his commentary on
this verse, Sankara remarks: “For something existent can arise or be
destroyed, [but] not something non-existent like the horn of a hare.”*
Note the difference between this position and the one we saw a moment
ago. There, nothing existent or non-existent could arise; here, only an
existent thing can arise. Note also that the position Sankara presents
here goes against the verse in the base text. This position appears else-
where in his commentary, too. Agamasastra 1.6 is one example. The
first half of this verse might be translated as follows: “There is the
position that all things arise being [already] existent.”'*® This transla-
tion follows Paul Hacker’s suggestion (1972: 126) that the verse does

16l Ramanuja, Sri Bhdsya on siitra 2.1.15 (pp. 465-68): tatra kanada prahuh: na
karanat karyasyananyatvam sambhavati, vilaksanabuddhibodhyatvat.. ., Sabdabhedac
ca.../ atrahuh: karanad ananyat karyam /... buddhisabdantaradibhir vastvantaratvam
sadhitam iti cen na: anirapitavastvalambananam buddhisabdantaradinam Suktikara-
jatabuddhisabdadivad bhrantimulatvena vastvantarasadbhavasyasadhakatvat.

12 The close connection between words and things is expressed through the fre-
quent use of the expression namaripa; see Hacker, 1950: 258 (81) ff.

19 GK 2.32: na nirodho na cotpattir na baddho na ca sadhakah / na mumuksur na
vai mukta ity esa paramarthata //

164 Sarikara on GK 2.32: sato hy utpattih pralayo va syan nasatah sasavisanadeh.

1 GK 1.6ab: prabhavah sarvabhavanam satam iti viniscayah. Bhattacharya’s edi-
tion (1943: 2) has sarvabhitanam in place of sarvabhdavanam; Sarnikara seems to com-
ment on the version with sarvabhavanam.
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not represent the opinion of “Gaudapada.”'® Sarikara would not agree
with this interpretation, as Hacker rightly adds.'” We must conclude
that Sarkara, contrary to what he affirms in his commentary on the
fourth chapter, expresses support on several occasions for the view
that an existent thing arises. This position is of course similar to that
of Samkhya.

Which of the two positions expressed in the Agamasastravivarana
represents the view of its author? The fact that Sankara, even when
commenting on a verse that maintains the impossibility of arising, sets
forth the position that an existent thing can arise suggests that this
is his real position. This impression is confirmed by his other works.
Only the Agamasastravivarana seems to feature the argument that an
existent thing cannot arise, while Sankara’s own argument appears
throughout his works. Generally speaking, in all of his writings except
for the fourth chapter of the Agamasastravivarana, Sarikara adheres
to satkaryavada, the doctrine familiar to us from Samkhya. He even
characterizes himself as a satkaryavadin, as for example in his Brahma
Satra Bhagya on satra 2.1.7. Elsewhere in the same text he remarks:
“What is not present somewhere in a certain form cannot arise from
there, just as oil [cannot arise] from grains of sand.”’*® The Bhasya on
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1.2.1 features a lengthy discussion in support
of the existence of the effect before its arising. Another discussion of
the same kind is found in the commentary on Chandogya Upanisad
6.2.2.1%

Let us examine a proof of satkdryavada found in Sankara’s com-
mentary on Brahma Satra 2.1.18. We shall see that he expresses the
correspondence principle in a form quite similar to the one we pro-
posed. Here is the proof in question:

If the effect does not exist before it arises, the arising would lack an
agent and would be void. Arising, indeed, is an action, and that requires
an agent, just like the action of going, etc. It would be contradictory to
maintain that there is indeed an action and that it lacks an agent. [Oth-
erwise] one could imagine that the arising of a pot, [though] spoken of,
did not have the pot for its agent, but something else.... If that were the

1% See also King, 1995: 22 ff,; 1995a: 323 ff.

167 See also Vetter, 1979: 58 fI.

168 Sarikara on Brahma Sitra 2.1.16: yac ca yadatmand yatra na vartate na tat tata
utpadyate, yatha sikatabhyas tailam.

1 Cf. Alston, 1980: 95 ff.
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case, one would say, “The potter, etc., which are causes, arise,” instead of
saying, “The pot arises.” In the world, when one says, “The pot arises,”
one does not perceive the potter, etc., as also arising, because one per-
ceives them as already arisen.'”

One could not ask for more. In the works of Sarikara we find not only
an awareness of the linguistic basis of the arguments being used—
which we shall study later—but also an analysis that fully coincides
with our correspondence principle. Still commenting on sttra 2.1.18,
Sarikara makes another remark that points in the same direction:
“For one who believes that the effect does not exist before its arising,
the action of the actants (kdraka) would have no object; because an
absence cannot be an object.””" Sarikara gives no concrete example,
but his remark doubtless refers to sentences such as “Devadatta makes
a pot.” Devadatta’s action would have no object if the pot did not exist
before its arising.

Let us return to the Agamadastravivarana. Can an existent thing
arise or not? If we accept the identity of the author of this text with
the author of the Brahma Satra Bhasya, etc., nothing prevents us from
thinking that Sankara, even while writing the Agamadastravivarana,
still considered arising to be possible, but only for something exis-
tent. The other passages, which hold that arising is impossible, always
occur in the context of verses upholding this position. On this view,
Sarkara did not wish to contradict the text on which he was comment-
ing, though for his own part he disagreed with its position.

Let us note here that both of the positions found in the Agama-
$astravivarana are based on the correspondence principle. Viewed in
this light, the two positions, though opposed, may be compared to two
enemies who face a more dangerous common enemy. The real enemy
of both positions would be the rejection, in whole or in part, of the
correspondence principle. Later we shall be interested in thinkers who
acquiesced to this rejection.

170 Sankara on Brahma Siitra 2.1.18: prag utpattes ca karyasydsattve utpattir akartrka
niratmika ca syat / utpattis ca nama kriya, sa sakartrkaiva bhavitum arhati gatyadivat
/ kriya ca nama syad akartrka ceti vipratisidhyeta / ghatasya cotpattir ucyamana na
ghatakartrka, kim tarhy anyakartrka iti kalpya syat /.../ tatha ca sati ghata utpadyate
ity ukte kulaladini karanani utpadyante ity uktam syat / na ca loke ghatotpattir ity ukte
kulaladinam apy utpadyamanata pratiyate / utpannatapratiteh /

7! Sanikara on Brahma Sitra 2.1.18: yasya punah prag utpatter asat karyam tasya
nirvisayah karakavyaparah syat / abhavasya visayatvanupapatteh /
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7. KASHMIRI SATVISM

An interesting variant of satkaryavada is found in certain texts of Kash-
miri Saivism, where problems relating to the arising of things are used
to prove the existence of God, the creative consciousness of the uni-
verse. We shall take as our starting point the I$varapratyabhijiakarika
of Utpaladeva with the Vrtti of the same author, a text admirably
edited, translated, and commented on by the Italian scholar Raffaele
Torella. The fourth Ahnika of the second Adhikara (Kriyadhikara) of
this text is of particular interest for our purposes. The Vrtti on the sec-
ond karika begins with the observation that insentient things such as
pradhana (of the Samkhyas), atoms, seeds, etc., do not have the power
to produce something that does not exist.”’? In other words, the seed
cannot produce the sprout. For that, a conscious actor is required, as
when a potter makes a pot. Utpaladeva concludes that to be a cause
means to be an agent, and that to be an effect means to be a gram-
matical object.'”” He then raises the central question: how can some-
thing non-existent become existent? Karikas 3 and 4 give the following
response (as translated by Torella):

What is non-existent is non-existent and that is that. One cannot
predicate the existence of what is non-existent, nor, on the other hand,
would the existent gain any advantage from obtaining existence [which
it already possesses]. If one then points out that in practical reality there
is general consensus on the existence of the relation of cause and effect,
[then one replies that] it consists in the fact that a thing, that is inter-
nally present (antarviparivartinah), becomes, by virtue of the power of
that indefinable Being (tasya kasyapi), the object of knowledge for both

senses.'”
The Vrtti explains:

Attributing the nature of existent to what does not exist is contradictory,
and it is already established in what exists. [The relation of cause and
effect consists in this:] a thing, already present within [the I], is “created”
by the Lord, or in other words, is caused by him to become the object of
knowledge for the internal and external senses.'”

172 Torella, 1994: 55: jadam pradhanaparamanubijadi tu na saktam asato nirmane.

17 1d., ibid.: kartrtvam eva hi karanatvam karmataiva ca karyatvam na tv anyat.

74 1d., ibid.: yad asat tad asad yukta ndsatah satsvaripata / sato ‘pi na punah
sattalabhendartho ‘tha cocyate //3// karyakaranata loke santarviparivartinah /
ubhayendriyavedyatvam tasya kasyapi Saktitah //4// (tr. pp. 175-76).

175 1d., ibid.: asatah satsvabhavata viruddha satas ca siddha / siddhasyaivantarbahy
antahkaranadvayivedyatapadanam isvarenotpadanam // (tr. p. 176).



THE CORRESPONDENCE PRINCIPLE 69

It follows that to be an effect means for an object to be made external.
The state of being external and the state of being an effect are such
with respect to a single reality; indeed, it is with respect to the know-
ing subject that we speak of internal and external.””® Consequently,
the cause is the knowing subject and none other; this subject is one,
although the internal and external manifestation of the effect occur in
succession.'”” This is why God, and not the seed, is the cause, the only
cause, of the sprout.”” And even in the case of the potter, who is of
course a knowing subject, the production of a pot depends on specific
operations performed on clay, etc., in accordance with the restrictive
order known as “necessity” (niyati), which is created by God.'”” Later
in the same chapter Utpaladeva explains: “[A]n insentient reality can-
not even be the agent of the action of being—‘it exists, is’—since it
does not possess the freedom that is manifested through ‘wanting to
be’ (bubhuisayogena). Thus the ultimate truth in this regard is that
the knowing subject, and he alone, ‘causes’ the insentient reality ‘to
be’ (bhavayati), or, in other words, appears in various forms such as
mount Himacala and so on.”'® Thus, even in the case of the verb “to
exist, to be,” the subject, or the agent of the action in question, is God,
the supreme “knower.”

In short, the sprout exists already before it arises, not in its cause
(the seed), but within the creative consciousness of God. And the pot
exists in the same form before it is made by the potter; moreover,
the true agent of this action is not the potter but God, who is like-
wise the true agent of every other action, including “coming to be.”
As Utpaladeva says in karika 21: “Therefore causality, agency, action
are nothing but the will of him who wishes to appear in the form
of the universe, in the various manifestations of jar, cloth, and so
on.”'® In the Vrtti he expresses his agreement with the position of

176 1d., p. 56 (Vrtti on karika 6): arthasya bahyatapadanam karyatvam, tato bahyata
karyata caikapeksaya pramataram apeksya cantarbahirvyavaharah /

77 1d., p. 56 (Vrtti on karika 7): evam pramataiva karanam sa ca bahyantara-
karyabhasakrame ‘py eka ev|a]...

178 1d., p. 57 (karika 8): ata evankure ‘pisto nimittam paramesvarah / tadanyasyapi
bijader hetuta nopapadyate //8//

7 1d., p. 57 (Vrtti on karika 9): kumbhakararipe pramatari karane sthite ‘pi
mrdadisamskarapeksa ghatasyesvarakrtaniyatisamjiamaryadaya na svabhavena.

180 1d., p. 61 (Vrtti on karika 20): jadasyapy asti bhavatity asyam api sattakriyayam
bubhuisdyogena svatantryabhavad akartrtvam, tena pramataiva tam bhavayati tena
tena va himdcaladina rapena sa bhavatity atra paramarthah. (tr. p. 187)

81 1d., p. 61 (karika 21): ittham tatha ghatapatadyabhasajagadatmana / tisthasor
evam icchaiva hetuta kartrta kriya // (tr. p. 187)
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Sankara, according to which an action without an agent cannot exist;
he adds that we attribute action to other actors metaphorically, through
the agent.'®

8. JAINISM

So far we have been interested in early schools that accepted the exis-
tence, in some manner, of the effect in its cause. However strange this
position might seem, it offered an effective solution to the problem
of arising, which many thinkers of the period found challenging and
indeed threatening. Another consequence of adopting the position:
one could adhere without further difficulty to the correspondence
principle, a principle many philosophers apparently considered plau-
sible or even obvious. We shall see with what difficulty certain thinkers
gradually distanced themselves from this principle, prompted by the
need to defend their positions. Before studying their solutions to the
problem of the arising of things, we shall examine some passages from
the literature of Jainism that seem to address the same problem. The
situation they present is not entirely clear, however, and I can offer
only a tentative interpretation.

Professor Granoff of Yale University has drawn my attention to a
story told in several places throughout Jaina literature. It is the story of
Jamali, who is introduced as a student of Mahavira, but who begins to
preach a different message from that of his master. The Viyahapannatti,
a canonical text of the Svetambaras better known as the Bhagavati, con-
tains the oldest version of Jamali’s message available to us.'® The mes-
sage, which follows, is rather enigmatic: “Mahavira claims that what is
moving has moved; what is being ascended, has been ascended; what is
being known, has been known; what is being lost, has been lost; what
is being cut, has been cut; what is being divided, has been divided;
what is being burned, has been burned; what is dying, is dead; what
is being exhausted, has been exhausted. This is false.”'®* In each case,

82 1d., p. 61 (Vrtti on karika 21): nakartrkam karmasti karmadinam kartymuk-
henopacaratah.

18 Deleu (1970: 41 n. 43), however, expresses the following opinion: “Probably the
Jamali episode originally belonged to Antag[adadasao] 6 (cf. Thana 505a) and was
inserted in the Viy[ahapannatti]....” On the schism of Jamali, see also Leumann, 1885:
98 ff.

184 Viy 9.33.228 (p. 458) in the Ladnun edition; 9.33.96 (p. 477) in the Bombay
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a present participle is juxtaposed with a past participle. The position
here attributed to Mahavira is indeed placed in his mouth elsewhere
in the Viyahapannatti,’® perhaps with the meaning that the process
of the destruction of karman is, practically speaking, finished as soon
as it is set in motion.!® We cannot be certain, however, that Jamali’s
protest is directed against this relatively harmless idea, since he goes
on to refer to a bed his co-religionists are in the process of making: “It
is obvious that the bed is being made, but that it has not been made.”*
Jamali evidently takes Mahavira’s remark literally, and he extends it to
include all juxtapositions of a present participle with a past participle,
using two verbs Mahavira had not used.'® The verbs he uses are “to
make” and “to spread,” which, though apt descriptions of bed-making,
are ill suited to describe the destruction of karman. More broadly
speaking, Jamali’s protest seems to be founded on the impossibility,
in his eyes, of the co-existence of the present and the past. As a result,
that which is in the process of being made is not yet made. Thus there
is no pot at the moment when the pot is being made.

This conclusion seems confirmed by the rest of the story. Jamali
meets his former master, Mahavira, along with the latter’s disciple

edition; vol. 4 p. 102 in Lalwani’s translation. As the Ladnun edition, in contrast to
the other two editions, gives the text in a more complete form, I cite it here: jan
nam samane bhagavam mahavire evam aikkhai, [evam bhdsai, evam pannavei,]
evam pariei—evam khalu calamane calie, udirijjamane udirie, vedijjamane vedie,
pahijjamane pahine, chijjamane chinne, bhijjamane bhinne, dajjhamane daddhe,
mijjamane mae, nijjarijjamane nijinne, tan nam miccha. The part in brackets was
added on the basis of Viy 1.9.420 (Ladnun). For a summary of the story of Jamali, see
Deleu, 1970: 163 ff.

18 E.g. Viy 1.1.11 (p. 5)(Ladnun); Viy 1.1.5 (p. 3)(Bombay); vol. 1 p. 5 in Lalwani’s
translation. Deleu (1970: 73) summarizes: “The action that is being performed equals
the completed action.... This is true [e.g.] with such actions as moving, coming forth,
becoming perceptible, decreasing, cutting, breaking, burning, killing and annihilating.”

1% See notes 19 and 20 in Lalwani’s translation, vol. 1 pp. 226-28. Deleu (1970: 73),
however, remarks: “Abhay[adeva’s Vrtti] indeed explains the different words as tech-
nical terms applying to the course of karman. It should be noted, though, that some
of his equations are rather improbable...and that in other places...still other words
are used to illustrate rather than formulate the tenet.”

87 Viy 9.33.228 (p. 458)(Ladnun); 9.33.96 (p. 477)(Bombay); vol. 4 p. 102 in Lal-
wani’s translation: imam ca nam paccakkham eva disai sejjasamtharae kajjamane
akade, samtharijjamane asamtharie.

'8 Note, as Deleu remarks (1970: 73, cited above; also p. 25), that the same doctrine
is illustrated elsewhere in the Viydhapannatti with the help of other verbs; e.g. Viy
8.7.280 (p. 361)(Ladnun), 8.7.11 (p. 368)(Bombay), vol. 3 p. 209 (Lalwani): dijjamane
dinne, padigahejjamane padiggahie, nisirijjamane nisatthe; 8.7.291 (p. 363)(Ladnun),
9.7.23 (p. 370)(Bombay), vol. 3 p. 212 (Lalwani): gammamane gae, vitikkamijjamane
vitikkamte; and elsewhere.
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Gautama. Gautama asks him the following questions: “Is the word eter-
nal or non-eternal? Is the soul eternal or non-eternal?”'** Jamali being
unable to answer, Mahavira explains: “Jamali! The world is eternal.
Never was it not, never is it not, never will it not be. It was, it is, and
it will be. It is stable, perpetual, eternal, indestructible, imperishable,
lasting. Jamali! The world is non-eternal. Having declined, it recovers,
and vice versa.”"® Similar observations are made for the soul.

What is the connection between Jamali’s ideas and Mahavira’s brief
sermon? If there is one—which is not certain, of course—it is doubt-
less that Mahavira’s sermon addresses the problem raised by Jamali.
This problem seems to concern the existence of the past and the pres-
ent. If one takes literally the claim that what is being made is identical
to what has been made, it seems necessary to conclude that nothing
changes. The world, seen in this light, is without change. Mahavira’s
sermon confirms that the world is stable, perpetual, eternal, indestruc-
tible, imperishable, lasting. It is true that this represents only one side
of reality: the world is also non-eternal, as we have seen. Nevertheless,
if, in some manner, the world is eternal, one could say the same of the
pot that is to arise: it is already there, and its arising does not pose a
problem.

The story of Jamali raises some very important questions. It seems
entirely plausible that certain remarks of Mahavira (or remarks attrib-
uted to him), which initially had no philosophical bearing, were sub-
sequently interpreted in a new, philosophical way. The position that
the world does not change over time, a position accompanied, in Jaina
fashion, by the alternative position that the world is in a constant state
of flux, came to be attributed to Mahavira. If our interpretation is cor-
rect, the episode of Jamali reminds us that the idea of a static world
had some difficulty taking root in Jainism.

Subsequent discussions in Jaina literature confirm our analysis
of Jamali’s ideas. The Visesavasyaka Bhasya of Jinabhadra (6th cen-

18 Viy 9.33.231 (p. 459)(Ladnun); Viy 9.33.99 (p. 478)(Bombay); tr. Lalwani vol. 4
p. 104: sasae loe jamali? asasae loe jamali? sasae jive jamali? asasae jive jamali? These
are two of the so-called avydkrta questions, also known to Buddhism; cf. Matilal,
1981: 19 ft.

0 Viy 9.33.233 (p. 459)(Ladnun); Viy 9.33.101 (p. 479)(Bombay); tr. Lalwani
vol. 4 pp. 104-05: sasae loe jamali! jam na kayai nasi, na kayai na bhavai, na kayai
na bhavissai. bhuvim ca, bhavai ya, bhavissai ya. dhuve, nitie, sasae, akkhae, avvae,
avatthie nicce. asasae loe jamali! jam osappini bhavitta ussappini bhavai, ussappini
bhavitta osappini bhavai.
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tury C.E.) discusses the problem, situating it precisely in the context
of knowing whether a thing arises from something existent or non-
existent. Here are a few excerpts from the commentary of Kotyarya,
who, while adding certain details, does not deviate from Jinabhadra’s
words:

Jamali, suffering from a bout of fever, told his students to prepare a
bed. Seeing that what he had ordered was not accomplished, he became
angry, [saying:] “The sacred word that says ‘what is being made has been
made’ is false, because it contradicts perception, like the word of some-
one who does not have total knowledge (?).... This bed is visibly being
made, in accordance with [my] instruction that the blanket be spread
out; it has not been made at this [very] moment. From the viewpoint
of the one oriented toward the action of spreading the thing, [the bed]
is being made, it has not been made. Therefore, only the condition of
being made, not the condition of having been made, is a visible property
of the object being made, because the object has not been finished. The
property of having been made is thus ruled out by the property of being
in the process of being made, which is established by perception. Hence
the opposition to perception [which I mentioned a moment ago]. For
this reason, every object that is in the process of being made, without
exception, has not been made; for us, [something] has been made when
the action of making has been completed, not immediately.”...Jamali
first states his own point of view: something that has been made is not
being made—this is the claim; because the thing in question is present,
like an old pot. If, however, one were to maintain that what has been
made is also being made, then the state of being in the process of being
made would always prevail, because [the object in question] would be in
the process of being made, like something made in its first moment. And
the action would never be completed, because [the object] would always
be in the process of being made, as at the first moment.... And the
action would be fruitless, because all objects would [already] be made,
like a finished pot. Therefore, something not made and non-existent is
being made."!

¥ Jinabhadra, Visesavasyaka Bhasya, vol. II, p. 538 ff. (on verses 2789-93):
jamalir dahajvarabhibhiitah ‘samstarakam kuruta’ ity adisya Sisyan vaksamakam
anispannam drstva rusitah  siddhantavacanam ‘kriyamanam krtam’ ity etad
vitatham, pratyaksaviruddhatvat asravanasabdavacanavat /...samstarako ‘yam
pratyaksam kriyamanas ca kambalaprastaranavyaparadesat na casmin samaye
krtah / punar api vastuprastaranasapeksat kriyamana eva, na krtah, tasmat
kriyamanasya dharminah kriyamanatvam eva pratyaksam idam, na krtatvam,
anispannatvat / tatah kriyamanatvena pratyaksasiddhena krtatvam dharmo ‘paniyate
iti pratyaksaviruddhatvam / tasmat sarvam eva vastu kriyamanam na krtam eva,
kriyaparisamaptau nah krtam, nd’rat /...svamatam tavaj jamalir darsayati: krtam
vastu na kriyamdnam iti pratijid, vidyamanatvat, cirantanaghatavat / atha krtam
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Jamali is refuted in the following passage:

The ancients are those who attained sruta-jiiana.’** Their point of view
[is the following:] A thing that has not been made is not being made,
because it does not exist, like a flower in the sky [which does not exist
either, and therefore cannot be made]. If one maintains its arising [in
the following manner:] “what was previously non-existent and not made
is being made,” then one comes to an undesirable [consequence]: the
horn of a donkey could also be in the process of being made; it could be
in the process of being made because it has not been made, like the pot
admitted by you. As for the net of faults you hurl against [the idea] of
making an existent thing, all that applies equally to [the idea] of making
a thing that does not exist. There, too, all the faults [would still apply];
or rather, the faults—such as total incoherence, etc.—would be all the
more serious if what is in the process of being made were not there, did
not exist. Or consider [the following inference:] “The horn of a donkey
is being made, because it did not exist previously, like [any] product
admitted [by you].”*?

The position that a thing that has not been made is not in the process
of being made is supported by demonstrating that a thing is in the
process of being made only in the final moment of its arising, that is,
at the moment when it has been made:

The extended period [required] to make [something], which you cited
as support for the arising of something non-existent, [cannot serve as
such]. The making of a pot does not take up an extended period, because
this extended period belongs to something else, not to the pot.... In [the
course of making a pot] there arise [successively] at each moment the
lump [of clay], [the stages of production known as] Sivaka, sthasaka,
kusula, etc., which are many and are mutually distinct. If the period it
takes to make [a pot] is extended insofar as these stages are many, what
does this mean for the pot? At that moment [i.e., during the arising of

api kriyamana[m a]bhyupagamyate kenacit tatah sarvada kriyamanavasthaiva
bhavatu, kriyamanatvat, prathamasamayakrtavat / na ca kriyaparisamaptih,
sarvada kriyamanatvat, adisamayavat /...viphala ca kriya, sarvavastinam krtatvan
nispannaghatavat / tasmad akrtam avidyamanam ca kriyate /

2 For a discussion of sruta-jfiana, see Tatia, 1951: 48 ff.

19 Jinabhadra, Visesavasyaka Bhasya, vol. II, p. 539 (on verses 2795-96): sthavirah
Srutajnanaptah / tesam matam: nakrtam kriyate, abhavatvat, khapuspavat / atha
tasya janmabhyupagamah: purvam abhiitam akrtam eva kriyate / tato ‘nistapadanam:
kharavisanam api kriyatam, kriyamanam bhavatu, akrtatvat, tvadistaghatavat / yac
ca tvaya dosajalam upaksipyate vidyamanasya karane, tat sarvam avidyamanakarane
‘pi tadavastham: sarve tatrapi dosah, asati avidyamane kriyamane kastatara va dosa
bhaveyuh atyantasambaddhatvadayah / drsyatam va: kriyate kharavisanam piurvam
abhutatvad istakaryavat /
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these stages] the pot has certainly not arisen.... During the arising of
one thing [namely, the stages prerequisite to the arising of the pot], a
different thing (the pot) does not come into view, because it is differ-
ent, like the pot during the arising of a cloth. If [one asks] how [the
stages prerequisite to the arising of a pot] are different [from the pot, the
answer is:] [the stages] Sivaka, etc., are different from the pot, because
they are mutually distinct, like a cloth. Hence, during the arising of a
Sivaka, etc., in the state Sivaka, etc., how would the pot come into view?
It is therefore arisen if the end [of the process] comes into view, [i.e.,] at
the moment of its own arising. What fault results from this [description
of the situation]? [Obviously none!] The purpose [of this demonstration
is to show that the arising of a pot does not take] an extended period.
Therefore, that which is being made only at the moment of its arising
has been made in the very same, present moment.'*

Conclusion: at the moment when the sentence “the pot arises” is true,
the pot has arisen. We are dealing, of course, with but a single moment,
the final moment in a series of actions culminating in the arising of the
pot. But the correspondence principle has been preserved unharmed,
and in a manner that differs from everything we have seen in other
currents of thought.

Elsewhere in his Visesavasyaka Bhasya, Jinabhadra explicitly criti-
cizes the positions of the Madhyamikas.” A particularly interesting
case is verse 2149, where the auto-commentary quotes a stanza from
the Malamadhyamakakarika.'*® This verse of the Visesavasyaka Bhasya,
along with the auto-commentary, presents Nagarjuna’s position on the
problem that concerns us at the moment, the problem of the arising of
things. Here is an excerpt from the auto-commentary:

% Jinabhadra, Visesavasyaka Bhasya, vol. II, p. 539 ff. (on verses 2796-99): yad
abhutapradurbhave bhavatopapattir ucyate kriyakaladraghiyastvam, tan naivasti
dirghakalakaranam ghatasya, yasmad anyadiya evasau dirghakalo na ghatasyeti/...iha
pratisamayam pinda-sthasaka-kusuladaya utpadyante parasparavilaksana bahavas ca /
tesam bahutvad yadi kriyakalo dirgho bhavati, tatah kim ayatam kumbhasya? tadasau
naivarabdha iti /... anyarambhe anyan na drsyate, anyatvat, patarambha iva ghatah /
katham anyatvam iti cet? Sivakadinam kumbhasya canyatvam, parasparavilaksanatvat,
patavat / tasmac chivakadyavasthayam Sivakadyarambhe katham iva ghato drsyata
iti? ata evasau darabdho yady anta eva drsyate svarambhakale / tatah ko dosah?
dirghakalatvabhava ity arthah / tasmad arambhakala eva kriyamanam tasminn eva
ca vartamane sampratikale krtam tad bhavati /

19 See Butzenberger, 1994.

1% The stanza quoted is MadhK(de]) 2.1: gatam na gamyate tavad agatam naiva
gamyate / gatagatavinirmuktam gamyamanam na gamyate //. The Visesavasyaka
Bhasya (in Malvania’s edition) gives the latter part of the stanza as gamyamanam tu
gamyate.
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What is arisen does not arise, because it is [already] there, like a pot. If,
on the other hand, what is arisen were also to arise, there would be an
infinite regress. What is unarisen does not [arise] either, because it does
not exist, like the horn of a donkey. And if [one were to maintain that]
what is unarisen arises, the action of arising would belong to a non-
entity, like the horn of a donkey or something similar."’

Jinabhadra further adds—still in the voice of the Madhyamika oppo-
nent—that what arises cannot be arisen and unarisen at the same time,
for in that case the problems bound up with both positions would
accrue.'®

Jinabhadra next criticizes the Madhyamika position as it is expressed
here and in verses 2180-86, where he also presents his own position.
Let us focus on a few essential passages from his commentary on
verses 2183-84:

In this world there are things that arise being [already] arisen, and
others [that arise] being unarisen; there are those [that arise] being arisen
and unarisen at the same time, and still others [that arise] while arising;
[finally,] there are things that do not arise at all, in accordance with
what one wishes to express (vivaksatah).... For example, a pot arises in
this world being [already] arisen in the form of clay, etc., because it is
made of it. This same [pot] arises being unarisen with respect to its spe-
cific form, because this [form] did not exist previously. [The pot] arises
being arisen and unarisen at the same time with respect to its color,
etc., and its specific form, because it is not different from these things. It
arises while arising because an action can take place only in the present
moment, [given that] a [real] action is not possible by reason of the fact
that the past has vanished and the future is not [yet] present.'”

Jinabhadra’s relativism, which is characteristic of Jainism in general,
is easily recognizable here. The last option presented—the pot arises

Y7 Jinabhadra, Visesavasyaka Bhasya, vol. II, p. 378 (on verse 2149):...na tavaj
jatam jayate, vidyamanatvat ghatavat / atha jatam api jayate ‘navasthaprasarigah /
tatha najatam, avidyamanatvat kharavisanavat / athajatam api jayate kharavisanadya-
bhavajatikriyaprasarigah /
ubhayadosat.

% Jinabhadra, Visesavasyaka Bhasya, vol. 11, p. 385 (on verses 2183-84): iha kificit
jatam jayate, kificid ajatam, kificij jatajatam, kificij jayamanam, kificit sarvatha na
jayate vivaksatah /.../ yatheha ghato mrdripadibhir jata eva jayate, tanmayatvat / sa
evakaravisesendjato jayate, pragabhavat / rispadibhir akaravisesena ca [jata]jato jayate,
tebhyo ‘narthantaratvat / atitandagatakalayor vinastanutpannatvat kriyanupapattir
vartamanamatrasamaya eva kriyasadbhavaj jayamano jayate /
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while arising—is, as we know, Jinabhadra’s response to the dilemma
posed by Nagarjuna.

Let us return for a moment to Jamali, Jainism’s first heretic. The
later commentator Silafika, in his commentary on the Satrakrtanga,
outlines the same position as Jinabhadra concerning Jamali’s error.
He observes that what is in the process of being made has been made,
in accordance with the vyavaharanaya (“the practical point of view”) .2
Those who think like Jamali, he continues, do not know that people
use the word “pot” to refer metaphorically to actions, beginning with
the action of digging to find clay. Since, in reality, the time of the
actions that give rise to the pot and the time of the establishment of
the pot coincide and therefore constitute one and the same time, what
is in the process of being made has been made. Worldly convention,
according to Silarika, confirms this position.?!

The problem of the arising of things occupied Jaina thinkers in
other contexts, too, apart from the story of Jamali. We shall mention
only a few examples here. Kundakunda, the celebrated author of the
Pravacanasara, puts it thus: “There is no origin without destruction,
nor destruction without origin. Arising as well as destruction are not
[possible] without something that endures.””* In other words, it is
necessary for there to be something in order for this thing to arise.
His commentator Amrtacandra (ca. 1000) rebels against the idea that
there could be arising without something that endures. Were this the
case, he observes, there would either be the absence of arising pure and
simple (here one suspects the influence of Nagarjuna; Amrtacandra
rejects this option without arguments) or the arising of something non-
existent. In the second case, flowers in the sky and other impossible

20 For a discussion of the vyavahdranaya, see Matilal, 1981: 44; see also
Tattvarthasttra 1.34 with the commentary of Siddhasenagani, which corresponds to
stutra 1.33 with the commentary of Akalankadeva (tr. Tatia, 1994: 23 f.), and below.

201 Silanka (p. 231): vyavaharanayabhiprayena kriyamanam api krtam bhavati/...na
casau janati varako yatha ayam loko ghatarthah kriya mrtkhananadya ghata evopaca-
rati, (tattvatah) tasam ca kriyanam kriyakalanisthakalayor ekakalatvat kriyamanam
eva krtam bhavati, drsyate cayam vyavaharo loke, tad yatha: adyaiva devadatte nir-
gate kanyakubjam devadatto gata iti vyapadesah, (lokoktya) tatha daruni chidyamane
prasthako ‘yam (iti) vyapadesa ityadi /. The expression kriyakalanisthakalayor
ekakalatvat is similar to the vakya of the Vaidesika Katandi, cited by Mallavadin:
nisthasambandhayor ekakalatvat (Bronkhorst, 1993: 145). Is there a connection?

22 Pravacanasara 2.8: na bhavo bhamgavihino bhamgo va atthi sambhavavihino /
uppado vi ya bhamgo na vina dhovvena atthena //. Cf. Matilal, 1981: 38.
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things would arise. In the case of the arising of a pot, he explains,
there is both the disappearance of the lump of clay and the continued
existence of the clay itself.?®

Jaina thinkers tend to confront problems with the help of differ-
ent “points of view” (naya), which allow them to describe a single
situation in a number of different ways. (We have already encoun-
tered the vyavaharanaya, “the practical point of view,” in our discus-
sion of Silanka’s position.) These different points of view, all of which
are valid at the same time, prove to be quite useful in this situation.
Siddhasena Divakara distinguishes essentially two points of view in
his Sammatitarkaprakarana (ca. 700), calling them dravyastika (“the
substance exists”) and paryayastika (“the modification exists”).?* The
consequence of this distinction is stated in verse 1.11: “Things arise
and pass away by constraint of the point of view of modifications;
everything remains ever without origin and without destruction [by
constraint] of the point of view of substance.”” Though Siddhasena
does not provide further details, it is clear that his two “points of view”
allow him to benefit from maintaining, with the Samkhyas, that an
effect must exist before it arises, without thereby forsaking the view-
point of common sense.

Let us return once more to the story of Jamali. While the Viya-
hapannatti is not very clear as far as details are concerned, the posi-
tion of Jinabhadra, later taken up by Silanka, presents a solution to
the problem of the arising of things that is, in one sense, precisely the
opposite of the solutions we have studied so far. For the Sarvastivadins
as well as for the Samkhyas, a thing can arise because it is already
there, and has always been there. Jinabhadra agrees that a thing can
arise because it is there, but maintains that it is only there in its final
moment, the one moment when the sentence “the pot arises” or “he
makes a pot” is strictly true. We shall encounter another school of

25 Pravacanasara pp. 124-25:..../ yaiva ca mrttikayah sthitis tav  eva
kumbhapindayoh sargasamharau.../ yadi punar nedam evam isyeta tadanyah sargo
‘nyah samharah anya sthitir ity ayati / tatha sati hi kevalam sargam mrgayamanasya
kumbhasyotpadanakaranabhdavad abhavanir eva bhavet, asadutpada eva va / tatra
kumbhasyabhavanau sarvesam eva bhavanam abhavanir eva bhavet / asadutpade va
vyomaprasavadinam apy utpadah syat /.../ tatra mrttikaya asthanau sarvesam eva
bhavanam asthanir eva bhavet. Cf. Matilal, 1981: 38.

24 Sammatitarkaprakarana 1.3 (p. 271) with the commentary of Abhayadeva.

25 Sammatitarkaprakarana 1.11 (p. 409): uppajjamti viyamti ya bhava niyamena
pajjavanayassa / davvatthiyassa savvam saya anuppannam avinattham [/
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thought that likewise believes a pot can arise because it is there, but
that situates this pre-existence between the two extremes just men-
tioned. For this other school, the pot does not exist from all eternity
before its arising, nor does it exist only at the final moment preceding
its arising; it exists during the period required to produce it. We shall
return to this position momentarily.

Let us conclude with a question. The brief sermon that Mahavira
addresses to Jamali in the Viyahapannatti figures among the earliest
sources of what is known as anekantavida, the doctrine according
to which reality is manifold. One thus cannot avoid asking whether
the doctrine was developed in response to the problem of the arising
of things. This is the view of B. K. Matilal,** and while we cannot
go into an in-depth study of the question here, the view is certainly
plausible. If it is correct, then anekantavada—which Matilal calls “the
central philosophy of Jainism”—would turn out to be another doctrine
inspired by the correspondence principle.?”’

9. EARLY VAISESIKA

Satkaryavada was almost a natural response to the challenge posed
by Nagarjuna’s arguments, or rather by the correspondence principle.
Other schools of thought, however, accepted the opposite position of
asatkaryavada, “the doctrine that the effect does not [pre-]exist [in the
cause].” Such was the case with the Vaisesika school in particular. The
doctrine is expressed already in the opening sitras of the ninth chap-
ter of the Vaisesika Satra (at least according to its commentaries), and
continued with the school throughout its later developments. How did
early Vaisesika respond to the question of how a pot arises?

Later we shall see what subsequent thinkers of the school made of
the problem. As for the early period, Mallavadin’s Dvadasaranayacakra
and its commentary, the Nyayagamanusarini of Simhasiiri, are valuable
sources of information. In them one finds passages in which the idea
that things exist in a certain manner before their arising is attributed to
Vaisesika as well. The authors of these two Jaina texts had access to sev-
eral Vaisesika texts, including especially, it would seem, the Katandi of

206 Matilal, 1981: 26 ff. (ch. VI: “Anekanta as a Resolution of the Paradox of
Causality”).
27 See Bronkhorst, 2003.
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Ravana and its Tika by Prasasta, better known as Prasastapada, author
of the Padarthadharmasangraha or Prasastapadabhasya.””® Unfortu-
nately, we do not have the Katandi and its Tika, but the critique in
the two Jaina works allows us to identify several Vaisesika positions
such as they must have appeared in these texts.

One learns, for instance, that arisen things are spoken of as
“existent” by reason of a connection with the universal “existence”
(sattasambandha), which occurs at the moment of, or immediately
after, their completion;*® this connection with the universal “exis-
tence” is the cause of the name and the concept of a thing.*"’ Prior to
this connection with the universal “existence,” are things completely
non-existent? According to Mallavadin, the VaiSesikas say no. Things
exist in a certain manner even prior to their arising. Although they
have no connection with the universal “existence” (sattasambandha) at
that time, they do have an essence (astitva, svabhava, svabhavasatta),
in virtue of which they arise. Even in the absence of a connection
with the universal “existence,” a substance (or a quality, or a motion)
thus has an identity. And the expression asat, which normally means
“non-existent,” can be taken as a bahuvrihi compound meaning “that
which does not possess existence (i.e., that which does not possess the
universal ‘existence’).” In other words, an object that is asat is none-
theless not totally non-existent: even in the absence of a connection
with the universal “existence,” it still has an essence.*"!

The main debate is found in the seventh chapter (lit. “spoke,” ara)
of the Dvadasaranayacakra. The Vaisesika position, according to which

208 Bronkhorst, 1993.

29 See DNC p. 512 1. 2-p. 513 L. 3:... nisthasambandhayor ekakalatvat ity etad eva
vakyam sabhdsyam prasasto ‘nyatha vydcaste: sambandhas ca sambandhas ca sam-
bandhau, nisthayah sambandhau nisthasambandhau, tayor ekakalatvat / nisthitam
nisthd, ... tasya svakaranaih sattaya ca yugapat sambandhau bhavatah /—“Prasasta
offers a different interpretation of the line nisthasambandhayor ekakalatvat (which
would normally mean ‘Because completion and connection [with the universal “exis-
tence”] are simultaneous’) and its commentary; [he explains it as follows:] “The two
connections on the part of the completion are simultaneous. “Completion” [means]
“that which is completed”;...the two connections of that [which is completed] with
its causes and with [the universal] “existence,” [respectively,] are simultaneous.”” See
also below.

210 DNC vol. 2, p. 459 L. 8-9:...sattasambandho ‘bhidhanapratyayahetuh.

211 DNC vol. 2, p. 462 1. 3-5: nanu asat ity atra nania uttarapadabhidheyanivara-
narthatvat satpratisedharthatvat katham asya satmakatvam? na, anekantat, aputra-
brahmanavad agunagunavat / yatha nasya putro ‘stity aputro brahmanah ndsya guno
‘stity aguno gunah tathehapi nasya sad ity asat /; cf. Simhastri, DNC p. 460 1. 10-11.
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the effect does not exist in its causes, is attacked beginning in the first
line: “If the effect does not exist [in its causes], it does not arise, for
no agent of this operation is present, as [in the case of] a flower in the
sky. Or [contrariwise,] a flower in the sky would arise, since no agent
of this operation is present, as [in the case of] an effect.”?"

The problem is a familiar one; it is based on the correspondence
principle. The proponent of Vaisesika recognizes the problem, and
maintains that the effect indeed does not exist before its arising. But he
distinguishes between two types of existence. The effect is deprived of
connection with the universal “existence” (sattasambandha) prior to
its arising, but it still exists, or “is there,” in the sense that it possesses
astitva. The Vaisesika thus replies: “Unlike the flower in the sky, the
effect, arising through its own essence (astitva) (or: through the very
fact of existing by itself) even without [the universal ‘existence’] sub-
sisting in it through inherence, becomes the support [of this univer-
sal ‘existence’].”"* Note that here the Vaisesika admits that the effect
exists in a certain manner before its arising, and therefore brings to the
problem a solution similar to those of Sarvastivada and Samkhya.

The VaiSesika’s opponent then raises the question of whether exis-
tence (satta) is conferred on something existent, something non-
existent, or something that is both.?"* In this context the Vaisesika
remarks that the connection with existence can be denied of sub-
stances, etc., but that their existence in virtue of their essential form
cannot be denied; the universal “existence” thus does not make non-
existent things existent.?®

Ignoring this remark, the opponent then asserts that if the universal
“existence” enters into connection with non-existent substances, etc.,
making them existent, then it can enter into connection with the horns
of a hare—i.e., with something that never exists—and make them exis-
tent. The Vaisesika—Simhasiiri specifies that it is Prasastamati, i.e.,
Prasastapada—replies that unlike the horns of a hare, effects, which

212 DNC vol. 2, p. 455 L. 1-2: yady asat karyam notpadyeta asannihitabhavitrkatvat
khapuspavat / khapuspam api votpadyeta asannihitabhavitrkatvat karyavat /

23 DNC vol. 2, p. 456 1. 1-2:...asrayisamavayad rte ‘pi karyam svenaivastit-
venotpannam asrayo bhavati khapuspavaidharmyena. ..

24 DNC vol. 2, p. 459 1. 1-2: iha prak sattasambandhat satam va asatam va
sadasatam va dravyadinam satkari satta? A similar critique is found in Bhavaviveka’s
Madhyamakahrdayakarika and Tarkajvala; see Tachikawa, 1994: 898.

25 DNC vol. 2, p. 460 1. 1-2:...dravyadinam sattasambandhah pratisidhyate na tu
svartipasadbhava iti satta naivasatam satkari.
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are substances, qualities, or motions, are not completely non-existent
from the Vaisesika point of view.?'¢ Simhasiri takes the opportunity
to remind us that there are two types of existence (bhava): existence in
virtue of essence (svabhavasadbhava) and existence in virtue of con-
nection [with the universal “existence”] (sambandhasadbhava).?'” Here
Mallavadin introduces the analysis of the word asat, “non-existent,” as
“that which does not possess existence,” which sanctions an interpre-
tation according to which the object in question still has an essence.

Mallavadin continues by attributing the following statement to the
Vaidesika: “And the [object that is asat] does not [on that account] lack
an identity, like the horn of a hare; just as in another system pradhana,
etc., have an identity, let it be the same in ours, even without connec-
tion with [the universal] ‘existence.””?'® This remark is extremely inter-
esting. The other system mentioned here is, without the slightest doubt,
Samkhya; pradhana, the primordial nature from which the world and
its inhabitants are derived, indeed plays a central role in Samkhya.
Pradhana is the source of all effects, and, according to the Samkhya
doctrine of satkaryavada, all effects are present in pradhana. The com-
parison of Vaisesika with Samkhya is quite surprising, since the two
systems most often hold opposing positions. It is clear, however, that
if the proponent of Vaisesika seeks to postulate a sort of pre-existence
for the effect, then whether he wills it or not, he thereby comes close
to the position of Samkhya and, what is more, to satkaryavada. One
can only conclude that the Vaisesika has been forced to adopt such
positions under pressure from the correspondence principle.

The VaisSesika next recalls that “universals, etc.”—i.e., universals
(samanya), particularities (visesa), and inherence (samavaya), as
Simbhasiri correctly specifies—possess an identity, but without thereby
being connected with existence.””” He also recalls that the existence of
universals is proven by the fact that different things can be referred

216 DNCvol. 2, p. 462 L. 2: na, sasavisanadivad atyantaniratmakatvanabhyupagamat
karyadravyagunakarmanam.

27 DNC vol. 2, p. 462 1. 11-12; cf. Mallavadin DNC p. 441 1. 5: dvividho hi bhavah:
svabhavah sambandhas ca.

218 DNC vol. 2, p. 462 1. 6-7: na ca tad api niratmakam Sasavisanavat, sattasam-
bandhad rte ‘pi yatha parapakse pradhanadinam satmakatvam tathehapi syat.

29 DNC vol. 2, p. 462 1. 8-p. 463 1. 1: tvatpakse drstantabhava iti cet, samanyadivad
va,...samanyadivad eva satmakam na ghatadivat satmakam; and p. 462 1. 26-p. 463
1. 8 (Simhasuri):...vaisesikapakse sattasambandharahitasatmakadrstantabhave codite
samanyavisesasamavayanam satmakatvavat syad. ..
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to by a single word, idea, or convention.?”® This last point is inter-
esting when one considers the position adopted by Nyaya and later
Vaisesika, which we shall come to later. For Vaisesika as Mallavadin
knew it, universals explain the application of a single word to multiple
things, but they are not themselves denoted by words. We shall return
to this question later.

Throughout the rest of the debate, the Vaisesika’s position that a
thing can exist in a certain manner without being entirely existent is
reiterated several times. A thing can be existent in virtue of the exis-
tence of its essence, while being non-existent with respect to its con-
nection with “existence.”” We cannot discuss all of these passages
here, all the more so in that they have been dealt with, on two occa-
sions, by the German-American scholar Wilhelm Halbfass.?* (Halb-
fass regularly raises the question of the degree to which Mallavadin
and Simbhasuri are reliable sources for our knowledge of Vaisesika. The
very fact that the positions they attribute to Vaisesika fit so well with
the problem of arising inspired by the correspondence principle—
which Halbfass does not address—justifies a certain amount of confi-
dence in their reliability.) Let us note further that Mallavadin goes on
to cite a passage concerning distinctions among things prior to their
connection with existence, a passage we can identify as belonging in
all likelihood to the Katandi.**

An extremely important question still remains. If the effect exists
in some manner before its arising, can one deduce from this that
the effect is beginningless? Or does it obtain this existence, this pre-
existence, at a given moment prior to its arising in the strict sense?

Mallavadin and Simhasiiri seem to have nothing to say on this point.
The Yuktidipika, which we studied earlier in connection with Samkhya,
for its part contains a debate with a Vaisesika on satkaryavada, in its
discussion of verse 9. In the course of presenting the argument that
one cannot produce something non-existent—an argument we saw not
long ago—the text has the Vaidesika say: “But the effect is produced

20 DNC vol. 2, p. 463 1. 1-3: samanyadinam satmakatvam asiddham iti cet, na,
svartupabhinnatve sati abhinnavagbuddhivyavaharavisayatvad yad visesanam tat
samanyam.

21 DNC vol. 2, p. 463 1. 21-22: ekaya svabhavasattaya sat tad evasat sambandhisat-
taya; these are Simhastri’s words, which are meant to explain Mallavadin’s more
laconic idam eva tad ekasattasad asad api. ..

222 See Halbfass, 1986; 1992: 169 ff.

223 Bronkhorst, 1993: 151-52.
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by the agent, etc., in an intermediate period. What is this intermedi-
ate period? It is the period between the commencement of the agents’
work and the production of the effect. When the causes set to work
producing the effect and the effect has not yet come to light, that is the
intermediate period. During this [period] the effect is produced by the
actants (karaka).”** This passage allows us to conclude—cautiously, of
course—that the pre-existence of the effect is not beginningless. But
neither is it momentary. The mat one is in the process of making is
halfway existent, so to speak, during its arising, i.e., during the period
it takes to make it. This should not surprise us too much. There has
to be a mat, in some form or another, for the entire period in which
the sentence “he makes a mat” obtains; the correspondence principle
demands it. The Vaidesika, it appears, submits to this demand, but
unlike the Samkhya and the Sarvastivadin, he goes no further. Effects
exist prior to their arising, it is true, but only for the interval of time
needed for them to arise.

It is interesting to note that in later Vaisesika texts, the idea of pre-
existence on the part of effects disappears completely. Discussions of
the connection with existence (sattasambandha) also tend to disappear,
but more slowly. Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccayavrtti alludes to the idea
in a passage doubtless based on lost Vaisesika texts.”® Vyomasiva’s
Vyomavati, a commentary on the Padarthadharmasangraha of
Prasastapada, includes a discussion of the connection with existence,
part of which reads as follows:

24 YD p. 52 1. 16-21 (Pandeya) / p. 118 1. 9-15 (Wezler & Motegi): aha, nanu ca
madhyame kale kartradibhih karyam kriyate / kah punar asau madhyamah kala iti?
aha:

arambhaya prasrta yasmin kale bhavanti kartarah /

karyasyanispadat tam madhyamam kalam icchanti // iti
yada hetavah pravrttarambha bhavanty uddisya karyam na ca tavan naimittikas-
yatmalabhah samvartate sa madhyamah kalah / tasmin kriyate karakaih karyam iti /.
Cf. Motegi, 1994: 815 ff.; Motegi rightly notes that the reading karyasyanispadat in the
verse is a correction and constitutes a departure from the manuscripts. The critical edi-
tion of Wezler and Motegi has karyasya nis<n>atas, which is difficult to interpret.

25 See the Tibetan translation of Kanakavarman (Hattori, 1968: 235): bye brag pa
rnams ni ‘bras bu skye ba’i ran gi rgyu la ‘du ba ‘am yod pa la sogs pa dan ‘phrod pa
‘du bar ‘dod do, which Hattori (p. 69) translates as follows: “The Vaisesikas hold that
the ‘rise’ (janman) of a result is either the inherence (samavaya) [of the result] in its
own cause (kdrana) or the inherence of being or some other [characterizing] property
in it.” Cf. Nozawa, 1993: 9.
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The aforementioned [dilemma] of knowing whether existence [arises],
on the basis of connection with [the universal] “existence,” for exis-
tent things or for non-existent things, is not [a real dilemma]. For
arising and connection are simultaneous. In this way, the connec-
tion of objects with their causes and with [the universal] “existence”
(svakaranasattasambandha) itself constitutes their arising. Prior to this
there is no existence, for satkaryavada is rejected. And in admitting that
there is connection with their own causes and with [the universal] “exis-
tence” on the part of [hitherto] non-existent things, it does not follow
that such is the case for [totally non-existent things] such as the horns
of a donkey, etc.; for the absence of causes for their arising is certain,
insofar as such things do not exist at all. In the case of eternal things,
the dilemma does not apply, for the relation of prior and posterior does
not apply.?

The influence on this passage of certain ideas attributed to the
Vaisesikas by Mallavadin and Simhasari is undeniable. The phrase
“For arising and connection are simultaneous,” in particular, recalls
an early discussion within the school, a discussion that left its traces in
the Dvadasaranayacakra. This text says there are many who think that
the connection with the universal “existence” occurs after the connec-
tion with causes. The author of the vakya and the bhasya—who seems
to be Ravana, the author of the Katandi—maintains instead that con-
nection with the universal “existence” occurs at the same time as aris-
ing. Finally, Prasastamati, also known as Prasasta and Prasastapada,
believes that the connection with causes and the connection with the
universal “existence” arise in an already established object.””” But none
of these thinkers seems to reject, as Vyomasiva explicitly does, the pre-
existence of the effect prior to its arising.

Uddyotakara adopts the same position as Vyomasiva. Connection
with the universal “existence” takes place neither for something exis-
tent nor for something non-existent; as soon as the thing is there, it

26 Vyomasiva’s Vyomavati, vol. 1, p. 36 1. 13-17: tatra yat tad avocama, kim
satam sattasambandhat sattvam? atha asatam iti? tad asat / nispadasambandhayor
ekakalatvat / tatha hi, padarthanam svakaranasattasambandha evotpattih / na purvam
sattvam, satkaryavadapratisedhat / na casatam svakaranasattasambandhabhyupagame
kharavisanadisu tathabhavaprasavigah, tadutpattikaranabhavasya tadabhavenaiva
niscayat / nityesu pirrvaparabhavanupapatter vikalpanupapattih /. Cf. Halbfass, 1986a:
77; 1992: 253.

27 DNC vol. 2, p. 516 L. 3—-p. 517 1. 2: tattvopanilayanat sadadyabhidhandartham
karanasamavetasya vastuna uttarakalam sattasambandha iti bahunam matam /
vastitpattikale eva iti tu vakyakarabhiprayo ‘nusrto bhasyakaraih / siddhasya vastunah
svakaranaih svasattaya ca sambandha iti prasastamato ‘bhiprayah /
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stands in relation to existence.”® Uddyotakara thus seems to align
himself with a later position than that of Prasastapada. One might be
tempted to conclude from this that Uddyotakara himself belonged to
a later period than Prasastapada.”® We shall return to this question in
a moment.

The Japanese scholar Masanobu Nozawa (1993) has shown that
Vyomasiva’s definition of effect (svakaranasattasambandha; cf. the
passage quoted above) was not followed by other Vaisesika authors,
either contemporary or subsequent. The Vyomavati might therefore
be the latest Vaisesika text to preserve traces of the early discussion;
but certain texts from other schools mention this definition and even
seem to be aware of the related notion of pre-existence as it appeared
in the early discussion. Witness the following passage, which comes
from the Prameyakamalamartanda of the Jaina author Prabhacandra
(ca. 1000):

Concerning what was said—namely, that the connection [of an object] with
its causes and with [the universal] “existence” (svakaranasattasambandha)
constitutes its arising, etc.—[the reply is] no, for if “arising” were syn-
onymous with “connection with its causes and with [the universal] ‘exis-
tence,”” it would be eternal; and if arising were eternal, the effect would
not pass away. Moreover, would this [connection] be the inherence of
[the universal] “existence” in existent [objects], or rather in non-existent
[objects]? To begin with, [it is] not [inherence] in non-existent [objects],
for then there would be [inherence of the universal “existence”] even
in lotuses in the sky, etc. And if [you say] that in such as these there
is not [inherence of the universal “existence”] because they are totally
non-existent, how would there not be total non-existence in the case
of qualities, quality-possessors, etc.? If [you say] because of inherence,
there will be mutual dependence (itaretardsraya): for these [qualities,
quality-possessors, etc.] are not totally non-existent when inherence [of
the universal “existence”] is established; and there is inherence [of this
universal] when they are not so. Nor is there [inherence of the univer-
sal “existence”] in existent [objects]. For would their existence prior to
the inherence be due to another inherence, or to themselves? If [you
say that] their existence would be due to another inherence, [the reply
must be] no, because this [inherence] is held to be unique.”®* And even

28 Uddyotakara, Nyayavarttika 2.2.64 (p. 669 1. 15-16): na satah sattasambandhah,
nasatah / yadaiva tad vastu, tadaiva sattaya sambaddham.... For further examples,
see Halbfass, 1992: 190 ff.; also Halbfass, 1989.

22 Halbfass (1989: 555; 1992: 191-92) mentions several conflicting views on the
relative chronology of these two authors.

20 According to VaiSesika, there exists but a single inherence; cf. WI p. 87
($377):...sarvatraikah samavaya iti—“Everywhere there is one inherence.”
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[if one were to grant] multiple [inherences], prior to this [other inher-
ence], their existence would be due to [yet] another inherence, [thus]
giving rise to an infinite regress. But if one maintains an existence due
to themselves, the very idea of inherence becomes useless.”!

What is striking in this passage is the attention devoted to the various
ways one could imagine an object to exist before its arising. In the
context of a debate with Vai$esika, such attention would seem wasted,
since one of the characteristic teachings of the school—at least in the
texts that have come down to us—is precisely its rejection of the exis-
tence of an object before its arising. It seems likely that Prabhacandra
thus still had access to Vaisesika texts in which this possibility was
envisioned, probably the Katandi of Ravana and the Tika of Prasasta.

Why is it that the discussion of the pre-existence of things, though
clearly occupying a position of prime importance in the Vaisesika
texts known to Mallavadin,®? is absent from earlier (Vaisesika Sutra)
and later texts of the school? The answer must be that the problem
to which this discussion offered a solution arose at a particular time,
and that the problem was addressed in a different way in later texts.
The more or less sudden appearance of the problem of the arising of
things can be explained without too much difficulty in light of the
fact that it was invented, or in any case systematically exploited, by
Nagarjuna. Its appearance within the Vaisesika school thus seems
due to the impact of the ideas of this Buddhist thinker. Its disappear-
ance was doubtless the result of the discovery, at a later time, of much

#1 Prabhacandra’s Prameyakamalamartanda on sutra 4.10, pp. 618-19: yac cok-

tam: svakaranasattasambandha evatmalabha ityadi / tan na, atmalabhasya svakara
nasattasamavayaparydyatayam nityatvaprasangat, tannityatve ca karyasyavinasitvam
syat / kifi ca, asau satam sattasamavayah, asatam va syat? na tavad asatam,
vyomotpaladinam api tatprasargat / athatyantdsattvat tesam na tatprasarigah,
gunagunyadinam atyantasattvabhavah kutah? samavayac cet, itaretarasrayah: sid-
dhe hi samavaye tesam atyantdsattvabhavah, tadabhavac ca samavayah / napi satam,
samavayat purvam hi sattvam tesam samavayantarat, svato va? samavayantarac
cet, na, asyaikatvabhyupagamat / anekatve ‘pi ato ‘pi purvam samavayantardt
tesam (the edition has: puarva(vam)samavayantarat tesa) sattvam ity anavastha /
svatah sattvabhyupagame tu samavdayaparikalpananarthakyam /. A quite similar
passage appears in the same author’s Nyayakumudacandra (on 1.7, pp. 220-21).
Cf. also DNC vol. 2, p. 459 1. 1-4: iha prak sattasambandhat satam va asatam va
sadasatam va dravyadinam satkari satta? na tavad asatam satkari sasavisanadinam
api satkaratvaprasangat / napi satam bhutatvat .../ satam ca punah sattasambandhat
sattvad anavasthaprasangat /

2 Principally the Katandi and Prasasta’s Tikd (assuming, of course, that the the-
ory advanced in Bronkhorst, 1993, is correct), but other texts, too: DNC pp. 516-17
contrasts the view of “many” Vaidesikas (iti bahunam matam) with the those of the
vakya- and bhasya-kara and of Pradastamati.
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more satisfying solutions; we shall turn to these momentarily. One
might even venture to hypothesize that the survival of Prasastapada’s
Padarthadharmasangraha was made possible insofar as it does not dis-
cuss the problem of the arising of things, while the loss of the Tika by
the same author could be the result of the stress it places on a solution
later viewed as outdated.

This hypothesis might shed light on the following question. Uddy-
otakara lived close to the time of Prasastapada.””® But Prasastapada
accepted the pre-existence of that which is to arise, while Uddyotakara
rejected this possibility, as we have already noted. What is the reason
for this difference? The answer is not difficult to guess. Uddyotakara
was the author of the Nyayavarttika, a commentary on the Nyaya
Bhasya. Now in the Nyaya Bhasya we meet with a completely different
solution to the problem of the arising of things. We shall come to the
relevant passages soon; for now, let us go ahead and observe that the
Nyaya school solves the problem by having words denote genera or
universals as well as individuals. The word “pot” in the sentence “the
pot arises,” and the word “mat” in the sentence “he makes a mat,” thus
already refer to something before the pot arises or the mat is made.
For in Nyaya, as in VaiSesika, universals are eternal. Uddyotakara
accepts this solution, and therefore has no need to posit the obscure
pre-existence of objects such as the pot and the mat. He is then free to
reinterpret the position of the Katandi, in such a way that the question
of pre-existence no longer arises. Vyomasiva, as we have seen, agrees
with Uddyotakara on this matter: he, too, believes that arising and the
connection with [the universal] are simultaneous, and he, too, does
not breathe a word about the pre-existence of things. Vyomasiva had
also found a solution to the problems posed by sentences such as “the
pot arises” and “he makes a mat.” But although he accepts the position
of the Nyaya school in regard to the denotation of words—the object
of a word is an individual qualified by a universal***—he presents a dif-
ferent solution to the problem of the arising of things. We shall return
to it momentarily.

23 Halbfass, 1992: 191 ff. with p. 202 n. 95.

24 See, e.g., Vyomasiva’s Vyomavati, vol. 2, p. 241 1. 23-24: yatra yatra gakarau-
karavisarjaniyanam itthambhiutanupiurvim upalabhate, tatra tatra gotvavisisto ‘rthah
pratipattavyah pratipadayitavyas ceti.
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10. CRITIQUES OF THE EXISTENCE OF A
THING BEFORE ITS ARISING

Before we leave the realm of positions that uphold the existence of
a thing before its arising, let us take a look at a few passages from
post-Nagarjunian literature that express a more or less critical atti-
tude toward these positions. We shall begin with a passage from the
Agamagastravivarana of Sarikara, parts of which we have already seen.
The Agamasastra of “Gaudapada,” in a series of verses (4.14 ff.), takes
up an argument already found in the Vigrahavyavartani of Nagarjuna
(verse 49). The cause, observes the Agamasastra, is the origin of the
effect, and the effect the origin of the cause. The author is evidently
referring to the following type of chain: the father produces a son, and
the son, becoming a father himself, thus produces a father. This is not
possible, the Agamagastra says, because it would follow that the father
is born of the son. If the cause and the effect arise, their order must be
determined; for if both arise at the same time, they do not stand in a
causal relation, like the two horns of a cow.?*> This argument, however
unconvincing, can be understood easily in light of the correspondence
principle. In particular, the argument is based on the fact that the sen-
tence “the cause is the origin of the effect, and the effect the origin
of the cause” uses just two words—“cause” and “effect”—to refer to a
potentially infinite series of things. It takes account, in any case, of just
two objects, asking which of the two comes first, or whether they are
simultaneous. The argument is therefore based solely on words, paying
no attention to the things they designate.

This is precisely the observation of the opponent to whom Sarikara
gives voice in his introduction to verse 20 of the fourth chapter of
the Agamagastra: “Basing yourself only on our words ‘there exists a
causal connection between the cause and the effect, you offer [but] a
semblance of reasoning when you say, ‘like the father born from the
son,” and ‘they have no causal connection, like the two horns of a cow,’
etc. For we did not maintain that the effect is established on the basis
of a cause that is itself unestablished, or that the cause is established
on the basis of an unestablished effect. On the contrary, we maintain

5 GK 4.14-17: hetor adih phalam yesam adir hetuh phalasya ca / hetoh phalasya
canadih katham tair upavarnyate // hetor adih phalam yesam dadir hetuh phalasya
ca / tatha janma bhavet tesam putraj janma pitur yatha // sambhave hetuphalayor
esitavyah kramas tvaya / yugapat sambhave yasmad asambandho visanavat //
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that there is a causal connection like [the one that exists] between the
seed and the sprout.””® Note the sentence: Basing yourself only on
our words “there exists a causal connection between the cause and the
effect,” you offer but a semblance of reasoning. It reveals unequivo-
cally that the inner workings of the argument were perfectly clear to
the interlocutors in this debate, at least in Sankara’s day. The fact that
Sankara, though aware of the objection, nevertheless maintained the
validity of this kind of argument shows, if proof were needed, that an
understanding of the exact nature of the argument is not sufficient to
invalidate it.

We come across an interesting reaction to the satkaryavada of
the Samkhyas in the Dvadasaranayacakra of Mallavadin. Recall that
the Samkhyas had argued that the effect exists in the cause precisely
because the cause is a cause; without an effect, the cause cannot exist.
Later representatives of the Samkhya school replaced this argument
with a different one, but the Yuktidipika, as we saw, still comments
on the older form. Mallavadin, for his part, is aware of the argument,
which he criticizes. He attacks the idea that there is no cause without
an effect. According to him, a cause sometimes has an effect, and some-
times does not. There is no rule about the existence or non-existence
of an effect when there is a cause, because the effect might or might
not exist when the cause exists, and likewise when the cause does not.
If one persists in holding that a cause must produce something, not
even seeds would be causes, because sometimes they do not produce
anything. A cause would thus be a non-cause, because the connection
between cause and effect is not free of exceptions.”’

Note that Mallavadin’s response to the satkaryavada of the Samkhyas
inevitably has to do with the denotation of words, in particular the
word karana, “cause.” He grants that a cause is called karana because
it produces (karoti) something, but adds that this production is a gen-
eral rule, to which there are numerous exceptions. Precisely because
there is no rule concerning the existence or non-existence of an effect

26 Agamasastravivarana introducing GK 4.20: nanu hetuphalayoh karyakarana-
bhava ity asmabhir uktam Sabdamatram asritya cchalam idam tvayoktam putrdj
janma pitur yathd, visanavac casambandha ityadi / na hy asmabhir asiddhad dhetoh
phalasiddhir asiddhad va phalad dhetusiddhir abhyupagata / kim tarhi? bijarnkuravat
karyakaranabhavo ‘bhyupagamyata iti /

»7 DNC I pp. 36-37: tatha ca karane karyasadasattaniyamah, karane saty eva
bhavabhavabhyam asati ca.../...bijadindm apy akaranataiva kvacid akaranad iti
karanam apy akaranam eva, karyakaranavyabhicarabhavat /
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when there is a cause, it follows that the question of whether a cause
does or does not produce an effect can be asked only after the cause
has been identified as such. The purpose of saying “the cause produces
something” is indeed to communicate something unknown. In this
situation, the exceptions deal with cases in which the cause does not
produce its effect.”

Mallavadin implicitly grants that the Samkhyas” argument in favor
of satkaryavada would be correct if the word karana denoted only
those causes that give rise to effects. In that case, the cause would be
accompanied by its effect without exception, and the effect would have
to exist in the cause. Mallavadin therefore accepts the correspondence
principle. He avoids the consequences the Samkhyas had drawn from
it by modifying the way in which the word karana denotes its object.
A cause is then no longer inseparably tied to its effect.

11. NYAya

Having already stated the solution of the Nyaya school to the prob-
lem of the arising of things, we may now turn our attention to the
relevant passages. We shall see that the Naiyayikas were not alone in
their efforts to find such a solution, several variants of which we shall
be examining. They all have in common the postulation of objects of
denomination besides just individuals. By showing that the word “pot,”
in the example “the pot arises,” refers to something other than an indi-
vidual pot, one can still believe that the sentence correctly describes
a situation, but without having to accept the existence of things
before their arising. These solutions choose the path of semantics, but
they do not abandon the correspondence principle. On the contrary,
they are based on it. They show that the principle is correct, that there
is a direct connection between words and the things they denote.

28 DNC I p. 37: karyasadasattvaniyamat tu karane karanatayam eva karanakarane
karyasya, aviditavedanarthavidhiparatayam vakyapravrttes tasyam avasthayam
anupajanitavisayatvad apavadasparsasya.../. The commentator Simhastari—on the
basis of whose Nydydgamanusarini it has been possible to reconstruct, at least
partially, the Dvadasaranayacakra, itself lost—comments on the enigmatic expres-
sion anupajanitavisayatvad apavadasparsasya as follows: tada hi “karotiti karanam”
iti karanatvavidhanamatram kriyate desakaladivisesavisesanad asati svavisaye kam
artham apavadah sprset: kim karoty esa na karoty api kvacit kadacid iti?
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The only error would be to believe that these denoted things must be
individuals.

So far we have been interested in thinkers who sought an “onto-
logical” solution to the problems connected with the correspondence
principle. All of them were confronted with the problem of the arising
of things, which they sought to resolve in various ways. Nagarjuna,
perhaps the most radical among them, concluded that the phenomenal
world is contradictory and hence non-existent. “Gaudapada” and his
commentator Sarikara (the latter in a limited number of passages only)
drew the conclusion that in ultimate reality, nothing either arises or
ceases to exist. The majority of the remaining thinkers we have so far
studied preferred to assert that things pre-exist or at least exist at the
moment of their arising. The Jainas, for their part, accepted this last
solution, but without rejecting the opposing point of view.

These thinkers thus chose an “ontological” solution. Others pre-
ferred a “semantic” solution. Recall that the problem resulting from
the correspondence principle consists essentially—to continue using
the example of the pot and its arising—in the fact that there is no pot
in the situation described. In other words: nothing in this situation
corresponds to the word “pot.” The problem is solved as soon as one
can show that the word refers to something existent. If one denies that
the individual pot already exists when it arises, one must find some
other object for the word “pot” to designate, an object that does exist
when the pot arises.

Finding such an object was not especially difficult. Patafjali’s
Mahabhasya, a text dating in all likelihood to the second century before
the common era, thus well before Nagarjuna and all discussion of the
arising of things, already contains, in its opening pages, a discussion
of words and their objects.””* According to Patafijali (who seems to
deviate from the opinion of Katyayana, whose varttika he is comment-
ing on), the object designated by a word is eternal. The question then
arises: what object is eternal? Patafjali presents two possible answers.
First he proposes that words refer to forms (akrti), for if forms are
eternal, individuals (dravya) are not. He then offers a second answer,
playing on the ambiguity of the word dravya, which sometimes means
“individual,” sometimes “substance.” Though individual objects are
not eternal, the substance of a thing, Patafjali assures us, is. His sec-

2% For a more thorough discussion of Patafijali’s views, cf. Scharf, 1996: 21-148.
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ond answer thus consists in saying that dravya, i.e., substance, is the
object denoted by a word.”® The discussion hinges on the two expres-
sions akrti, which we have translated as “form,” and dravya, which can
be translated as either “individual” or “substance.” The reason for this
choice becomes clear elsewhere in the Mahabhasya, where we learn
that two thinkers who preceded both Patafjali and Katyayana had
designated these two elements as objects of words. Vajapyayana had
maintained that form (akrti) is what is signified by a word.?*' Vyadi,
for his part, considered dravya to be the object of a word.?*? Patanjali
himself, in the introduction to his work, expresses the opinion that
words signify both form and dravya.**

Later thinkers thus had little difficulty finding an eternal object for
a word, which might thereby solve the problem of arising. We shall
see that the two positions presented in the Mahabhasya were indeed
used to this end, as were others. It is also important to emphasize
that this solution was not accepted lightly. Recall the position of early
Vaidesika, which we spoke of earlier. Nothing would have been eas-
ier for those thinkers than to have said that universals, which figure
among the categories of Vaisesika, constitute the objects designated by
words. But the school chose a different solution instead, probably to
avoid the “semantic” solution we shall now address.

The “semantic” solution denies that words refer, or refer exclusively,
to individuals. In the sentence “the pot arises,” the word “pot” is taken
to refer not to the individual pot that is in the process of arising, but
rather to something more general, something that covers the individ-
ual pot, of course, but that is not reducible to it. We shall see that this
modified version of the correspondence principle found favor with
most later thinkers, Brahmins and Buddhists alike.

The words of a sentence, understood in this way, must correspond
to some existent thing that is different from an individual. What object
can fulfill this function? Such an object is easily found in the case of
schools that accept the existence of universals. A universal, as we
saw in our discussion of Vaisesika, is eternal and therefore certainly

%0 Mbh I p. 7 1. 8-25.

21 P, 1.2.64 vt. 35 (= Mbh I p. 242 1. 10): akrtyabhidhanad vaikam vibhaktau
vajapyayanah.

%2 P, 1.2.64 vt. 45 (= Mbh I p. 244 1. 8): dravyabhidhanam vyadih.

2 Mbh I p. 6 1. 8 (Paspasahnika): kim punar akrtih padartha ahosvid dravyam?
ubhayam ity aha /
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present when one utters a sentence such as “the pot arises.” If one
accepts that the word “pot” refers, not to an individual that does not
yet exist, but rather to an eternal universal belonging to all pots, the
sentence no longer poses a problem. This solution was indeed accepted
by several Brahmanical schools in classical India. Let us closely exam-
ine a few passages referring to it.

The Nyaya Sutra and its Bhasya devote a section (NS 2.2.59-66)
to the question of what words designate.*** The Bhasya specifies from
the outset that the discussion has to do with namapada, which is to
say, primarily, nouns such as “cow” (go). The two texts first present a
series of arguments in favor of the individual as the object designated
by a word (NS 2.2.60). This position is then confronted with certain
objections; in the context of this discussion, the following example is
mentioned: in the sentence “he makes a mat” (katam karoti) one uses
the [word “mat”], even though the [mat] is not present (atadbhave
‘pi tadupacarah), because—as the sitra enigmatically says—it is for
that (tadarthya). The Bhasya explains: “‘Because it is for that’ means:
when the grass used to make a mat is being arranged, one says, ‘he
makes a mat.””** In such cases, the Bhasya continues, “such and such a
word designates something it does not [normally] designate.”¢ What
is being proposed here is that the word “mat” in the sentence “he
makes a mat” designates the grass used to make the mat, rather than
the mat itself. The expression that appears in the Bhasya is upacara,
which refers to “use,” or more specifically “metaphorical use.”

Note how close these remarks come to the Vaisesika position we
examined via the Dvadasaranayacakra of Mallavadin. The Vaisesika
had asserted, in the case of the sentence “he makes a mat,” an obscure
sort of existence (we spoke of “pre-existence”) on the part of the mat,
in order to find an object for the word “mat.” The Nyaya Bhasya seems

244 (Cf. Scharf, 1996: 151-193; Meuthrath, 1996: 82 ff.

5 NBh 2.2.62: tadarthyat: katarthesu viranesu vyihyamanesu katam karotiti bha-
vati. The Mahabhasyadipika of Bhartrhari seems to offer another example of the same
principle, this time concerning the use of a verb rather than a noun (Manuscript p.
13a 1. 4-5; “Critical edition” Ahnika I p. 33 1. 24-26; ed. Abhyankar-Limaye p. 40
l. 17-19; ed. Swaminathan p. 48 1. 18-19): yatha tadarthyad adhisrayanamatram
drstva pacaty ayam iti prayufijanam prati vacanam ucyate nayam pacaty adhisrayati
kim tu udakam sampadayatiti— For example, someone uses the expression ‘he
cooks,” having seen merely the act of putting [something] onto the fire, because [he
thinks] it is for that (tadarthyat). We reply: ‘He does not cook; [certainly] he puts
[something] onto the fire, but he prepares the water.””

26 NBh 2.2.62: atacchabdasya tena Sabdena abhidhanam.
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to avoid this position, suggesting that here the word “mat” designates,
exceptionally, the causes of the mat.

This passage from the Nyaya Bhasya shows in any case that the
Nyaya Suatra and its Bhasya were well aware of the problem of the
arising of things. The passage also proposes a solution to the problem,
but it is not definitive. The definitive solution comes in sitra 2.2.66,
which says: “The object of a word is the individual, the form, and the
universal” (vyaktyakrtijatayas tu padarthah). The essential element in
this list is clearly the universal (jati). Thanks to it, the word “mat” in
“he makes a mat” refers to something, namely, to the universal that
inheres in this mat as in all mats, even before the mat is made. It seems
beyond doubt that this second solution is the preferred solution of
the Nyaya Sutra and its Bhasya. First, universals offer a solution that
applies invariably in every similar case, unlike the solution of the grass
and the mat. More importantly, siitra 2.2.66 comes at the end of the
discussion in question, concluding it, so to speak.

The other solution offered by the Satra and Bhasya is nevertheless
not without interest. The grass that is to constitute the mat constitutes
the cause of the mat. To say that the word “mat” refers to its cause is
close to the Samkhya position, according to which an object, in our
case the mat, exists in its cause. Nyaya, of course, agrees neither with
this position nor with the Samkhya solution to the problem of the
arising of things. It is therefore all the more surprising to find this
solution, in an adapted form, in the texts of Nyaya: the mat does not
exist in its cause, but in certain circumstances the word “mat” refers
to this very cause.

Another discussion relevant to our problem is found in the Nyaya
Satra and its Bhasya 4.1.11-18. The Bhasya opens the debate with
the question of how arising is possible (katham utpattir iti cet). The
Satra and Bhasya both answer that manifest things (vyakta) arise from
other manifest things. A pot, for instance, arises from shards. Having
declared this fact to be indisputable, the Sttra and Bhasya go on to
present another position, according to which something existent arises
from something non-existent (asatah sad utpadyate). The sprout, in
the example given by the Bhasya, arises having destroyed the seed
(upamrdya bijam ankura utpadyate).*” This position comes in for

7 The same position is mentioned in Sanikara’s Bhdsya on Brhadaranyaka Upanisad

1.2.1, and rejected there, too, though for different reasons: ghatadikaranasyapy
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immediate critique with the observation that if such were the case,
the thing that destroys the seed would no longer need to arise, since
it would clearly be there already.**® The opponent defends himself in
sttra 4.1.16 and its commentary, and this defense is of particular inter-
est to us. The opponent argues that the nouns in a sentence (liter-
ally: the words that express a syntactic function in relation to a verb;
karakasabda) can refer to things past and future (natitanagatayoh
karakasabdaprayogat). The Bhasya explains: “The nouns in a sentence
can refer to what is past and to what is future, [and therefore] to what is
not there. One frequently observes metaphorical applications (bhaktah
prayogalh]), as [in the sentences] ‘the son will be born,” ‘he rejoices at
the son who will be born,” ‘he names the son who will be born,” ‘there
was a pot,” ‘he is sorrowful over the broken pot,” ‘the shards of the
broken pot,” ‘sons not born cause a father pain.””** The Sutra and the
Bhasya go on to reject the opponent’s position, but without touching
on the principle he had invoked. According to this principle, once
again, the nouns in a sentence can refer to things past and future.
Note that this formulation is exactly the opposite of the correspon-
dence principle, which instead implies: the nouns in a sentence refer
to things present. The authors of the Satra and the Bhasya were obvi-
ously familiar with a third response to the problems connected with
the correspondence principle.

The existence of the effect prior to its arising is again the object
of discussion in Nyaya Sttra 4.1.47-49, as interpreted by the Bhasya.
Sttra 47 presents the position of an opponent who maintains that the
effect, prior to its arising, can neither be non-existent, nor existent, nor
existent and non-existent. The next sitra replies that it is non-existent,
the proof being that its arising and perishing are perceptible. Sttra 49

asattvam evanupamrdya mrtpindadikam ghatadyanutpatter iti cen na / mrdadeh
karanatvat / mrtsuvarnadi hi tatra karanam ghatarucakdader na pindakaravisesah /
etc. See also the Bhdsya on Chandogya Upanisad 6.2.2: yady api bijopamarde ‘#kuro
jayamano drsto ‘bhavad eveti tad apy abhyupagamaviruddham tesam / katham / ye
tavad bijavayava bijasamsthanavisistas te ‘nkure ‘py anuvartanta eva na tesam upa-
mardo ‘nkurajanmani / etc.

28 NBh 4.1.15: yad upamrdnati na tad upamrdya pradurbhavitum arhati vidya-
manatvat / yac ca pradurbhavati na tenapradurbhiitenavidyamanenopamarda iti /

9 NBh 4.1.16: atite candagate cavidyamane kdarakasabdah prayujyante / putro
janisyate, janisyamanam putram abhinandati, putrasya janisyamanasya nama karoti,
abhit kumbho, bhinnam kumbham anusocati, bhinnasya kumbhasya kapalani, ajatah
putrah pitaram tapayantiti bahulam bhaktah prayoga drsyante /
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is of particular interest, saying: “This non-existent [effect] is, however,
established by the mind (buddhi).”*® The Bhasya explains: “Prior to
its arising, the effect, the cause of which is determined, is established
by the mind in the form “This [alone] is capable of giving rise to that,
not just anything,” because one sees that the arising is determined.”*"
Note how the mind is called on to play a role in the debate here; later
we shall see other examples of this.

Let me summarize the four responses found in the Nyaya Suatra and
its Bhasya:

1. The authors of the Satra and the Bhasya themselves choose the
position according to which words, and nouns in particular, refer
to universals. Words also refer to individuals and to forms, but it is
clearly universals (possibly with forms) that allow one to avoid the
problem of the arising of things.

2. They mention another position, according to which nouns can
designate the causes of the things they normally designate. We
have already shown how this position is similar to that of classical
Samkhya.

3. According to a third position known to these Naiyayika authors,
a noun can denote its object even when that object is located in
the future or the past. This third position, needless to say, recalls
that of the Sarvastivadins, who maintained precisely that objects
exist in the past and the future as well as in the present. But let
us note the difference between this third position and that of the
Sarvastivadins. For the latter, a past or future object exists. For the
Naiyayika, or for the opponent he has appear in his texts, the past
or future object does not exist, but a word can designate it.

4. The fourth position is perhaps only a variant of the third. A non-
existent object can be “established by the mind.” This position
might come close to that of Vyomasiva and other Vaisesikas, as we
shall see in what follows.

20 NS 4.1.49: buddhisiddham tu tad asat.
' NBh 4.1.49: idam asyotpattaye samartham na sarvam iti prag utpatter
niyatakaranam karyam buddhya siddham utpattiniyamadarsanat.
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12. MIMAMSA

Let us now consider the position of Mimamsa on this matter. Sabara’s
Bhasya on Mimamsa Satra 1.3.30-35 discusses the problem of whether
words refer to individuals (vyakti) or to forms (akrti).>* The accepted
position (siddhanta) is first presented in satra 1.3.33 and its commen-
tary. Here are a few excerpts:

Rather, it is the form [that constitutes the object of the word], because
[only it can be] the object of an action. (MiS 1.3.33)

... The form is the object of the word. Why? Because [only it can be]
the object of an action. The [Vedic] saying “One should pile a falcon-pile
[i.e., construct a falcon altar]” is possible for a form, if the word “falcon”
has the form as its object. If, however, the individual were denoted, [the
saying] would be meaningless, for it would express something impos-
sible, given that one cannot produce the individual “falcon” through pil-
ing. Therefore, the word denotes the form.

[Objection:] But the piling will be carried out with individual fal-
cons.

[Reply:] The object of the word “falcon” is not the means par excel-
lence (sadhakatama), for this word “falcon” refers to that which is most
desired (ipsitatama). For this reason, [the sense of the saying is:] “A
falcon ought to be produced through piling.” This is possible if the word
denotes the form.>

This passage requires a word of explanation, since the Vedic example
chosen by Sabara might be confusing. The example is syenacitam
cinvita, a line from the Taittirlya Samhita (5.4.11) we have translated
literally as “One should pile a falcon-pile.” As the passage goes on to
show, Sabara interprets this to mean “A falcon ought to be produced
through piling” (cayanena syeno nirvartayitavyah). We thus have a
sentence of the type “He makes a mat”—or, if you prefer, “A mat
ought to be made”—a problematic sentence for thinkers of the period,
since there is not yet a mat when the sentence applies. The passage
from Sabara should probably be interpreted in this way.>**

»2 In Mimamsa the term dkrti becomes a synonym of samdnya, “universal”; see
Harikai, 1997: 398.

3 MiS + MiBh 1.3.33: dkrtis tu kriyarthatvat //33//...akrtis sabdarthah / kutah?
kriyarthatvat / Syenacitam cinvita iti vacanam dkrtau sambhavati yady dakrtyarthah
Syenasabdah / vyaktivacanatve tu na cayanena Syenavyaktir utpadayitum Sakyata ity
asakyarthavacanad anarthakah / tasmad akrtivacanah / nanu Syenavyaktibhis cayanam
anusthasyate / na sadhakatamah Syenasabdarthah, ipsitatamo hy asau Syenasabdena
nirdisyate / atas cayanena $yeno nirvartayitavyah, sa akrtivacanatve ‘vakalpyate /

24 Tt is worth noting that MiS 1.1.8 and 14, as well as Sabara’s Bhasya thereon,
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The passage is certainly not resistant to such an interpretation. The
sttra itself argues that the reason words must refer to forms is that
they sometimes refer to the object of an action. The end of the pas-
sage makes it clear that we are dealing with grammatical objects: the
expression “that which is most desired (ipsitatama)” refers to Panini’s
sttra kartur ipsitatamam karma (P. 1.4.49), which is precisely how a
grammatical object is defined. Sabara rejects the opponent’s interpre-
tation (“the piling will be carried out with falcons”), in which the fal-
cons would be the instrument of the action. Note that the expression
“means par excellence (sadhakatama)” refers to a sitra from Panini
(P. 1.4.42: sadhakatamam karanam) that defines the instrument. It
seems likely that Sabara, as well as the author of the Mimamsa Sitra,
here offers his solution to the problem of the arising of things, a prob-
lem based on the correspondence principle.

Another interpretation of the passage is nevertheless possible, an
interpretation that seems to be followed by Kumarila Bhatta, the author
of the commentary known as the Tantravarttika.>® In the Vedic sen-
tence “One should pile a falcon-pile,” it is obviously not a real falcon
that is meant, but the form of a falcon; one prepares an altar that has
the form of a falcon. The word “falcon” in this sentence thus does not
designate any individual of the species falcon, but rather the form, and
only the form, of the bird.

This interpretation—although suggested by the Vedic example
selected, “One should pile a falcon-pile”—has obvious weaknesses. For
instance, it is totally incomprehensible in this case that Sabara, on the
basis of the possibility of using the word “falcon” to refer secondarily
to its form, should have thereby been led to conclude that all words
(and it is no doubt chiefly a question of nouns) refer to forms, and
only indirectly to individuals. Another weakness is that the wording
of the satra, which Sabara repeats, loses its meaning on this interpre-
tation. Sabara explains the words of the satra as follows: “The form
is the object of the word. Why? Because [only it can be] the object of

consider the use of karoti, “he makes,” to indicate that the object of the verb is
produced, and therefore not eternal; in the case of sabdam kuru, “make a sound,”
where the object (sound) is eternal, the sentence has to be understood in the sense of
Sabdaprayogam kuru, “make use of a sound.”

»5 Cf. Tantravarttika p. 246: sa tv akrtyantaravilaksanasyenakrtya syan na tu vyak-
tyantaravilaksanasyenavisesenasadharanena va—“This [injunction (codana)] ought to
be [carried out] with a falcon form, as distinct from other forms, not with a particular
falcon, as distinct from other individuals, or with something specific.” See also the pas-
sages from Kumarila quoted and translated in notes by Scharf (1996: 279 ff.).
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an action.” The key expression in the siitra and in the commentary is
kriyarthatvat, lit. “because [that] is the object of ‘doing.’” In the con-
text of a sentence such as “He makes a mat,” this expression poses no
problem. The object of the action “making” cannot be an individual,
because the individual in question does not yet exist. We have already
encountered this argument on numerous occasions. In the other inter-
pretation, this expression cannot, as far as I know, be analyzed in any
comprehensible way. Usually, individuals are the objects of actions,
not forms. It is perhaps significant that Kumarila completely ignores
the expression kriyarthatvat in his commentary.>*

The fact that Kumarila did not know, or no longer accepted, the
sense that Sabara intended can, I believe, be explained without great
difficulty. The problem of the arising of things constitutes—as we have
already seen in other contexts—an episode in the history of Indian
thought. For several centuries it attracted the attention of all thinkers,
leading to many attempted solutions. Afterwards, the problem disap-
peared and was given hardly any thought. Confronted with vestiges of
the problem in the literature of their schools, later thinkers endowed
them with new meanings. We have seen how commentators of the
Samkhya school found a novel interpretation for an expression of
this type. Here we see Kumarila apparently misunderstanding a pas-
sage from the Sabara Bhasya. This does not mean that Kumarila was
a fraud. Not being a historian, he was doubtless unprepared to find
in the classic text of his school an argument that, in his day, had lost
its value. He consequently sought—and found—an interpretation of
Sabara’s words that seemed acceptable to him.

13. THE ABHIDHARMAKOSA BHASYA OF VASUBANDHU

Let us now turn our attention to the Abhidharmakosa Bhasya, a work
that probably dates to the very beginning of the fifth century,”” written

26 This interpretation of Sabara’s words involves another difficulty, too, which has
been studied by Peter M. Scharf (1993). The word “falcon” in the example “A falcon
ought to be produced through piling” (Sabara’s paraphrase of the Vedic saying) can-
not, according to Scharf, designate a universal (Scharf uses the term “class property”)
without designating an individual. See also Scharf, 1996: 218, 277 ff. Scharf fails to
recognize, however, that in Mimamsa a word cannot designate two things at once (see
Bronkhorst, 1997a). He is also unaware of the interpretation we consider the original
interpretation, and is thus led to disapprove of Sabara’s argument.

»7 See Schmithausen, 1992. Eli Franco draws my attention to the fact that, in the
light of Schmithausen’s observations, Frauwallner’s dating of the Younger Vasu-
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by an author known as Vasubandhu. The work presents the viewpoint
of the Sautrantikas (or one similar to theirs), a viewpoint most often
defined in opposition to that of the Sarvastivadins. We have already
noted that the central doctrine of Sarvastivada—according to which the
past and the future exist as well as the present—made the system vir-
tually impervious to Nagarjuna’s critiques. Vasubandhu’s Sautrantika,
by contrast, does not accept this doctrine and is consequently open to
attack. One can therefore expect to find other strategies of defense in
this work.

Consider, first, a passage in which Vasubandhu rejects the existence
of three dharmas the Sarvastivadins had included among the cittavip-
rayukta samskara, or “formations not associated with mind.”®* The
three are namakaya, padakaya, and vyafijanakdaya, which represent
(at least according to the definitions given in the Abhidharmakosa
Bhasya) words, sentences, and phonemes, respectively. These three
dharmas are distinct from voice (vdc), hence also from sound (sabda)
and vocal sound (ghosa), none of which has the ability to produce an
awareness of a designated object; it is naman, or namakaya, that does
this. Vasubandhu, as we just noted, rejects the existence of these three
dharmas. For him, there is no need to posit such entities in addition
to vocal sounds, which would be required, in any case, to produce
(utpadayati) or manifest (prakasayati) them. The Sarvastivadin retorts
that word (naman) arises together with its object (arthasahaja). To
this Vasubandhu replies: if that were the case, there could be no pres-
ent word for a past or future object.”’

This reply obviously indicates that for Vasubandhu there do exist
present words for past and future objects. Concretely speaking, in a
sentence such as “the pot arises,” one can take the word “pot” to refer
to a future object that is in the process of arising. From this point
of view, the sentence “the pot arises” no longer presents a problem.
We encountered this position earlier in the Nyaya Satra and Bhasya,
where we noted that it resembles the Sarvastivada position, but with-
out having to suppose the existence of past and future objects, as
Sarvastivada does.

bandhu (i.e., the author of the Abhidharmakosa Bhasya), namely 400-480, has to be
advanced by at least some seventy or eighty years.

»8 Abhidh-k-bh(P) p. 80 1. 12 ff;; cf. Abhidh-k(VP) vol. I p. 238 ff.

»% Abhidh-k-bh(P) p. 81 L. 19: evam saty atitanagatasyarthasya vartamanam nama
na syat; cf. Abhidh-k(VP) vol I p. 242.
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Elsewhere, the Abhidharmakosa Bhasya includes a debate with a
grammarian (at least according to Yasomitra’s commentary) over the
interpretation of the expression pratityasamutpada, “dependent aris-
ing,” or, according to the analysis given by Vasubandhu, “appearance
having attained.” The grammarian objects to this interpretation, and
Vasubandhu responds:

This interpretation is not possible; the word pratityasamutpada is no
good, says the grammarian.*® Indeed, when two actions have a single
agent, the first action is marked off by the gerund: snatva bhurikte =
“having bathed, he eats.”' But there exists nothing that, before its aris-
ing, having first attained, then arises. And an action without an agent
does not exist either.

The grammarian’s objection is without value. Let us ask him whether
that which arises is present or future: “Do you say that a present thing
arises? If it is not already arisen, how is it present? If it is already arisen,
how could it arise again without having to do so indefinitely? Do you say
that a future thing arises? How can you attribute agency, in this action of
arising, to that which is future and non-existent? Or how can you admit
an action without an agent?”

The grammarian’s theory, and the way that he opposes agent and
action, none of that holds. For him, there is an agent here who is “the
one who arises,” and an action here that is the action of arising. But
one does not observe the action of “arising” as distinct from “the one
who arises.” The passage concludes with the words: tasmad acchalam
vyavaharesu: “There is thus no deception in conventional expressions.”*

20 Vasubandhu uses the word $abdika in this context; Ya$omitra’s commentary
uses vaiyakarana (Abhidh-k-bh(D) p. 454 1. 17).

1 According to P. 3.4.21: samanakartrkayoh piirvakale.

%62 Abhidh-k-bh(P) p. 138 1. 4 ff.: na yukta esa padarthah / kim karanam / ekasya hi
kartur dvayoh kriyayoh pirvakalayam kriyayam ktvavidhir bhavati / tad yatha snatva
bhunkta iti / na casau purvam utpadat kascid asti yah purvam pratityottarakalam
utpadyate / na capy akartrkasti kriyeti / .../ naisa dosah / idam tavad ayam prastavyah
sabdikah / kimavastho dharmah utpadyate vartamana utaho ‘nagata iti / kim catah
/ yadi vartamana utpadyate / katham vartamano yadi notpannah / utpannasya va
punar utpattav anavasthaprasarigah / athanagata utpadyate katham asatah kartrtvam
sidhyati (the edition has siddhaty) akartrka va kriyeti /... anispannam cedam yad uta
sabdikiyam kartrkriyavyavasthanam bhavatity esa karta bhitir ity esa kriya / na catra
bhavitur arthat bhitim anyam kriyam pasyamah / tasmad acchalam vyavaharesu /.
Translation based on Abhidh-k(VP) vol. II pp. 78-79. As La Vallée Poussin’s French
translation was made on the basis of Tibetan and Chinese translations of the text,
before the original Sanskrit was accessible, it renders the Sanskrit only approximately;
nonetheless, it has been followed as far as possible here. On this passage, see also
Radicchi, 1997: 400-01.
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The final sentence is important: “There is no deception in conventional
expressions.” The line reads as if aimed directly at Nagarjuna’s argu-
ments, which seek to show precisely that conventional expressions are
deceptive. The way this passage tries to defend the reliability of con-
ventional expressions is somewhat technical: it operates by rejecting
the distinction between agent and action in the case of verbs such as
bhavati, “it becomes,” and utpadyate, “it arises.”

Vasubandhu rejects the idea of an action existing alongside an
agent. His position is in keeping with the Buddhist—or rather Abhi-
dharmic—yvision of things according to which reality is constituted of
a series of momentary elements, the dharmas, which exhaust the realm
of what exists. Most of the objects that inhabit the world of our daily
experience do not really exist. Actions, for instance, do not exist. There
are only successions of dharmas, the locations of which can some-
times be slightly set off from one another, thus giving the impression
of movement. Thus, no verb can refer to an object in the world, and
most nouns are unable to do so either. Verbs as well as nouns can at
most refer to dharmas. And in the sentence “such and such dharma
arises,” the part about arising must also refer to the dharma in ques-
tion. Note that such sentences are different from “the pot arises,” inso-
far as the word “pot” does not refer to any corresponding object; such
an object does not exist in the ontology of Abhidharma. A pot is only
a collection of dharmas, and the discussion must necessarily focus on
these dharmas.

Interestingly, the kind of argument Vasubandhu employs here is
similar to arguments Nagarjuna had used in support of his view of
the world. Both raise the question of whether, in the sentence “such
and such dharma arises,” the dharma is present or future. For both
thinkers, the question is used to demonstrate the inadequacy of an
opponent’s position. For Vasubandhu, the opponent here is a gram-
marian, according to the commentator; Vasubandhu himself refers to
him as a $abdika, or “one who holds to words.” The sabdika’s position
does not stand because it can give no answer to the questions raised.
Vasubandhu thus recognizes the relevance of these questions and the
contradictions to which they give rise at the level of phenomenal real-
ity. The solution he proposes is situated at a different level, however, a
level at which the action and the object it brings about are not distinct
from one another. As soon as one grants that subject and verb refer to
the same object, the problem is resolved. Once again, then, we have a
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solution that resorts to a novel way of understanding the denotation
of words. In the other cases we have seen, thinkers had examined and
adapted the way that nouns refer to objects; here we are interested in
verbs. Vasubandhu thus does not abandon the correspondence prin-
ciple, at least not at the level of phenomenal reality. We have already
noted that for those unwilling to abandon the principle, the search for
a solution to the ensuing problems must inevitably take account of the
question of the denotation of words.

Here, then, are some responses of Buddhist Abhidharma to the
problems posed by Nagarjuna. For some Abhidharmikas—in particu-
lar the Sarvastivadins—there is no problem at all, since things exist
even before they arise. For the rest, who reject the existence of past
and future things, the words of such problematic sentences as “the
pot arises” refer only to dharmas. At the level of the dharmas, the
problem disappears, since at that level there are neither actions nor
macroscopic objects.

Does this mean that these Buddhists were uninterested in uni-
versals, which play such a decisive role in this context in Brahmani-
cal schools? Certain passages from Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa
Bhasya—which takes the position of the Sautrantikas and critiques the
views of the Sarvastivadins—as well as from the *Nyayanusara and the
*Abhidharmasamayapradipika of his Sarvastivadin rival Sangabhadra
(the two works are preserved in Chinese translation) show that such
was not the case. I have in mind the discussion of the dharma named
sabhagata, or “homogeneous character.” This discussion shows that
the notion of universals as an object of denotation proved attrac-
tive to Buddhists of the period, even if, unlike the Vaisesikas, they
refused to grant that a single universal subsists in all of its individu-
als. Sangabhadra—who clearly follows the earlier Sarvastivadins cri-
tiqued by Vasubandhu—admits that the dharma sabhagata is not so
different from the Vaidesika categories of “universal” (samanya) and
“specific universal” (samanyavisesa). The similarity of “homogeneous
character” to these Vaisesika categories is indeed one of the objections
Vasubandhu raises against accepting this dharma. Sangabhadra replies
that he would adopt the Vaisesikas’ position if they would grant that
“universals” and “specific universals” are not singular, that they are
momentary and impermanent, that they have no support, and that
they are distinguishable from the objects to which they relate.**® In

23 *Nyayanusara (T 1562, vol. 29) p. 400c 1. 3-7; see Abhidh-k-bh(P) p. 67 L. 25
ff.; Cox 1995: 234.
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other words, a dharma named “homogeneous character” accompa-
nies every object belonging to the category in question, one dharma
for each object; like all other dharmas, this dharma is momentary
and independent—i.e., it is a substance (dravya), as the texts put it.
“Homogeneous character” is the cause of the mutual resemblance
among things belonging to the same category, which makes possi-
ble the notion (buddhi) and designation (prajiiapti) of the things in
question.?**

Note here that the role attributed to the dharma of “homogeneous
character” was not, even in the Sarvastivada school, its original role.
As the American scholar Collett Cox remarks, early texts of the school
present this dharma as a factor determining the exact conditions for
rebirth after living beings die.®® The dharma thus belongs primar-
ily to living beings, not to inanimate objects. Vasubandhu, however,
distinguishes between the “homogeneous characters” of living beings
(sattvasabhagata) and those of the skandha, ayatana, and dhatu, which
is to say, all the dharmas. Without homogeneous character belonging
to living beings, the notion and designation of this or that living being
would not be possible. Likewise, the notion and designation of the
dharmas would not be possible without the homogeneous characters
that pertain to them. This is the position Vasubandhu attributes to the
Sarvastivadins, even if his sources are unknown to us; Sangabhadra
seems to restrict “homogeneous character” to the dharmas that relate
to living beings.?

One thing emerges clearly from these discussions and differences of
opinion: the Sarvastivada school, beginning at a time it is difficult to
date precisely, tended to reinterpret one of its dharmas—the dharma
of “homogeneous character” (sabhagata)—in such a way that it came
to resemble the universal (samanya) or genus (jati) of Brahmanical
thinkers. This dharma explains, among other things, the designation of
distinct objects by a common name. It is in virtue of this dharma that
the word “Brahmin,” to take an example, does not refer to just one
specific Brahmin but also to every other Brahmin, or in other words,
to everyone characterized by the “homogeneous character” of Brah-
mins. Note, however, that as far as problems connected with the cor-
respondence principle are concerned, the dharma of “homogeneous

24 *Nyayanusara (T1 1562, vol. 29) p. 400b 1. 28-29; Abhidh-k-bh(P) p. 67 1. 20;
Cox, 1995: 233.

5 Cox, 1995: 107.

6 Cox, 1995: 111.
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character” is incapable of playing the same role that universals do for the
Naiyayikas. For them, the word “Brahmin,” in a sentence such as “the
Brahmin is born,” refers to the universal characterizing all Brahmins,
a universal that is eternal and omnipresent. For the Sarvastivadins,
however, the word “Brahmin” in this sentence refers to the individual
who is going to be born, and not to anything supra-individual. The
dharma sabhagata therefore does not solve the problems raised by
Nagarjuna; but we have already seen that the Sarvastivadins were in no
way threatened by his arguments. They felt no need to find solutions
to problems that were, for them, ultimately non-existent.

Let us note further that this development within the Sarvastivada
school would imply that the phenomenal world is not altogether deter-
mined by language, as earlier Buddhists had thought. The chariot of
King Milinda was only a name; the words of language merely superim-
pose forms and a structure on a reality that does not really have them.
The phenomenal world is thus created by language. For Sarvastivadins
such as Sangabhadra, however, the forms and structure of at least one
part of the phenomenal world do not result from linguistic superim-
position. One does not believe in the existence of Brahmins or other
living beings simply because of words such as “Brahmin.” Even apart
from words, Brahmins constitute a distinct group, for they possess
an objective, non-linguistic trait, namely, the sabhdgata of Brahmins,
which distinguishes them from others. This sabhagata is what makes
it possible for us to use the word “Brahmin.” This is to say that a Brah-
min, in contrast to Milinda’s chariot, is more than just a word. The
phenomenal world is no longer altogether determined by language.
On the contrary, it is objectively such as to allow for the use of certain
words.

14. THE ABHIDHARMASAMUCCAYA OF ASANGA
AND ITS BHASYA

Let us examine another system of Abhidharma, that of the Yogacara
school. In fact, we cannot be certain that this system really differs from
that of Vasubandhu, the author of the Abhidharmakosa Bhasya, who
is more commonly considered a Sautrantika. Vasubandhu’s views so
often coincide with Yogacara Abhidharma, even on points where the
latter differs from Sautrantika, that the theory has been advanced—
provisionally, it is true—that Vasubandhu was already a Yogacara
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when he wrote the Abhidharmakosa Bhasya.”” Whatever the case
may be, the central text of Yogacara Abhidharma is the Abhidhar-
masamuccaya, attributed to Asanga, and its Bhagya, the authorship of
which is unknown, but which might be the work of Sthiramati. These
texts include a few passages that seem to reveal an awareness of the
problem of arising. They occur in the discussion of the profundities
(gambhirya) of dependent arising (pratityasamutpada), in the midst
of which comes the profundity of arising (utpattigaimbhirya). On this
subject the Abhidharmasamuccaya Bhasya remarks: “The profundity
of arising [must be understood] with two meanings (namely, the
meaning of dependence [paratantrartha) and the meaning of inactiv-
ity [nirihakartha]),® inasmuch as effects, though arisen on the basis
of conditions, are not made by them.”” A few lines later, the same
text asserts: “A dharma is not made by itself, because that by which
the [dharma) would be made, [being itself] unarisen, does not exist; it
is not made by another, because the conditions [on the basis of which
it arises] are not agents; it is not made by both, for the same two rea-
sons; it does not arise by its own activity or by the activity of another,
nor without a cause, on account of the efficacy of causal conditions
with respect to the arising of effects.”® The problem of arising, if I
understand these passages correctly, thus becomes a mystery—the
text speaks of “profundity”—something that defies comprehension.
How so? Consider the situation described by the sentence “condi-
tions produce the dharma.” This situation goes against the correspon-
dence principle, insofar as it does not contain elements corresponding
to every key word in the sentence. When the conditions are there,
the dharma is not present, and vice versa. The problem is solved by
postulating that the conditions are not agents, that they produce nei-
ther dharma nor anything else. The sentence “conditions produce the
dharma” therefore does not hold and must be abandoned. The end of
the second passage suggests, however, that conditions are “efficacious

%7 Kritzer, 1999: 19 ff; 193 ff,; 2005.

268 The words in parentheses follow Kritzer.

29 Abhidh-sam-bh p. 34 (§ 40 H (1) (iii)): utpattigambhiryam pratyayebhyah
phalotpattav apy atatkrtataya dvabhyam arthabhyam. Cf. Kritzer, 1999: 58.

270 Abhidh-sam-bh p. 34 (§ 40 H (3) (i)-(iv)): na svayamkrto dharmo ‘nutpan-
nasyabhavad yendsau kriyeta / na parakrtah pratyayanam akartrkatvat / nobhayakrta
etenaiva karanadvayena / na svayamkaraparakarahetusamutpannah hetupratyayanam
phalotpattau samarthyat /. This reading follows Kritzer, 1999: 60 n. 134.
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with respect to the arising of effects.” In other words, the sentence
“conditions give rise to effects” (hetupratyayah phalani utpadayanti)
would be correct. In this case the Yogacaras seem to have been will-
ing to tolerate a contradiction with the correspondence principle. But
to tolerate such a contradiction, even in the name of a “profundity,”
amounts to admitting that the principle is not always valid.

15. BHARTRHARI

An important thinker has not yet figured in our investigations.
Bhartrhari, according to a few verses added at the end of the sec-
ond book of his principal work, the Vakyapadiya (“Treatise on Sen-
tences and Words”), played an important role in the resurgence of the
Mahabhasya in the fifth century of the common era. The Vakyapadiya
was aware of the problems relating to the correspondence principle,
particularly the problem of the impossibility of the arising of things.
Bhartrhari proposes several solutions. We should not be surprised to
find him making greater use, in comparison with other thinkers we
have discussed, of the ideas found in the Mahabhasya.

A verse from the third book of the Vakyapadiya articulates the cen-
tral problem as follows: “What we call origination is the fact of attain-
ing one’s own nature, and only something existent attains what is to
be attained. If [this thing] exists [already], why does it arise? But if it
does not exist, how does it arise?”?”! The problem is easily recogniz-
able: for something to arise, it has to exist; but if it already exists, why
would it arise? To quote once again the words of Nagarjuna: “If there
existed anywhere something unarisen, it could arise. Since no such
thing exists, what is it that arises?”’

In my opinion, this articulation of a problem first identified by
Nagarjuna—as we shall see, other passages reveal a familiarity with
him as well—indicates that Bhartrhari was influenced, whether directly
or indirectly, by this Buddhist thinker.?”” Bhartrhari is aware of the
problem Nagarjuna had raised, and he responds with several solutions,

7' Vkp 3.3.43: atmalabhasya janmakhya sata labhyam ca labhyate / yadi saj jayate
kasmad athasaj jayate katham //

72 MadhK(de]) 7.17: yadi kascid anutpanno bhavah samvidyate kvacit / utpadyeta
sa kim tasmin bhave utpadyate ‘sati //

273 There are, of course, other indications, which I have discussed elsewhere (1992a).
Some portions of what follows have been drawn from this article.
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all of them taking as their starting point various reflections on the true
referent of a word.

At the beginning of the first chapter of the third book of the
Vakyapadiya (the “Jatisamuddesa”), Bhartrhari mentions two possi-
bilities in this regard. According to the first, the referent of a word
is a universal (jati); according to the second, it is an individual (dra-
vya). Bhartrhari probably borrowed this pair from the grammarian
Patanjali, substituting the word jati, or “universal,” for Patafjali’s
akrti, “form.” He retains the word dravya, profiting from its ambi-
guity. Though Patafjali employed it primarily in the sense of “indi-
vidual,” Bhartrhari prefers the sense of “substance.” In typical fashion,
Bhartrhari does not tell us which of the two, universal or substance,
is the true referent of a word. He is content to discuss both, show-
ing that his essential point concerning the nature of ultimate reality is
unharmed in either case. He also shows that in both cases words refer
to something immutable.

Let us look briefly at his use of universals to solve the problem of
arising. If the word “pot” does not refer to an individual in the process
of arising, but rather to the universal that existed already before the
arising of the particular pot, the sentence “the pot arises” no longer
poses a problem. The correspondence principle is thereby safeguarded,
provided of course that we accept a universal as the referent of the
word “pot.” Bhartrhari goes so far as to present the universal as an
element that contributes to the arising of things, in our case, the pot.
He describes the process in a series of verses worth citing: “Nothing
arises that has no universal; the universal incites the causes to manifest
itself. Universals, having entered into the causes, whether eternal or
non-eternal, manifest themselves again and again somewhere in the
effects. The universal is also the means of realization (sadhana) for
a grammatical object (karman) that is being produced; it incites the
action to bring about the object in which it resides.””* In the case of
the sentence “he makes a pot,” where the word “pot” is the gram-
matical object (karman), the word “pot” refers to the universal “pot,”
which already exists; this universal, for its part, incites the causes, i.e.,
the elements that will make up the pot or contribute to its arising,

74 Vkp 3.1.25-27: na tad utpadyate kimcid yasya jatir na vidyate / atmabhivyaktaye
jatih karananam prayojika // karanesu padam krtva nityanityesu jatayah / kvacit
karyesv abhivyaktim upayanti punah punah // nirvartyamanam yat karma jatis tatrapi
sadhanam / svasrayasyabhinispattyai sa kriyayah prayojika //
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to manifest the pot.?”” The universal, as another verse from the same
chapter adds, is eternal (3.1.34).

The second chapter of the third book of the Vakyapadiya, the
“Dravyasamuddesa,” adopts the position that the referent of a word is
a substance (dravya). Substance, we learn, does not change; only the
forms associated with it change: “Gold, for example, is associated with
transient forms, but terms such as “necklace,” etc., express only its
pure state; the distinction introduced by these forms prevents [the
terms “necklace,” etc.] from having all of these meanings....[Like-
wise,] the word that expresses such forms expresses only what is eter-
nal [in them], for it has the nature of essential reality.”?’® Reality, says
Bhartrhari a few verses later, is not comprised of things that transform,
even though it is such that it appears to be s0.””” The chapter concludes
with the assertion that reality, which is without origin, without before
and after, is nonetheless perceived as if it did have an origin, etc., even
though these things are contradictory: “Likewise, one perceives that
reality, which is [nevertheless] without origin, eternal, and devoid of
prior and posterior, has an origin, etc., although this is contradictory.””
There is no concrete allusion to the problem of the arising of things in
the “Dravyasamuddesa,” for the position adopted here clearly shows
that it is not a problem for Bhartrhari, even when the referent of a
word is accepted as being a substance. On this view, the word “pot” in
the sentence “the pot arises” refers to the substance that will make up
the pot. This substance exists prior to the arising of the pot, and the
sentence is thus intelligible. Once again, there is no need to abandon
the correspondence principle.

7> Bhartrhari thus attributes to the universal an activity of inciting causes, which is
totally absent from Vaidesika texts. He was not alone, however, in modifying the role of
universals. The Carakasamhita, Sutrasthana 1.44-45 does the same: see Comba, 1990.
One might wonder to what degree this more dynamic understanding of universals
was inspired by a rather strange consequence (emphasized by Gerdi Gerschheimer)
of the claim that the word “pot,” in the sentence “the pot arises,” refers to an eternal
universal: namely, that the sentence no longer describes a case of arising.

76 Vkp 3.2.4-6: suvarnddi yatha yuktam svair akarair  apdayibhih /
rucakadyabhidhananam Suddham evaiti vacyatam // dakarais ca vyavacchedat
sarvarthyam avarudhyate /...// tesv akaresu yah Sabdas tathabhitesu vartate /
tattvatmakatvat tenapi nityam evabhidhiyate //

77 Vkp 3.2.10: tatha vikararupanam tattve ‘tyantam asambhavah / tadatmeva ca
tat tattvam atyantam atadatmakam //

8 Vkp 3.2.18: ajanmani tatha nitye paurvaparyavivarjite / tattve janmadirapatvam
viruddham upalabhyate //
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In the third chapter of the third book of the Vakyapadiya, one finds
the verse we looked at earlier, in which the problem of the arising
of things is stated directly: if, during the arising of a thing, the thing
already exists, why does it arise? And if it does not exist, how does
it arise? This chapter is called the “Sambandhasamuddesa.” As the
title indicates, it deals with the connection between words and their
referents.””’

The “Sambandhasamuddesa™ offers yet another solution to the
problem raised in this verse. According to this solution, words do not
refer to absolute reality, whether in the form of a universal or a sub-
stance, but to a metaphorical existence. One verse puts it thus: “In
linguistic usage, it is another existence, of a metaphorical nature, that
belongs to the objects of words; [this metaphorical existence] shows
the form of all [things] in all states.” The expression “in all states”
doubtless refers to past, present, and future. We can immediately see
that if words refer to their objects in the future or the past, the central
problem of the arising of things is no more. All one has to do is say
that the word “pot,” in “the pot arises,” designates the future pot that
does not yet exist, and one rids oneself of all contradictions.

Having introduced the idea of metaphorical existence, Bhartrhari
goes on to show its usefulness in several verses. One of them is the
verse mentioned already, which articulates the problem of the aris-
ing of things. Another verse explains that metaphorical existence is
responsible for the fact that negations can be expressed.?®' This claim
should not be too surprising, for the correspondence principle obliges
us to admit that in order for a sentence such as “Martians do not
exist” to be true, there must be Martians. Metaphorical existence ful-
fills this requirement without completely rejecting the correspondence
principle. Other verses in this section®? contrast sentences such as
“the pot arises,” where the subject does not exist at the time of the
action, with sentences such as “the traveler travels the path,” where
the subject really does exist during the action described by the sen-
tence. In these verses, Bhartrhari deals with the problems raised by the

% An in-depth discussion of this chapter can be found in Jan E. M. Houben’s
book (1995).

0 Vkp 3.3.39: vyapadeSe padarthanam anya sattaupacariki / sarvavasthasu
sarvesam atmaripasya darsika //

31 Vkp 3.3.42.

%2 Vkp 3.3.44-46.
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correspondence principle in a more explicit manner than elsewhere in
his Vakyapadiya.

Bhartrhari has one more solution to the problem of arising. It comes
in the “Sadhanasamuddesa,” which is the seventh chapter of the third
book of the Vakyapadiya. The subject of this chapter is the “means of
accomplishment.” Recall Bhartrhari’s remark about universals: “The
universal is also the means of realization (sadhana) for a grammatical
object (karman) that is being produced.” In other words, in the sen-
tence “he produces a sound,” the word “sound,” which is the gram-
matical object, refers to a universal, which is eternal. A verse from the
“Sadhanasamuddesa” offers a solution to the problem this sentence
poses when one wants the word “sound” to refer to an individual:
“On the assumption that the meaning of the word is the individual,
it is established that the grammatical object that is being produced,
for example sound, is the means (sadhana); this is done on the basis
of mental form.”* In other words, in the sentence “he produces a
sound,” the word “sound” refers to a mental reality, which, unlike the
sound itself, exists when the sentence is spoken. Elsewhere in the same
chapter, another verse expresses the solution just as clearly: “Non-
existence prior to arising is based on a condition of the mind (bud-
dhi). [The subject] (“pot” in the sentence “the pot arises”) becomes the
agent of its arising, just as another subject, which [really] exists, [is the
agent of an action].”?*

It is possible, but not necessarily the case, that in Bhartrhari’s view
this last solution, which appeals to a mental reality corresponding to
words, does not differ from the solution according to which words
refer to a metaphorical reality. This question need not concern us here.
What matters instead is that Bhartrhari finally offers what might be
considered the most obvious solution to the problem. Could not all
of the questions surrounding simple sentences such as “the pot arises”
have been resolved straightaway by maintaining that the pot, in order
to be part of such a statement, must be an idea in our heads, and not
something existing in the external world? Why does this solution not
appear in the other texts we have studied?**

3 Vkp 3.7.7: vyaktau padarthe Sabdader janyamanasya karmanah / sadhanatvam
tatha siddham buddhiripaprakalpitam //

4 Vkp 3.7.105: utpatteh prag asadbhavo buddhyavasthanibandhanah / avisistah
satanyena kartd bhavati janmanah |/

285 NS 4.1.49 (buddhisiddham tu tad asat; discussed above, § I1.11) is of course a
noteworthy exception.
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The question becomes even more intriguing when we realize that
Patafjali, author of the Great Commentary on Panini’s grammar, had
already introduced the notion of ideas in his discussion of grammati-
cal procedures. How, he asks for example, can one replace the element
as with the element bhi, as Panini’s grammar prescribes? The answer
is simple, but significant: the idea of as is replaced by the idea of bhii.%¢
Patajali predates Nagarjuna and the problem that concerns us here.
But he was probably well known to all of the authors we have dis-
cussed. Why did they not expand on the notion of ideas correspond-
ing to words?

I can offer only one hypothesis that might answer the question. The
notion of ideas as the primary objects of words began to play a role
in Buddhism even in its early period. We know that for many Bud-
dhists, the objects of the phenomenal world had no real existence and
were but names and designations. We have already pointed out that
the term prajfiapti, which means, precisely, “verbal designation,” was
frequently employed in this context. Alongside prajriapti, however,
another term acquired great importance for certain Buddhists: vijriapti.
The term, which might be translated as “information,”*’ refers to a
mental entity. What is more, the schools that used the term tended to
develop toward a form of idealism. Most of the non-Buddhist schools
we have studied, by contrast, reject all idealist tendencies. Is it possible
that this rejection of Buddhism, and of idealism in particular, hindered
the acceptance, within Brahmanical schools of thought, of words as
designating or corresponding to ideas? A more in-depth study might
one day yield a satisfactory answer to this question, which falls outside
the scope of these lectures. We can simply note that the notion of the
referent as a mental entity seems to have appeared in non-Buddhist
schools at a relatively late date.

Let us return to Bhartrhari, who, we have seen, offers several solu-
tions to the problem of the arising of things, without abandoning the
correspondence principle.® Sentences such as “the pot arises” and “he

26 Mbh I p. 137 L. 24 (on P. 1.1.56 vt. 14):...astibuddhya bhavatibuddhim prati-
padyate.

%7 See May, 1959: 263, with n. 952.

8 Jan Houben, in a personal communication, wonders whether the priority
accorded to the sentence (to the detriment of word) in Bhartrhari’s thought might
be interpreted as yet another solution to the problems raised by the correspondence
principle. This suggestion merits further consideration, but must wait for another
occasion.
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produces a sound” are possible because the words “pot” and “sound”
refer to something even when the pot and the sound do not yet exist.
All of his solutions are variants of the position that words do not nec-
essarily refer to corresponding individuals, or that the individual cor-
responding to a word might exist only as a mental reality. It is also
important to recognize that Bhartrhari did not take full advantage of
these solutions to free himself from Nagarjuna’s arguments. He clings
to the idea that behind appearances there exists a reality that does not
change. Bhartrhari could have preserved the world of appearances by
appealing to his new proposals on the referents of words, but he does
not do so. On the contrary, he patently asserts that causality and aris-
ing are not possible.

By way of illustration, let us take a brief look at the second, conclud-
ing section of the “Sambandhasamuddesa.” We have already quoted
a few verses from the first section of this chapter; the second section
covers verses 52 to 88, which consider the connection between words
and things from the point of view of absolute reality.?®* Several of these
verses bear directly on the problem of the arising of things. Bhartrhari
remarks from the outset that usage, in his words, conforms to only
one aspect of a part of reality, or to an elucidation on the basis of
something else, or to an error, or even to non-existence.”® In other
words, the connection between words and things is far from perfect.
The following verses go further, comparing the idea to which a state-
ment gives rise, on the one hand, to the cognition that results from a
defective sense organ, on the other.® A word expresses an object, not
insofar as the object is determined by its own form, but by another
form.?? Other verses observe that a non-existent thing does not arise
as something existent, and vice versa. The cause of a non-existent
thing is inefficacious, precisely because the thing does not exist. The
cause of an existent thing, on the other hand, has no function, because
the thing already exists.”® One important verse claims that the divi-

29 According to Houben, 1995: 142.

20 Vkp 3.3.52: pradesasyaikadesam va parato va niriipanam / viparyayam abhavam
va vyavaharo ‘nuvartate //. The meaning of parato... niriipanam is obscure; Rau (2002:
184) translates “Festlegung durch ein Zweites”.

¥ Vkp 3.3.53: yathendriyasya vaigunyan matradhydropavan iva / jayate pratyayo
‘rthebhyas tathaivoddesaja matih //

2 Vkp 3.3.54cd: artham ahanyarapena svarapenaniripitam.

5 Vkp 3.3.61ab, 62: nabhavo jayate bhavo naiti bhavo ‘nupakhyatam /...// abha-
vasyanupakhyatvat karanam na prasadhakam / sopakhyasya tu bhavasya karanam
kim karisyati //
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sion into the three times (past, present, future) is not possible in non-
existence; this being the case, the three times do not reside in existence
either.* Still other verses address causality and the unreality of the
world that language presents. One can say in general that this sec-
tion never strays far from the question of the impossibility of arising
and causality.

I have drawn your attention to this section for another reason as
well: the great Buddhist logician Dignaga borrowed it virtually in toto,
compiling a work that has survived only in (poor) Tibetan translation,
which bears the name Traikalyapariksa (or Trikalapariksa), “Examina-
tion of the Three Times.” The work includes one original verse, all
but seven of the verses from the present section of the Vakyapadiya
(sometimes in slightly modified form), two verses also found in the
Vrtti of the Vakyapadiya, and nothing else.? It seems likely, as Frau-
wallner maintains, that the Traikalyapariksa was a work of Dignaga’s
youth. It shows in any case that Dignaga was concerned, perhaps at
the start of his career, with the problems Bhartrhari sought to resolve,
and that he accepted, at least at one stage in his life, the solutions the
latter offered, with some minor changes. More specifically, it seems
certain that Dignaga accepted, at that time, Nagarjuna’s arguments
about the impossibility of causality and arising.

We shall soon look at how Dignaga reacts to Nagarjuna’s arguments
in his other works. For now, a few further points remain. Bhartrhari,
as we have seen, upholds the correspondence principle, while suggest-
ing various possibilities as to the objects that correspond to words. But
the correspondence principle, even in its strictest form, leaves some
things unclear. It is easy to say that the objects of the phenomenal
world correspond to words, but to which words exactly? There are
objects that correspond to nouns, to adjectives, and even to verbs, but
what about other types of words? Nagarjuna and other thinkers had
not addressed this point. Bhartrhari raises the question and arrives at
the conclusion that certain types of words are not expressive (vicaka),
but rather suggestive (dyotaka). Such words suggest a meaning that is
expressed instead by the verb or the noun that accompanies them.

The idea that certain words suggest rather than express meanings
was not new. Yaska’s Nirukta, which predates the beginning of the

4 Vkp 3.3.69: abhave trisu kalesu na bhedasyasti sambhavah / tasminn asati bhave
‘pi traikalyam navatisthate //
2% See Frauwallner, 1959; Houben, 1995: 273 ff.
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common era, attributes to a certain Sékajtéyana the view that verbal
prefixes (upasarga) do not express any meaning; rather, they suggest a
modification of the meaning of the noun or verb.? The author of the
Sangraha—who must have preceded Bhartrhari—apparently made the
same point.”*” Bhartrhari takes up the position of these two authors,
and extends it to cover not only verbal prefixes but also certain particles
(nipata).”® The advantage of this position seems to consist in obviating
the need to find objects in the world corresponding to particles such
as “and” and “or.” One will note that Bhartrhari nevertheless seems to
admit that certain particles do have meaning. The question merits an
in-depth study, which we cannot take up at this time.

We have seen that among Bhartrhari’s three or four solutions to
the problems raised by the correspondence principle, one of them
proposes that words refer to a metaphorical reality. If it is possible
that Bhartrhari was the first to present this solution, he was certainly
not the last. Consider the Vibhasaprabhavrtti, a commentary on the
Abhidharmadipa, a Buddhist text from the Sarvastivada school. It con-
tains a passage in which the following position is attributed to the
Vaisesikas:

The VaisSesika reasons [as follows]: The substance “pot,” which is not
present in its shards, and the substance “cloth,” which is not present
in its threads, arise on account of the conjunction of the shards and of
the threads [respectively]. And through a secondary thought [gaunya
kalpanaydl, one speaks of the existence of the agent of arising, [an exis-
tence] that has as its object a state [of the pot] that is opposed [to the
present].”

¥ Nirukta 1.3: na nirbaddha upasarga arthan nirdhur iti $akatayanah /
namakhyatayos tu karmopasamyogadyotaka bhavanti /

#7 The Vrtti on Vkp 2.187 (ed. Iyer p. 234) says: sabdantaropagraham antarena
sambhavi sann alabdhaniyamo yo ‘rthas tam dyotako niyamayan vacakatam
atikramatiti sangrahakara aha. On the date of the Sargraha, cf. Bronkhorst, 1983:
394; Wujastyk, 1993: II: xxiv ff.

28 Vkp 2.192 ff.

9 Abhidh-d on karika 310, p. 274 1. 5-7: vaisesiko manyate: kapalesv avidyamanam
ghatadravyam tantusu cavidyamanam patadravyam kapalatantusamyogad utpadyate
/ gaunya ca kalpanaya viprakrtavasthavisaya janikartrsatta vyapadisyata iti /. The
word viprakrta is obscure. The editor, Padmanabh S. Jaini, suggests correcting it to
viprakrsta, “removed, distant,” but this does not help. Apte’s dictionary gives, among
other meanings for viprakrta, the sense of “opposed,” which more or less seems to fit,
both here and a few lines later, when the word is used a second time.
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The pot therefore exists, in virtue of a “secondary thought,” before its
arising. The text gives no further details.

The position hereattributed to Vaisesika is confirmed in the Vyomavati
of Vyomasiva, a commentary on the Padarthadharmasangraha, also
known as the Prasastapadabhasya. In a critique of the Samkhya posi-
tion, Vyomasiva makes the following observation:

One should consider the designation [“sprout” in] “the sprout arises,” as
well as [“pot” in] “make a pot,” to be metaphorical, because there exists
an obstacle to primary [denotation]. To explain: if one regarded the
already existent pot as the object [of the act of making], and the [already
existent] sprout as the agent [of the act of arising], arising would be
contradicted, and the action of the actants (kdaraka) would be useless,
because [the pot and the sprout] would already exist.... It follows that,
as something existent cannot be the thing that arises, the sprout is meta-
phorically the agent of its own arising, and [the pot] the object [of the act
of making]. In this way [these] designations are differently established.*®

Can we conclude that the Vibhasaprabhavrtti knew the Vyomavati,
or an earlier text proposing the same explanation? The first option
seems highly unlikely, given that the Vyomavati dates to around 900
C.E.;* the Vibhasaprabhavrtti, though of uncertain date,** can hardly
be so late.

16. THE PROBLEM OF NEGATION

Let us note that the question of the designation of particles, and of
the negative particle na in particular, posed a problem not just for
Bhartrhari but for other thinkers as well. In my opinion, it would be
safe to say that this very problem was what led Vaisesika—doubtless
under the influence of Nyaya—to introduce “absence” (abhava) as a
seventh category. Recall that the classical presentation of the system
in Prasastapada’s Padarthadharmasangraha knew only six categories.

0 Vyomasiva’s Vyomavati, vol. 2 p. 129 1. 19-27: yac cayam vyapadeso ‘nkuro
jayate, ghatam kurv iti ayam api mukhye badhakapramanasadbhavad bhakto
drastavyah / tatha hi, yadi vidyamanasyaiva ghatasya karmatvam atikurasya ca
kartrtvam isyetotpattir vyahata syat, vidyamanatvad eva karakavyaparavaiyarthyan
ca /.../ tasmad vidyamanasya utpattyarthasambhavad upacaritam ankuradeh
svajanikartrtvam karmatvas ceti vyapadesasyanyathasiddhatvam /

0t Slaje, 1986: 245-46; 274.

302 Abhidh-d, Introduction, p. 129 ff.
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Later Vaidesika texts add absence as a seventh category. The author
Sivaditya, for example, discusses it in a work titled, perhaps by way
of a challenge, the Saptapadarthi, or “Treatise on the Seven Catego-
ries.” For practical reasons, the category of “absence” is divided into
four sub-categories: prior absence (pragabhava), absence in destruc-
tion (pradhvamsabhava), utter absence (atyantabhdava), and mutual
absence (anyonyabhava).*® Prior absence precedes the arising of an
object; absence in destruction follows its passing away; utter absence
comes into play when one says, for instance, “there is no knowledge
in the pot”; mutual absence is illustrated in the sentence “the pot is
not a cloth.”

Some remarks made by the commentator Jinavardhana (15th c.)
remind us of the close connection between the Vaisesika categories
and language. He considers an objection that mutual absence is super-
fluous, that the quality prthaktva, or “separation,” would suffice to
explain the same situations. Jinavardhana disagrees. There is mutual
absence in the case of a substance and a quality inhering therein, but
the two are not separate, he notes. He adds that the quality prthaktva
applies only in cases where one would use the word prthak, “separate,”
as in the sentence “this is separate from that” (ayam asmat prthak).>**
In other words, absence corresponds to the particle na, while the qual-
ity of separation corresponds to prthak.

The acceptance of absence as a category, and of prior absence
(pragabhava) in particular, offers a further advantage to the Vaisesika
system. Recall the criticism to which thinkers of the school had to
respond. Mallavadin had put it thus: “If the effect does not exist [in
its causes], it does not arise, for no agent of this operation is present,
as [in the case of] a flower in the sky. Or [contrariwise,] a flower in
the sky would arise, since no agent of this operation is present, as [in
the case of] an effect.” We know that the early Vaisesikas sought to
respond to this problem by postulating a kind of pre-existence of the

3 Saptapadarthi 9 p. 10. Note that the Nydya Bhdsya on 2.2.12 (p. 587) distin-
guishes between just two kinds of absence: absence prior to origination, and absence
after destruction (abhavadvaitam khalu bhavati prak cotpatter avidyamanata, utpan-
nasya catmano hanad avidyamanata).

34 Saptapadarthi 9 p. 11: nanu prthaktvenaivasya pratyayasya siddhatvat kim
anyonyabhavakalpaneneti cet; na, guna-guninoh ‘quno guni na bhavati’ ‘guni guno
na bhavati’ iti svaripabhedenaiva parasparam bhede anyonyabhavasya sambhavat /
prthaktvam tu prthag asrayasritayoh ‘ayam asmat prthag’ iti prthagvyavahare saty eva
bhavati nanyatha, ato ‘sya kalpana /
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object in the course of its arising; but how did later Vaisesikas, who
rejected this solution, explain the situation? It seems likely that for
them, prior absence as a real entity would have proved extremely use-
ful. It is a pot that will arise in a certain material, and not something
else, because there is the prior absence of a pot in the material. From
this point of view, an effect is characterized, or even defined, precisely
by the fact of having a prior absence. This is exactly the definition that
Sivaditya offers: “An effect is that which has a prior absence.” This
definition is not as insipid as one might first think, for it establishes a
relationship between two real entities. It moreover explains why a pot,
and not just anything, arises in a given situation.

Nevertheless, the acceptance of one or more kinds of absence cor-
responding to the negative particle does not solve every problem. One
particularly delicate problem arises in the case of existential negation.*®
If one says that Martians do not exist, what is the object designated by
the word “Martians”? The problem has a direct bearing on the debate
between Buddhists and their critics over the existence of the soul. Bud-
dhists deny the existence of the soul, but is it really possible, their crit-
ics ask, to say “the soul does not exist™?

The problem is addressed in a passage from Uddyotakara’s Nyaya-
varttika.’” Uddyotakara denies that one can say “the soul does not
exist”: according to him, the sentence is self-contradictory. Here are a
few relevant excerpts:

Here, to begin with [one must say] that the two (!) words (pada) “the
soul does not exist” (na asti atma) contradict [each other]: the word
“soul” (atma), [even when placed] in syntactic agreement with the words
(?) “does not exist” (na asti), does not communicate the non-existence
of the soul. For with the word “soul,” one expresses [its] existence, and
with “does not exist,” its negation; but the [very] thing denied in one
place appears in the other. For example, the word “pot,” in syntactic
agreement with “is not [there]” (na asti), cannot communicate the non-
existence of the pot; rather, it denies [its presence] in a particular place
or at a particular time. [The sentence] “the pot is not” (nasti ghatah)

%5 Saptapadarthi 179 p. 61: pragabhavavat karyam.

3% Existential negation was, and still remains, a difficulty for some Western philos-
ophers as well. Brendan Gillon, in a personal communication, mentions in particular
Peter Abelard, Alexius Meinong (cf. Passmore, 1966: 179 ff.), and the logical atomism
of Russell and of Wittgenstein. On the latter two, and for a discussion of the “nega-
tive fact” and its importance for understanding certain aspects of Indian thought, see
Gillon, 1997.

97 Cf. Oetke, 1988: 363 f.
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denies [its presence] in a particular place, [as in the example] “it is not
in the house”; or it denies [its presence] at a particular time, [as in the
examples] “it is not [there] now,” “it was not [there] before,” “it will not
be [there] later.” None of these negations are possible for someone who
does not accept the existence of the pot. Likewise, [in the sentence] “the
soul does not exist,” is the soul denied with respect to a particular place
or with respect to a particular time?*®®

» s

Uddyotakara goes on to show that the sentence “the soul does not
exist” is not in fact meant to deny the presence of the soul with respect
to a particular place or time, but rather to assert its simple negation,
which is impossible, for:

He who denies the soul [altogether] must specify the object of the word
“soul.” Indeed, we do not see a word without an object.*”

Uddyotakara next attacks the most obvious solution to the problem:
might not the word “soul” correspond to something imaginary, the
objective existence of which is denied? Uddyotakara says no, showing
by means of an analysis of imagination that such a solution is not pos-
sible.’’® What if one says that some words—such as “void” (Sinya) or
“darkness” (tamas)—do not necessarily have an object? The answer is
again no.”"" Examples such as “hare’s horn” (sasavisana), “sky-flower”
(khapuspa), etc., do not prove the contrary, for in such cases it is the
connection between the things that is denied.’"

Regardless of the exact arguments Uddyotakara uses to defend his
position, what matters is his insistence on the fact that every word,
including the word “soul” in the sentence “the soul does not exist,”
must refer to an object. We thus have an instance of a sentence which,
though correctly formed, is considered meaningless, and that by rea-
son of adherence to the correspondence principle.

308 Uddyotakara, Nyayavarttika introducing 3.1.1 (p. 699 L. 1 ff.): tatra nasty atmeti
pade tavad vyahanyete, nastisabdasamanadhikarano ‘yam atmasabdo natmano ‘sattvam
pratipadayati/ kim karanam? atmeti sattvam abhidhiyate, nastiti tasya pratisedhah, yac
ca yatra pratisidhyate tat tasmad anyatrasti, yatha nastina samandadhikarano ghatasabdo
na ghatabhavam pratipadayitum Saknoti, api tu desakalavisese pratisedhati / ndsti
ghata iti desavisese va pratisedho gehe nastiti, kalavisese va pratisedha idanim ndastiti
pran nasti urdhvam nastiti / sarvas cayam pratisedho nanabhyupagataghatasattvasya
yuktah / tatha nasty atmeti kim ayam desavisese pratisidhyate atha kalavisese iti /

% Ibid. p. 701 1. 5-6: atmapratisedham ca kurvanenatmasabdasya visayo vaktavyah
/ na hy ekam padam nirarthakam pasyamah /

30 Tbid. p. 701 L. 9 ff.

3 Tbid. p. 702 1. 3 ff.

32 Tbid. p. 703 1. 19 ff.
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17. DIGNAGA AND VERBAL KNOWLEDGE

Let us now turn to Dignaga. As we learned recently, in his youth
Dignaga accepted Nagarjuna’s arguments about the impossibility of
causality and arising. This observation is worthy of our attention. As
far as I know, no argument of this type appears in his other surviving
works. Dignaga is one of the Buddhist authors who have led mod-
ern scholars to believe that Nagarjuna was neglected, even ignored, by
his later co-religionists. But the very existence of the Traikalyapariksa
seems to indicate that this great thinker was at one time deeply inter-
ested in this type of argument. What change in his thought could
explain why all traces of Nagarjuna and his arguments disappeared
from his other works, as well as from those of his successors?

Consider again the case of Bhartrhari. As we noted earlier, Bhartrhari
had found an answer to the problems raised by Nagarjuna: the words in
a sentence do not necessarily refer to individuals. This simple assertion
is enough to neutralize the most threatening arguments of Nagarjuna.
What then do words refer to? Bhartrhari had proposed a number of
possibilities. Two of them are worth recalling: universals and men-
tal realities. Either of these potential referents would have sufficed to
refute Nagarjuna’s arguments. Bhartrhari, however, did not use them
in this way. What of Dignaga?

Note that Dignaga could not accept universals as the referent of a
word. Buddhist ontology simply does not leave room for such a cat-
egory.*”® Universals were the best candidate, however. With universals,
one can easily explain why and how we are able to use a single word,
such as “cow,” to refer to many different objects, in this case the set of
all cows. Cows obviously have something in common, which we rec-
ognize and call a “universal.” If, on the other hand, one maintains that
the word refers to a mental reality, it becomes more difficult to explain
how the mental reality seems to cover the same set of individuals.

Dignaga, I have just said, could not accept universals as the refer-
ent of a word. His approach was instead to create a concept that cor-
responds to universals without transgressing the bounds of Buddhist
ontology. I am referring, as you have no doubt realized, to Dignaga’s
great innovation of apoha or anyapoha, “exclusion of other [things].”
According to this theory, the referent of a word is a conceptually

353 Prs 2.16, 5.17-18 + PrsV; Hayes, 1988: 183 ff., 246, 282 ff.
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constructed object. This is the view attributed to Dignaga by his cel-
ebrated successor, Dharmakirti,* whom we have no reason to doubt
on this score. This means that sentences such as “he makes a pot” do
not pose a problem, since the relationship between the pot and the
action of making exists only at the level of language. Nothing in reality
corresponds to this relationship, and the problems ensuing from their
relationship do not correspond to anything in reality either.

Let us consider Dignaga’s theory of denotation more closely. It is
presented in the fifth and final chapter of his Pramanasamuccaya.’’> A
universal term (jatisabda), he says in the second verse, is not expres-
sive (vacaka) of individuals. This observation is already enough to
answer Nagarjuna’s critiques. The word “pot” in “the pot arises” does
not express the individual that arises, and thus does not presuppose
its presence.

This observation explains certain aspects of the behavior of words
that go against the idea of a simple correspondence between words and
things. For instance, it frequently happens that several words are used
to designate a single thing, as with the words “tree” (vrksa), “made of
earth” (parthiva), “substance” (dravya), and “existent” (sat).’® If these
terms designated individuals, they would be synonyms. As they do not
designate individuals, the problem does not arise.

But if generic terms do not express individuals, what is their relation
to things? Richard Hayes (1988: 257) underscores, with good reason I
believe, the distinction Dignaga draws between “expressing” (vacaka)
and “applying” (vrtti/pravrtti). Words do not express anything, but
they are nevertheless applicable to objects.

According to Dignaga, words refer to things by exclusion. They
exclude everything that does not belong to their objects, but without
expressing the objects. It is neither possible nor necessary to repro-
duce here the various considerations that conduce to showing that a
discourse relying on exclusions can replace, in an adequate if unwieldy

3 Prv 1.212: Sabdarthah kalpandjiianavisayatvena kalpitah / dharmo vastvas-
rayasiddhir asyokto nydyavadina //. The lack of connection with an external object
(according to Dharmakirti) is underlined in Prv 1.66: yad yatha vacakatvena vaktrbhir
viniyamyate / anapeksitabahyartham tat tatha vacakam vacah //

315 Edition in Hattori, 1982; partial translation in Hayes, 1988. A reconstruction
of the original Sanskrit, using the newly recovered codex unicus of the original San-
skrit version of the commentary by Jinendrabuddhi, is being prepared by Ole H. Pind
(Copenhagen). See http://ikga.oeaw.ac.at/Pr/Pr_dignaga.html.

316 Hattori, 1980: 62; Katsura, 1979.
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manner, a discourse based instead on universals as the referents of
words.””” Dignaga emphasizes that the characteristics of universals,
namely that they are one (eka), eternal (nitya), and subsistent in each
individual (pratyekaparisamapti), are present in exclusion.’®® A dis-
course of this kind allows Dignaga, and other Buddhists with him, to
benefit from the advantages that universals offered to the Naiyayikas,
but without having to accept their existence. What interests us here
is that Dignaga rids himself of the threat of Nagarjuna’s arguments
without paying a price at the level of ontology.

The theory of apoha resolves—perhaps one should say avoids—
the problems Nagarjuna had located within the phenomenal world, the
world subject to and created by language. Let us not forget that the
majority of Buddhists distinguish clearly between ultimate reality
on the one hand and the deceptive phenomenal world on the other.
Dignaga does the same, but he introduces an important innovation:
for him, the distinction between reality and the unreality of the phe-
nomenal world coincides with the distinction between objects of per-
ception and objects of language. The two are completely separate, to
the point that perception cannot be verbalized. Perception bears on
the particular (svalaksana), language on the general (samanyalaksana).
Only the objects of our perception are real; the realm of language, for
its part, is not.

Although we have seen that the realm of language is not riddled
with contradictions as Nagarjuna believed, it still remains, for Dignaga
as well as for Nagarjuna and other Buddhists, essentially the prod-
uct of language. This aspect of Dignaga’s thought does not seem to
have received the attention it deserves from modern interpreters.
Dignaga accepts the phenomenal world—or to be more precise, the
world of discourse—as correspondent to, or even created by, language.
In so doing, he finds himself in a situation quite similar to that of
Vaisesika thinkers. There remains a fundamental difference, of course.
Vaidesikas do not accept the existence of a reality apart from the world
of language and its referents; for them, reality corresponds perfectly to
language. For Dignaga, ultimate reality eludes the grasp of language,
while the world of discourse, which in the final analysis is not real, is

317 See, e.g., Hayes, 1988: 188 ff.

38 PrsV 5.36d: sarvatrabhedad dsrayasyanucchedat krtsnarthaparisamaptes ca
yathakramam jatidharma ekatvanityatvapratyekaparisamaptilaksana apoha evavatist-
hante. Cf. Hattori, 1980: 62, 71 n. 5; 1982: 137 n. 34.
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determined by language. We shall see that the Vaidesikas’ reality and
Dignaga’s world of discourse have much in common.

First let us examine the opening verse from chapter 5 of the
Pramanasamuccaya: “Verbal [knowledge] does not constitute a means
of knowledge distinct from inference, for it [proceeds] in the same
way.... It refers to its object by means of the exclusion of other
[things].”*" This verse has left modern commentators perplexed. What
is this verbal knowledge, and how could it not be different from infer-
ence? The expression “verbal knowledge” is generally taken in the
sense of knowledge obtained through verbal communication, what
one learns from other people or possibly from books.**® The way we
handle such communication would be, on this view, similar to logi-
cal inference. This interpretation seems to find support elsewhere in
the Pramanasamuccaya, in the chapter on inference for oneself, where
verse 5 says: “The statement of a trustworthy person is an inference,
for they have in common not being false. [This feature] is present in
an inference and in what is similar to it, and absent when the latter
is absent.”!

A broader interpretation of the expression “verbal knowledge” is
nonetheless possible. On this reading, verbal knowledge would include
not only what one learns from other people, or from books, etc., but
also, and chiefly, what language itself teaches us. Recall that Vaisesika
had little trouble deriving its system of reality at least in part from
language, rather than from any particular tradition or communication.
We have also seen, in the discussion that concludes the introduction to
the present work, that the idea of a verbal knowledge derived directly

9 The original Sanskrit of this verse has been preserved (Hattori, 1982: 107
n. 1; Hayes, 1988: 300 n. 1): na pramanantaram Sabdam anumanat tatha hi tat /
krtakatvadivat svartham anyapohena bhasate //

320 The translations offered for sabdam [pramanam] prove as much: “Verbal com-
munication” (Hayes, 1988: 252), “[Knowledge] based on verbal communication”
(Dreyfus, 1991: 339), “Mitteilung” (Frauwallner, 1959: 98-99 [774-75]). More cau-
tious are M. Hattori, 1980: 61 (“[means of cognition] which is based on word”);
R. Herzberger, 1986: 145 (“Knowledge derived from words”).

321 Here, too, the original Sanskrit has been preserved (Hayes, 1988: 250 n. 5):
aptavakyavisamvadasamanyad anumanatd | anumane ‘tha tattulye sadbhdavo ndsti-
tasati //. For the translation, cf. Hayes, 238. A translation of this verse closer to
Dharmakirti’s interpretation would be: “Since the words of an authority have the gen-
eral character of trustworthiness, they constitute an inference”; see Eltschinger, 1998.
One will note that Dharmakirti was already aware of the weakness of the position that
the statement of a trustworthy person is an inference.
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from language did exist, perhaps even in Vaisesika. Would it not be
conceivable that Dignaga had the same idea as the Vaisesikas?

The fifth chapter of the Pramanasamuccaya indeed contains no indi-
cation, as far as I know, that verbal communication is at issue in this
chapter. On the contrary, it does not have a single word to say about
the source, or sources, of this supposed verbal communication. Does
it concern the utterances of trustworthy people, or the Buddhist tradi-
tion? Dignaga says nothing on this key subject, which suggests that in
reality he is not speaking (at least not exclusively) of verbal communi-
cation, but rather, as was just proposed, of a verbal knowledge arising
primarily on the basis of language itself. From this point of view, it is
language as such—not the utterances of trustworthy people, or Bud-
dhist texts—that plays a determining role in the constitution of the
phenomenal world; language can therefore also inform us about the
structure of this world. The rest of the fifth chapter seems to confirm
this interpretation.

What, then, is the structure of the phenomenal world that Dignaga
deduces from language? According to the Japanese scholar S. Katsura
(1979), the structure is similar to that of the VaiSesika system. Dignaga
arrives at it in the following way. Words form a hierarchy among
themselves. The word vrksa, or “tree,” for example, excludes every-
thing that is not a tree. However, it does not exclude either the object
of a synonym or the object of a word with a broader extension. A tree
being a substance, the word vrksa thus does not exclude the object of
the word dravya, “substance.” In the resulting hierarchy, some terms
will be situated below the word vrksa, as for example Simsapa, which
designates a species of tree; others will be situated between vrksa and
dravya, or again above dravya. Between “tree” and “substance” there
is parthiva, “made of the element earth”; above dravya there is sat,
“existent.” At the summit of the hierarchy is jiieya, “knowable.” One
thus arrives at a sort of genealogical tree, which assigns a position to
everything that occupies a place in Dignaga’s phenomenal world. Kat-
sura’s article includes the following diagram, constructed on the basis
of the text of the Pramanasamuccaya with the Vrtti of Dignaga himself
and the Tika of Jinendrabuddhi:**?

322 Katsura, 1979: 492 (17). I have not had the opportunity to verify the results of
his research; a re-examination of his sources would be desirable, and might have a
bearing on the reflections that follow.
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jieya
|
| |
sat asat
|
| | |
dravya guna karman
|
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parthiva apya, etc. ripa, etc. utksepana, etc.
|
[
vrksa ghata, etc.

$im$apa  palasa, etc.

puspita phalita, etc.

This genealogical tree resembles the scheme of reality accepted by the
Vaisesikas. Under the element of sat, or “existent,” Dignaga presents
the three categories of dravya, guna, and karman. These are also the
foundational categories in Vaisesika, which correspond, as we have
already indicated, to the three types of words: nouns, adjectives, and
verbs. As far as the sub-divisions of these three categories are con-
cerned, Dignaga does not provide us with enough elements to be
certain that he follows the Vaisesika system, but the details he does
provide do not, in any case, contradict it.

We should be cautious, however, before accusing Dignaga of simply
borrowing. Recall, rather, that he is basically pursuing the same goal as
the Vaisesikas. He seeks to discover the structure of the phenomenal
world on the basis of language. The fact that he arrives at a result that
is similar, at least in part, to that of Vaisesika should not suprise us.
For him, as for the VaiSesikas, the three principal types of words—
nouns, adjectives, and verbs—seem to have corresponding categories
in the world. He and the Vaisesikas would no doubt also agree as to
the existence of the five elements of earth, water, wind, fire, and ether,
as well as the five qualities corresponding to the five sense-faculties.
From this point of view, a partial identity between the two systems is
only natural.

Note that Katsura, in a more recent article (1991: 131 n. 9),
expresses a different view as to the source of the structure ascribed by
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Dignaga to the phenomenal world. Instead of Vaisesika, Katsura pro-
poses Bhartrhari. He supports this view with a reference to a study by
Radhika Herzberger (1986: 35 ff.). Herzberger believed she had found
a hierarchical structure of universals in Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya. As
this conclusion was erroneous, there is no need to follow Katsura in
his change of view.*?

The hierarchical structure of Dignaga’s scheme merits our attention
a moment longer. This structure entails some strange consequences,
which we mentioned already in our discussion of Vaisesika. A tree,
according to the Vaidesika scheme, is composed of earth but not of
water, even though the presence of water, in the form of sap, is not
denied. Dignaga’s scheme appears to support the same conclusion.
Why were both the Vaisesikas and Dignaga led to accept such bizarre
conclusions? Does this parallel allow us to determine the direction of
the borrowing, if there was one?

Recall that for Dignaga, verbal knowledge is a form of inference. As
an inference, it proceeds from a term covering a relatively restricted
domain to another term covering a larger domain. The restricted
domain is necessarily included in the larger domain. One therefore
proceeds, in this way, from the word simsapa (which designates a type
of tree) to the word vrksa, “tree,” from vrksa to parthiva, “made of
earth,” and so on. The path ascends from terms of a less extended
application to terms of a more extended field of application, the latter
encompassing the terms that precede them. Here one can ask whether
the path that starts with a given term is necessarily unique. Is there
only one way to ascend from simsapa to jiieya? Or are there several
possible paths existing alongside each other?

Dignaga and the Vaidesikas seem to accept but a single path from
each starting term, which is why a tree is made of earth, rather than of
earth and water at the same time. But why did Dignaga not accept that
a tree could be made of both? I do not believe that any of his positions,
such as the theory of apoha, necessitate this limitation of only one pos-
sible path for every term in the hierarchy. One is therefore tempted to
conclude that the requirement was borrowed from the Vaisesikas, for
whom universals, as we have seen, are objective entities that cannot
cut across one another.***

323 See Bronkhorst, 1991: 6 ff.
324 Their position resulted from their opposition to the Buddhists, according to
Shastri, 1976: 326. (“As a result of conflict with the Buddhist, more and more emphasis
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That being said, it seems clear that the presumed parallelism between
verbal knowledge and inference—more precisely, the fact that verbal
knowledge is supposed to proceed in the same manner as inference—
facilitated this way of seeing things. An inference moves from a more
restricted domain, such as the domain of all places possessing smoke, to
a larger domain that encompasses the former, in this case the domain
of all places possessing fire. That a cow is an animal results from the
fact that the domain of things denoted by the word “cow” is included
within the domain of things that one calls “animal.” Dignaga would
thus have favored a hierarchical conception of the relations between
words that does not allow for more than one “superior” for each word,
regardless of the level in question.

Note further that the hierarchical scheme of Vaisesika occurs else-
where, too. Utpaladeva, the tenth-century Kashimiri author we encoun-
tered when discussing satkaryavada, basically accepts the Vaisesika
categories, except that in his view all of them are, fundamentally, iden-
tical to the knowing subject, i.e., God.*” The object of valid knowledge
(pramiti), as he says in his I§varapratyabhijhakarika Vrtti, is denoted
each time by a single word.*? One might think that various words—as,
for example, the words “existent” (sat), “substance” (dravya), “golden”
(kaficana), “pot” (ghata), and “shining” (ujjvala)—refer to one and
the same thing, but Utpaladeva tells us that they are different mani-
festations (abhdsa) endowed with different capacities.”” It is clear
that these “manifestations” constitute a hierarchy, the same one we
encountered in Dignaga and, of course, Vaisesika. There is no doubt
that Utpaladeva was deeply influenced by Buddhist thinkers, and one
indeed finds in his thought the theory of apoha, which emerges in his
definition of vikalpa, or “analytic conceptualization”: “The ascertain-
ment ‘pot,” which is brought about by the free knowing subject alone,
within whom lie the manifestations of this [pot] and that which is not
[the pot], and which takes place through the exclusion (apohana) of

was laid by the Nyaya-Vaisesika on the objectivity of the universal. It was realized that
the ranges of two objective realities could not be crossing or cutting each other.”)

325 Torella, 1994: XX1I ff.; 45 ff. and 157 ff. (= Isvarapratyabhijiiakarika & Vriti
I1.2). Strictly speaking, Utpaladeva seems to choose the Vaisesika categories that suit
him.

326 Torella, 1994: 48 (tr. p. 163): °ekaikasabdavacye...samanyaripe vastuni...
pramitih. ..

327 Torella, 1994: 49 (karika I1.3.5; tr. p. 164):. . . sadghatadravyakaricanojjvalatadayah
abhasabheda bhinnarthakarinalh]...
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that which is not [the pot]: this is the activity called vikalpa.”*** For
Utpaladeva, as for the Buddhist theorists of apoha, the reality to which
words refer is not absolute reality. But for Utpaladeva, in contrast to
the Buddhists, absolute reality is the knowing subject, God.

The theory of apoha rejects the correspondence principle. Therein
lies its revolutionary aspect. We have seen that most thinkers in clas-
sical India were hesitant to reject the principle: most often they found
ways to salvage it, maintaining, for instance, that words refer to things
other than individuals, or even holding that individuals exist, in one
way or another, before their arising. For Dignaga, words do not refer
to anything, whether in absolute reality or in the phenomenal world.
Even if, in the final analysis, his phenomenal world is still greatly
indebted to language, insofar as it derives its essential structure there-
from, Dignaga nonetheless dismisses the correspondence principle.

18. THE BODHISATTVABHUMI

Dignaga, however, was not the first to reject the correspondence
principle. A chapter from the Bodhisattvabhtimi, which belongs to
the Yogacarabhimi, does the same thing. The chapter is called the
Tattvarthapatala, or “Chapter on Reality.” The Yogacarabhumi is
attributed to Asanga, a Buddhist thinker from the fourth or fifth cen-
tury, but this attribution is certainly incorrect. The Yogacarabhtmi is
instead a collection of independent parts, and multiple authors were
doubtless involved in their composition. We do not know the name
of the author of the Tattvarthapatala, which is unfortunate, since he
explores a strategy of defense against Nagarjuna’s arguments that
proves to be completely original in its cultural context.

The Tattvarthapatala distinguishes four ways of seeing reality: (1)
that accepted by ordinary beings; (2) that accepted by reason ( yukti);
(3) the domain of knowledge purified of the obstructions of impu-
rity; and (4) the domain of knowledge purified of obstructions to the
knowable. The third and fourth ways of seeing reality naturally belong
to more or less advanced Buddhists on the path to liberation. In devel-
oping its argument for the ineffability of the dharmas, which is the

328 Torella, 1994: 28 (Vrtti on karika 1.6.3): pramatur eva svatantrasyantarlinatada-
tadarthabhasasya atadapohanena ghata iti niscayo vikalpo nama vyaparah. The trans-
lation above is a modified version of Torella, p. 131.
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proper object of the fourth way of seeing reality, the text sets forth
some extremely interesting observations.”” Before turning to them, let
us note that the four ways of seeing reality bear on the connection
between words and things. More or less advanced followers of the path
know that things derive their nature entirely from verbal designations.
Ordinary people, by contrast, believe that this nature actually exists.
It is thus in the context of the domain of knowledge purified of
obstructions to the knowable that our author launches an attack
against an opponent we can identify as a follower of the school of
Nagarjuna. The opponent is described as one who, in negating both
the basis that serves as the cause of verbal designations (prajriaptiv-
adanimittadhisthana) and the support that serves as the cause of
verbal designations (prajiaptivadanimittasannisraya), rejects an in-
expressible (nirabhilapyatmakataya), ultimately existing object (para-
marthasadbhiita vastu) and concludes that absolutely nothing exists
(sarvena sarvam nastiti). He negates even the bare object (vastumadtra)
with respect to the dharmas, i.e., ripa, etc.**® Insofar as this person
denies designation as well as reality, he is the worst of the nihilists.*
Our author does not share his opponent’s point of view. According
to him, the truly existent nature of all the dharmas is accessible only to
an awareness that is free of all conceptualization (nirvikalpa jiiana) and
that does not agree with language (abhilapa); it is, rather, inexpressible
(nirabhilapya). The author now engages in an extremely interesting
hypothetical argument: if, he says, the truly existent nature of things

* Vincent Eltschinger and Tom Tillemans, in a French translation of the
text that has not yet been published, draw attention to a parallel passage in the
Mahayanasamgraha of Asanga; see Lamotte, 1973: II: 118-19.

30 Bodhisattvabhimi (ed. Dutt) p. 30 L 26-p. 31 L 5: dvav imav asmad
dharmavinayat pranastau veditavyau / yas ca. ../ yas capi prajaaptivadanimittadhistha
nam prajiiaptivadanimittasannisrayam nirabhildpyatmakataya paramarthasadbhiitam
vastv apavadamano ndsayati sarvena sarvam nastiti /.../ yatha puna riupadikesu
dharmesu vastumatram apy apavadamanah sarvavainasikah pranasto bhavaty asmad
dharmavinayat tatha vaksyami /

“It should be understood that these two views have fallen away from our Dharma-
Vinaya: (1) that one which...; and also (2) that one which, with respect to a given
thing (vastu), denies the foundation for the sign of verbal designation, and the basis
for the sign of verbal designation, which exists in an ultimate sense owing to its inex-
pressible essence, saying ‘absolutely everything is non-existent.’... Likewise, denying
the bare given thing, which is a universal denial (sarvavainasika), has fallen away from
our Dharma-Vinaya.” Tr. Willis, 1979: 160-61.

31 Bodhisattvabhumi (ed. Dutt) p. 31 1. 17-18: prajiiaptitattvapavadac ca pradhano
nastiko veditavyah.
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agreed with language, then dharmas and things would conform to lan-
guage; more precisely, he speaks of an identity of nature (tadatmya,
tanmayata, tatsvabhavata). In that case, every object would have many
natures, since different words (abhildpa) create many denominations
(prajriapti) and many metaphorical expressions (upacara) for every
object. As it is impossible to determine that a given object has an iden-
tity of nature with one particular denomination as opposed to any
other, the object has no identity of nature with any denomination.*?

The text presents yet another argument. If an object derived its
nature from the designation one gives it, then before receiving its des-
ignation it would be without its own nature. But as one cannot desig-
nate an object unless it has a nature of its own, the designation would
have no object.’*

332 Bodhisattvabhumi (ed. Dutt) p. 30 1. 1-16: tatra kaya yuktya nirabhilapyasvabha-
vata sarvadharmanam pratyavagantavyd/...na svabhavo dharmanam tatha vidyate
yathabhilapyate / na ca punah sarvena sarvam na vidyate /... sa punah paramarthikah
svabhavah sarvadharmanam nirvikalpasyaiva jiianasya gocaro veditavyah / sacet
punar yathaivabhilapo yesu dharmesu yasmin vastuni pravartate tadatmakas te
dharma va tad vastu syat / evam sati bahuvidha bahavah svabhava ekasya dhar-
masyaikasya vastuno bhaveyuh / tat kasya hetoh / tatha hy ekasmin dharme ekas-
min vastuni bahuvidha bahavo bahubhir abhilapaih prajiiaptaya upacarah kriyante /
na ca bahuvidhanan ca bahunam prajaaptivadanam niyamah kascid upalabhyate
yad anyatamena prajfiaptivadenaikena tasya dharmasya tasya vastunah tadatmyam
tanmayata tatsvabhavata syan nanyair avasistaih prajiiaptivadaih / tasmat sakalavi-
kalaih sarvaprajiiaptivadaih sarvadharmanam sarvavastunam ndsti tadatmyam nasti
tanmayata ndsti tatsvabhavata /

“Now by what philosophical reasoning is the inexpressible character (nirabhilapya)
of all dharmas to be understood?...the essential nature of dharmas is not found in
the way in which it is expressed. But further, neither is absolutely nothing found....
Moreover, one should understand that only the sphere of cognitive activity which is
completely freed of discursive thought is the domain of knowledge of the supreme
essential nature of all dharmas.

“Again, if with regard to any dharma or any given thing it is assumed that it
becomes just like its expression, then those dharmas and that given thing would be
that expression itself. But if that were the case, then for a single dharma and a single
given thing there would be very many kinds of essential nature. And why? It is like
this: to a single dharma and to a single given thing, various men will attach many dif-
ferent designations by virtue of numerous expressions of various kinds. That dharma
and that given thing ought to have identity with, be made up of, and have the essential
nature of some one verbal designation, but not of the other remaining verbal designa-
tions. But there being no fixed determination, which of the very many kinds of verbal
designation would hold as the correct one? Therefore, the use of any and all verbal
designations, however complete or incomplete, for any and all given things does not
mean that the latter are identical to, made up of, or receive essential nature through
those verbal designations.” Tr. Willis, 1979: 158-59.

33 Bodhisattvabhumi (ed. Dutt) p. 30 1. 16-23: api ca saced riupadayo dharma
yathapurvanirdistah prajiiaptivadasvabhava bhaveyuh / evam sati purvam tavad
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This section of the Bodhisattvabhiimi seems remarkable to me for
the following reasons. First, it seems to be familiar with the philoso-
phy of Nagarjuna. It characterizes this philosophy correctly, I believe,
when it says that the Madhyamika negates the ground of verbal des-
ignations and thereby concludes that absolutely nothing exists. The
author of our passage approves of the first part but rejects the conclu-
sion. He, too, believes that the nature of things does not agree with
language, but he does not therefore conclude that nothing exists. He
also has ideas about the connection between words and the world of
our experience. The close correspondence between words and things
was the point of departure for Nagarjuna’s reflections. The author of
our passage emphasizes, rather, the absolute impossibility of such a
correspondence, as there are always many words for every thing. Note
that this observation does not concern ultimate reality but phenom-
enal reality, the world of our experience. Though it is not proposed
in the context of refuting the nihilist opponent, it nonetheless under-
mines, I believe, the basis of many of Nagarjuna’s arguments. Indeed,
the fact that the Tattvarthapatala was familiar with this nihilist posi-
tion suggests that the observation it makes about the impossibility of
a close correspondence between words and things is grounded in the
difference of opinion that separated our author from the Madhyamaka
tradition.

vastu pascat tatra chandatah prajfiaptivadopacarah / prak prajiaptivadopacarad
akrte prajaptivadopacare sa dharmas tad vastu nihsvabhava eva syat / sati
nihsvabhavatve nirvastukah prajaaptivado na yujyate / prajiiaptivadopacare casti
prajiiaptivadasvabhavata dharmasya vastuno na yujyeta / sacet punah pirvam eva
prajiaptivadopacarad akrte prajiiaptivadopacare sa dharmas tad vastu tadatmakam
syat / evam sati vind tena ripam iti prajiiaptivadopacarena ripasamjiiake dharme
ripasamjfiake vastuni ripabuddhih pravarteta / na ca pravartate /

“Now, to view it in another way, suppose the dharmas themselves, of form and so
forth as previously expounded, should become the essential nature of their verbal des-
ignations. If this were the case, then, first there would be just the given thing alone, i.e.,
completely disassociated from names, and only afterward would there be the desire
to attach to that given thing a verbal designation. But this would mean that before a
verbal designation was attached, at the time just prior to attaching the designation,
that very dharma and that very given thing would be without essential nature. But if
there were no essential nature, there would be no given thing at all; and hence, a des-
ignation would not be called for. And since no verbal designation would be attached,
the essential nature of the dharma and of the given thing could not be proved.

“Again, suppose that just prior to the attaching of a verbal designation, that dharma
and that given thing should be identical with the designation. This being the case, even
without the verbal designation ‘form,” the idea of form would occur whenever there
was a dharma with the name ‘form,” and whenever there was a given thing with the
name ‘form.” But such does not occur.” Tr. Willis, 1979: 159-60.
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19. PRAJNAKARAGUPTA

Before concluding our discussion of the role of the correspondence
principle among Buddhist thinkers, we must briefly consider a pas-
sage from the Pramanavarttikabhasya or Pramanavarttikalankara, a
commentary on the Pramanavarttika of Dharmakirti composed by
Prajiiakaragupta around 800 C.E. Eli Franco drew attention to this
passage in a lecture delivered in autumn 1997 at the International
Institute for Buddhist Studies in Tokyo, a copy of which he was kind
enough to send me.** The passage uses the two sentences arnkuro jayate
(“the sprout arises”) and ghatam karoti (“he makes a pot”) to support
the author’s position. What is this position? More to the point, does it
prove that Prajiakaragupta accepted the correspondence principle?

I believe not. The general context of the two sentences consists in
a defense of the curious position that a future object can be the cause
of a present thing. But rather than analyze the broader context, which
has already been admirably done by Franco, let us examine the imme-
diate context in which the sentences appear. We read: “If [you ask]
how a non-existent thing [can] be an actant (kdraka), [I reply with
another question, namely:] how, in the sentences ‘the sprout arises’
and ‘he makes a pot,’ [can the sprout and the pot] be a subject and an
object, respectively? If [you reply] that [the two are] actants in virtue
of being present in the mind, not [even] crows would eat that (i.e.,
the position is completely unacceptable).”** As the beginning of this
passage shows, at issue are non-existent actants. This part of the objec-
tion is not called into question, and the reply suggests that there are
indeed non-existent actants: the sprout in “the sprout arises,” and the
pot in “he makes a pot,” do not exist at that moment. Other remarks
from the same discussion support this conclusion. Prajhakaragupta
asks, for instance, what the difference is between prior non-existence
(pragabhava) and posterior non-existence (pradhvamsabhava), thus
indicating that a prior cause (which everyone accepts) is no more
existent than a future cause; this observation implicitly assumes that
neither one is present.

34 See now Franco, 2007. The same subject has been addressed by Shinya Mori-
yama (1998).

35 PrvBh p. 68 1. 32-33 (on verse 2.50): karakatvam evasatah katham iti cet /
katham avikuro jayate, ghatam karotiti kartrkarmabhavah? buddhisthataya karakatve
natra tasya kakair bhaksanam |
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We must conclude that Prajiakaragupta does not accept, either
implicitly or explicitly, the idea that the words of a sentence and the
things that together constitute the situation described by the sentence
correspond to one another, which is to say, the correspondence prin-
ciple. He does not seem troubled by the fact that there is no sprout in
the situation described by the sentence “the sprout arises,” and no pot
in the situation described by “he makes a pot.” Prajnakaragupta’s aim
is different, and his thought is free of the problem that so puzzled his
distant predecessors. He uses, of course, the same type of sentences
that they did—“the sprout arises,” “he makes a pot”—but he does so in
order to prove something different. For him, these sentences remind
us that the actants in a sentence can be situated in the future, and that
in this way there can be future causes of a present situation. He is
thus concerned with a different question, interesting in its own right,
but without direct connection to the correspondence principle and its
consequences, which in various ways so occupied earlier thinkers.

20. INDIAN THINKERS AND THE CORRESPONDENCE PRINCIPLE

An important question should remain for us at the end of these lec-
tures. We have suggested the role of the correspondence principle
in the development of Indian thought. The influence this principle
exerted seems to have been considerable. There is, if I may venture to
believe at least one of my conclusions is correct, no current of Indian
thought that was not affected by the consequences of this principle.?*
The important question we can now no longer avoid is the follow-
ing: were Indian thinkers aware of the principle? Did they consciously
and deliberately accept it? Did they ever submit it to explicit criti-
cal examination? What is the Sanskrit expression for “correspondence
principle”? All valid and justified questions. How to answer them?

I have already had occasion to point out that the correspondence
principle was principally an intuition shared by thinkers of the period,
rather than an explicitly held logical position. I have presented many
passages that lend themselves to an interpretation based on the corre-
spondence principle, and I am convinced that a good number of them

* An exception may have to be made for the Carvakas. It is clear from a passage
in the Sabara Bhagya presenting their position that the Carvakas refused to draw onto-
logical conclusions from verbal usage. See Bronkhorst, 2007: 363 ff.
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would be difficult to interpret in any other way. But none of these
passages names the correspondence principle as such, and I know of
no explicit discussion of its value. That being said, I must at once add
that some of the passages we have seen speak rather directly on the
subject. Take the passage from Sanikara’s Brahma Siitra Bhasya, which
we translated earlier. It reads: “[Otherwise] one could imagine that the
arising of a pot, [though] spoken of, did not have the pot for its agent,
but something else.... If that were the case, one would say, “The pot-
ter, etc., which are causes, arise,” instead of saying, ‘The pot arises.””
(ghatasya cotpattir ucyamana na ghatakartrka, kim tarhy anyakartrka
iti kalpya syat /.../ tatha ca sati ghata utpadyate ity ukte kulaladini
karanani utpadyante ity uktam syat.) One could hardly say it more
directly: the words of a sentence correspond to the elements of the
situation described, and if it seems otherwise to us, too bad. And the
opponent in the Nyaya Bhasya, who proposed that nouns in a sentence
can refer to things past or future, was clearly aware of the aspect of the
correspondence principle according to which nouns in a present-tense
sentence necessarily refer to things that are present. Such examples
convince me that at least some thinkers were well aware of the prin-
ciple we have tried to bring to light. The difference between us and
them is that the correspondence principle is not obvious to us; reading
their texts in light of the principle demands intellectual effort on our
part. But for Indian thinkers of the period, I believe, the obviousness
of the principle was beyond question. This hypothesis would explain
both the lack of explicit discussions of the principle and the marked
resistance to abandoning it.

We have certainly not said everything there is to say about the cor-
respondence principle. The preceding pages have been able to offer
only a sampling of passages dealing with the subject, even within the
relatively short historical period to which we have restricted ourselves.
Other aspects of the correspondence principle, such as the role of
negation and the meaning of particles, have only just been broached.
I believe, however, that our discussion already shows how important it
is to realize that encounters with philosophy from another time period,
possibly also from another culture, cannot be approached in the same
way one would approach philosophical debates among contemporary
thinkers. First and necessarily, there is what ancient Indian thinkers
state directly. But second, and no less important, is what they do not
say. The things that seemed obvious to them will not always coincide
with what seems obvious to us. The correspondence principle does not



136 CHAPTER TWO

seem obvious to us and, I do not hesitate to add, is false. The words
of a sentence do not each at the same time necessarily correspond to
an element in the situation they describe. But the belief to the con-
trary could have been responsible, among Indian thinkers, for more
than one fundamental aspect of classical Indian thought. One can thus
maintain, as I do readily, that the study of the implicit preconceptions
or intuitions of Indian thinkers is an integral part of the effort required
to understand Indian philosophy.

We have avoided drawing comparisons with European thought, but
now that we have come to the end of our study, we can make a small
exception. European thinkers of the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies strove to recover the original language of Adam, which they
believed to be the only language to confer immediate access to real-
ity. The failure of these efforts opened the door to a search for new
languages capable of offering privileged access to reality, such as the
language of mathematics.””” The thinkers of classical India, by contrast,
considered Sanskrit to be the language that most closely approximates
reality, and they felt no need to construct other languages. Views con-
cerning the degree and nature of this proximity varied from thinker to
thinker, of course, with Mimamsakas and Buddhists falling at opposite
ends of the spectrum. Those who outright rejected the proximity in
question were altogether few in number. This shared conviction mani-
fests itself in various ways in the history of Indian thought; a detailed
analysis of all of its manifestations and consequences remains a desid-
eratum for the future. The present study is intended as little more than
a modest contribution toward this end.

7 See, e.g., Bono, 1995.
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THE MAHAPRAJNAPARAMITASASTRA AND
THE SAMKHYA TANMATRAS>®

In a different publication (Bronkhorst, 1994) I pointed out that clas-
sical Samkhya derives the five elements from the five tanmatras, and
has no place among its fundamental tattvas for the five qualities. Sev-
eral sources, on the other hand, make us acquainted with an earlier
form of Samkhya which included the qualities among its tattvas—as
derivatives of the elements—but did not mention the tanmatras. These
qualities were even looked upon as the fundamental constituents of
material objects. I made the suggestion “that a major change took
place in Samkhya doctrine, perhaps some time in the 5th century of
our era”. Before this change material objects were looked upon as col-
lections of qualities, which were the final elements of the Samkhya
evolutionary scheme of things. After it, the qualities disappeared
from the list of tattvas, and the tanmatras took their place, with this
important difference that the tanmatras precede the elements, and
are not final evolutes as were the qualities. It is possible, but not cer-
tain, that the tanmatras were originally looked upon as being qualities
themselves.*”

In addition to the arguments presented in my earlier article, the
view that five qualities were still looked upon as full-fledged tattvas
at the time of the Sastitantra may find some further support in a pas-
sage of this text regained by Steinkellner (1999: 670-71, 675 no. 8):
sabdasparsaruparasagandhah pafica trayanam sukhaduhkhamohanam
sannivesavisesah. The value of this testimony is unfortunately some-
what reduced by the fact that the five tanmatras have the same names
as the five qualities; however, if tanmatras were meant, one would

% On the Samkhya tanmatras, see further Bronkhorst, 1999b.

39 See also Motegi, 1986; Kent, 1982: 267 f. Note that the Yoga Bhdsya on YS
2.19 states quite explicitly that there are no further fattvas beyond the visesas (na
visesebhyah param tattvantaram astiti viSesandm ndsti tattvantaraparinamah), i.e.
beyond the elements (bhiita) and the organs (indriya).
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have expected an indication to that effect. It is further to be kept in
mind that the Sastitantra was familiar with the notion of tanmatra.>*

Two articles by Imanishi dealing with some passages in the Maha-
prajiaparamitasastra, or Mahaprajiaparamitopadesa, complement the
above information in an interesting manner.

The Mahaprajiiaparamitasastra is traditionally ascribed to Nagarjuna,
and has been preserved in the Chinese translation of Kumarajiva, which
he made in the very early years of the fifth century C.E.** It appears to
describe the evolution of Samkhya tattvas in the following order:**? from
prakrti arises buddhi, from buddhi arises ahamkara, from ahamkara
the five tanmatras, from the five tanmatras the five mahabhitas, from
the five mahabhitas the five buddhindriyas. A closely similar enu-
meration is found in Vasu’s commentary on Aryadeva’s *Sataka, also
translated into Chinese by Kumarajiva.’*® It deviates in one impor-
tant respect: instead of merely mentioning the five buddhindriyas it
mentions all of the eleven indriyas at the end. The uncertain element
in these enumerations is the term tanmatra. The Chinese expression
normally translates anu, Imanishi observes,*** but here he proposes
the translation tanmatra. This interpretation seems plausible, for the
transition from tanmatras to mahabhiitas takes places in a manner
reminiscent of the Yuktidipika: sound gives rise to ether; sound and
touch to wind; sound, touch and colour to fire; sound, touch, colour
and taste to water; and sound, touch, colour, taste and smell to earth.

However, there is a vital difference between these texts and the
Yuktidipika. To show this, I will cite the relevant passage of the
Yuktidipika:**

340 See note 346, below.

31 Ramanan, 1966: 16 and 335 n. 6.

32 TT 1509, vol. 25, p. 546¢ 1. 18-29; cp. Imanishi, 1968: 70 f.

3 TT 1569, vol. 30, p. 170c L. 13-18; cp. Imanishi, 1970: 67.

3 Cp. Motegi, 1986: 954 (5); Hirakawa, 1997: 458 (1137/14).

* YD p. 118 1. 14-16 (Pandeya) / p. 225 1. 15-19 (Wezler & Motegi): Sabdagundc
chabdatanmatrad akasam ekagunam/Sabdasparsagunat sparsatanmatrad dviguno vayuh
/ Sabdasparsaripagunad ripatanmatrat trigunam tejah / sabdasparsariparasagunad
rasatanmatrac caturgunda apah / Sabdasparsariparasagandhagunad gandhatanmatrat
paficagund prthivi /. Cited and translated in Bronkhorst, 1994: 311. The Yoga
Bhdsya appears to represent the same point of view; see e.g. YBh 2.19: sad avisesah
/ tad yatha Sabdatanmatram sparSatanmadtram rupatanmatram rasatanmatram
gandhatanmatram ceti / ekadvitricatuspaficalaksanah Sabdadayah paficavisesah /.
Vijhanabhiksu interprets this passage somewhat differently, maintaining that earlier
tanmatras in this enumeration are causes of succeeding ones (YV 2.19 (ed. Rukmani
p. 110): [u]ttarottaratanmatresu pirvapirvatanmatranam hetutvac chabdatanmatram
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From the tanmatra [called] ‘sound’, which has sound as quality, ether [is
born,] which has [that] one quality. From the tanmatra [called] ‘touch’,
which has sound and touch as qualities, wind [is born,] which has [these]
two qualities. From the tanmatra [called] ‘colour’, which has sound,
touch and colour as qualities, fire [is born,] which has [these] three qual-
ities. From the tanmatra [called] ‘taste’, which has sound, touch, colour
and taste as qualities, water [is born,] which has [these] four qualities.
From the tanmatra [called] ‘smell’, which has sound, touch, colour, taste
and smell as qualities, earth [is born,] which has [these] five qualities.

To contrast our two texts, we consider the production of the element
earth. According to the Yuktidipika, it is born from one tanmatra,
which is called ‘smell’, and which has the five qualities sound, touch,
colour, taste and smell. According to the Mahaprajiiaparamitasastra,
on the other hand, earth is born from the five tanmatras sound, touch,
colour, taste and smell. Water is similarly born from one tanmatra
according to the Yuktidipika, and from four of them according to the
Mahaprajiiaparamitasastra; and analogously for the remaining ele-
ments. The difference may look small, but it is vital.**

To this observation I would like to add Kumarajiva’s use of a Chi-
nese expression that normally translates anu ‘atom’. Kumarajiva, by
using this translation, offers us an insight into his understanding of
the term tanmatra. He thought of tanmatras as atoms which together
constitute the elements. It is of course possible that Kumarajiva was
mistaken. He may have been influenced by the conception of the con-
stitution of matter current among his Buddhist co-religionists. But
even without his special choice of translation for the term tanmatra
one is likely to arrive at such an understanding. Unlike the Yuktidipika,
the Mahaprajiiaparamitasastra depicts a situation where five different
tanmatras somehow jointly produce the element earth. No doubt the
easiest way to visualize this is by assuming that the five tanmatras
are five ‘atoms’” which jointly constitute a ‘molecule’ of earth. Seen in
this way, the introduction of tanmatras into the Samkhya philosophy

Sabdamatradharmakam tatkaryataya sparsatanmatram Sabdasparsobhayadharmakam,
evam kramenaikaikalaksanadharmavrddhir ity arthah.

36 Tt would appear that the Yuktidipika had not yet forgotten the idea of “simple”
tanmatras. Cp. YD p. 911. 7 (Pandeya) / p. 187 1. 10-11 (Wezler & Motegi): ekariipani
tanmatranity anye / ekottaraniti varsaganyah /. The term ekottara refers here to the
fact that each next tanmatra has one more quality than the preceding one; this is the
position of Varsaganya and of the author of the Yuktidipika. The expression ekaripa,
on the other hand, refers no doubt to tanmatras that each have one quality, or consist
of one quality each.
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took place when the qualities—which were believed to jointly consti-
tute material objects—came to be conceived of in a more substance-
like manner, as constituents of the smallest parts of matter. Later on
the tanmatras themselves came to be considered as having qualities.
This is what we find in the above passage of the Yuktidipika and
elsewhere.

A confirmation of the interpretation of the tanmatra as atomic is pro-
vided by the Yoga Bhasya. Here we read:*” “The tanmatra is the cause
of the element. The single part of the [latter] is an atom (paramanu)
which is itself a collection of different component parts which do not
exist separately, consisting of a samdanya and a visesa. All tanmatras
are like this.”®*® This seems to mean that the tanmadtra is an atom,
the single part of an element (bhiita). All, or some, elements may
be composed of various tanmatras, as in the situation described in
the Mahaprajiiaparamitasastra; the Yoga Bhasya is not however clear
about this. But unlike the Mahaprajiaparamitasastra which associates
each tanmatra with a single quality, the Yoga Bhasya does not look
upon the tanmatra as a single quality, but as a collection of a samanya
and a visesa. The visesas are the normal five qualities, sound etc. The
samanyas are the five elements, but conceived of as generic qualities;
they are corporeality (mirti; which is earth), viscosity (sneha; which is
water), heat (usnata; which is fire), moving forward (pranamita; which
is wind), going everywhere (sarvatogati; which is ether).’** In intro-
ducing these generic qualities the Yoga Bhasya deviates from the other
sources on Samkhya that we are considering.* The fact that the Yoga

%7 YBh 3.44: tanmatram bhitakaranam / tasyaiko ‘vayavah paramanuh samanya-
visesatma ‘yutasiddhavayavabhedanugatah samudaya ity evam sarvatanmatran/[i].

5 The translation “consisting of a samdnya and a viSesa” for samanyavisesatma,
rather than “consisting of samanyas and visesas” or the like, seems confirmed by YBh
3.47 samanyavisesayor ayutasiddhavayavabhedanugatah samitho dravyam indriyam
“the sense-organ is the substance which is an aggregate whose parts do not exist sepa-
rately, of a samanya and a visesa”; here the singular number of samanya and viesa is
guaranteed by the dual ending of their compound.

9 See Bronkhorst, 1994: 319. YBh 3.47 (samanyavisesatma Sabdadir grahyah /
visayah) seems to suggest that the tanmatras have the same names as the qualities,
also in the opinion of the author of the Yoga Bhasya.

30 Note however that the Yuktidipika under SK 38 enumerates (in $lokas) a great
number of characteristics of the five elements, which includes the ones given in the
Yoga Bhasya, though sometimes different expressions are used (YD p. 118 1. 21 ff.
(Pandeya) / p. 225 1. 24 ff. (Wezler & Motegi)).
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Bhasya, in spite of this difference, preserves the idea of the tanmatra
as an atom, is no doubt significant.

Another passage in the Yoga Bhasya can be interpreted along the
same lines:**' “The single modification as sound-tanmatra of the con-
stituents of nature (guna), which here take the form of something
to be grasped (grahya), is sound as object. A single modification of
sound etc. when they are of the same kind as corporality (miirti) is the
earth-atom, which is constituted of tanmatras. A single modification
of those [atoms] is such a thing as the earth, a cow, a tree, a moun-
tain. Also in the case of the other elements, by taking up viscosity
(sneha), heat (ausnya), moving forward (pranamitva) or giving space
(avakasadana) as generic quality, a single modification is to be pro-
duced.” The crucial word tanmatravayava must, in view of the con-
text which speaks of ever more composite entities, be understood as a
bahuvrihi compound: “the parts of which are tanmatras”.**

Also Utpaladeva’s (much later) I$varapratyabhijnakarika Vrtti
(on 3.1.10-11) would seem to consider the tanmatras to be atomic.
We read here:*® “There are two kinds of effect. The following five—
sound, touch, colour, taste, and smell—are called tanmatras because
they are subtle. The same five, when gross because they are arranged
together, are called earth etc.” Utpaladeva, too, appears to look upon
the tanmatras as the building blocks of the elements, and therefore
most probably as their constituent atoms.

If the above account of the introduction and development of tanmadtras
in the Samkhya philosophy is correct, it becomes understandable why
they were introduced in the first place. The position of the school to
the extent that material objects are constituted of qualities was hard to
reconcile with the doctrine of satkaryavada which the school felt com-
pelled to adopt. Moreover, this same position no doubt led—under

¥! YBh 4.14: grahyatmakanam [gunanam] Sabdatanmatrabhavenaikah parina-
mah $abdo visaya iti / $Sabdadinam mirtisamanajatiyanam ekah parinamah prthi-
viparamanus tanmatravayavah / tesam caikah parinamah prthivi gaur vrksah
parvata ity evamadi / bhitantaresv api snehausnyapranamitvavakasadanany upadaya
samanyam ekavikarambhah samadheyah /

2 Hattori (1968: 154 n. 5.31) concludes from this passage that “[t|he Samkhyas
hold that the five kinds of tanmatras are composed of their respective atoms”. This
interpretation may have to be revised.

353 Utpaladeva’s Isvarapratyabhijiiakarika Vriti on 3.1.10-11 (Torella, 1994: 65):
karyani dvidha / Sabdasparsaruparasagandhani sitksmatvena tanmatrasamjfiani parica,
anyonyavyithena sthiilani prthivyadisamjiiani tany eva pafica /
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the influence of Buddhism or otherwise—to reflections about the basic
constituents of matter. Both factors combined led to the tendency to
conceive of the original qualities as of the nature of substances: the
qualities became tanmadtras, the ultimate constituents of the molecules
of matter. However, classical Samkhya was apparently not ready to
abandon its qualities altogether, and took the contradictory step of
attributing qualities to the tanmatras. At this point it was no longer
necessary to maintain that the elements are constituted of various
tanmatras. From now on an element like earth “arises” out of one
single tanmatra, which however has five qualities.

A peculiar passage in Vyomasiva’s Vyomavati, the earliest known com-
mentary on the Padarthadharmasangraha better known by the name
Prasastapadabhasya, confirms the idea that the tanmatras were at one
point the ultimate constitutents of the molecules of matter. This pas-
sage discusses and explains the Vaisesika position according to which
a body is made up either of earth, or of water, or of fire, or of wind,
but not of any combination of these elements. The objection is raised
that bodies might consist of various elements at the same time. In this
connection the following passage occurs:***

But if you accept the following: The constitution of a part, too, [can take
place] with various elements. For example, a dvyanuka is constituted of
an atom of earth and an atom of water, or again of an atom of water
and an atom of fire, or of an atom of fire and an atom of wind. In the
same way it [can be constituted] of wind and the tanmatra of sound.
These dvyanukas, once arisen, constitute, passing through [the stages]
tryanuka etc., a body.

This passage presents a position that is not accepted by Vyomasiva, who
points out that according to Vaisesika doctrine the resulting dvyanukas
and more complex entities cannot possess the qualities inhering in the
constituent atoms. All this does not concern us at this moment. What
does concern us is that the sabdatanmatra—the tanmatra of sound,
or the tanmatra which is sound—is here presented as a constituent of
a potential dvyanuka, and therefore as some kind of atom, beside the
atoms of earth, water, fire, and wind. It takes the place of what should

3 Vyomavati 1 p. 81 1. 13-21: athavayavasyapy anekabhiitair arambhah / tathahi,
parthivapyabhyam paramanubhyam dvyanukam, punar dpyataijasabhyam, tatha
taijasavayaviyabhyam arabdham iti / evam vayusabdatanmatrabhyam / etani dvya-
nukany utpannani tryanukadiprakramena Sariram arabhanta ity abhyupagame. ..
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be the atom of ether; but obviously, ether being one and omnipresent,
there can be no atom of ether in Vaisesika.

This passage is enigmatic, because it is not quite clear who the oppo-
nent is. One may however guess that Vyomasiva took this discussion,
and therefore the position of the opponent, from an earlier work.
Indeed, the same portion of the Vyomavati ends with a long citation
from a work which is identified as asya sitrasya bhasyam “the Bhasya
on this satra”. The satra concerned (bhityastvad rasavattvic codakam
rasajiiane prakrtih) cannot be identified with certainty, but appears to
have belonged to the Vaisesika Satra.” The Bhasya on the Vaisesika
Satra was not, of course, the Prasastapadabhasya, but appears to have
been the Katandi, composed after Vasubandhu but before Dignaga,
it seems.™ It is therefore possible, or even likely, that the discussion
about dvyanukas constituted of wind and sabdatanmatra occurred
already in this earlier text, which may, in its turn, have been acquainted
with an earlier work of Samkhya, in which tanmatra was still known
in the sens of “constituent of a molecule”. It seems however clear that
the position described by Vyomasiva—and perhaps taken by him
from the Katandi—represents some hybrid between Samkhya and
Vaisesika: whereas the notion of tanmatra appears to be Samkhya,
that of dvyanuka and tryanuka is decidedly Vaisesika.

How did the thinkers of classical Samkhya conceive of their tanmatras?
Strangely enough, the commentaries on the Samkhya Karika contain
practically no information that would allow us to answer this quesion.
One might expect that the “classical” tanmatra was still thought of as
something like an atom. Is this correct?

The answer has to be negative, for the Yuktidipika rejects the very
existence of atoms.*”’

355

Vyomavati I p. 82 1. 20 ff. Two slightly different satras with their Bhasyas are
cited Vyomavatilp. 851. 17 ff. (bhuyastvad ripavattvic ca ripajiane prakrtih karanam
tejah) and I p. 90 1. 4 ff. (bhiyastvat sparsavattvic ca sparsajiiane prakrtir vayuh).

36 Bronkhorst, 1993.

»7 YD p. 68 1. 32 ft. (Pandeya) / p. 154 1. 30 ff. (Wezler & Motegi): ucyate: yat tavad
uktam paramaniunam apratisedhad vipratisedhaprasanga ity atra brimah: tadanupa-
pattir astitvanabhyupagamat / astitve hi paramaniinam abhyupagamyamane sati satyam
evam syad iyam asanka kim paramanupirvakam idam visvam atha pradhanapurvakam
iti / na tu tesam sadbhavo niscitah / tasmad ayuktam etat /....etc.
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A passage in the Yuktidipika appears to say that the tanmatras,
far from being somehow atomic, are quite the opposite of that. The
passage occurs in the middle of a discussion regarding the ques-
tion whether atoms (paramanu) can be looked upon as the cause of
the world, a position which the author of the Yuktidipika does not
accept. The opponent then claims that a connection with atoms can
be observed in the manifest world, because of the presence of colours
etc.®® The Samkhya replies that this can be accounted for differently,
namely, with the help of the tanmatras.** A little later the opponent
makes a surprising proposal: what would be wrong in accepting that
the tanmatras are atoms?*® The Samkhya rejects this proposal in a few
lines that merit careful attention:**!

ucyate: na Sakyam evam bhavitum / kim karanam? vrddhimatyas
tanmatralaksanah prakrtayo ‘smabhir abhyupagamyante / kasmat?
svakaryad dhi prathiyasi prakrtir bhavatiti ca nah samayah / mahanti
ca prthivyadini mahabhutani / tasmat tesam tadatiriktaya prakrtya
bhavitavyam / paricchinnadesas ca paramanavah / tasman na tanma-
trabhyupagamat tesam abhyupagamah /

This means:

The answer is that it is not possible [that the tanmadtras are atoms]. We
accept that the prakrtis that are the tanmadtras have greater size (vrddhi)
[than their derivatives], for it is our doctrine that a prakrti is larger than
its effect. The great elements earth etc. are of macroscopic size. It follows
that their prakrti must exceed them [in size]. Atoms, on the other hand
(ca), have limited size. It does not therefore follow from the fact that we
accept tanmdtras that we accept those [atoms].

In order to understand these lines it is necessary to recall that in the
Samkhya evolutionary scheme prakrtis give rise to vikrtis, and that
the tanmadtras in particular are prakrtis that give rise to the vikrtis

38 YD p. 68 1. 26 (Pandeya) / p. 154 L. 22 (Wezler & Motegi): paramanvanvayo ‘pi
hi vyakta upalabhyate rapadisattvat.

9 YD p. 69 1. 2-5 (Pandeya) / p. 155 . 2-6 (Wezler & Motegi): yat tu khalv idam
ucyate prthivyadisu rupadyupalambhad anvayadarsanad aninam sadbhavah...kal-
payitavya ity etad api canupapannam / kasmat? anyathdpi tadupapatteh /
tanmatrapurvakatve ‘pi hi prthivyadinam kalpyamane rapadisattvad ato na yuktam
etat /

30 YD p. 69 1. 10 (Pandey) / p. 155 L. 14-15 (Wezler & Motegi): aha: yadi punas
tanmatranam eva paramanutvam abhyupagamyate ka evam sati dosah syat?

¥ YD p. 69 L. 10-14 (Pandeya) / p. 155 1. 16-21 (Wezler & Motegi). We fol-
low Wezler & Motegi’s suggested reading prakrtya against all the mss which have
prthivya (2).
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called mahabhiitas “great elements”. We now learn that the tanmatras
are larger than the great elements, this because prakrtis are always
larger than their vikrtis.*** In a way this is not even surprising, given
that classical Samkhya looks upon the original prakrti, i.e. avyakta or
pradhana, as being omnipresent.**

%2 Curiously, the Yuktidipika calls the tanmatras ‘elements’ (bhuta), and their
derivatives, which are smaller, ‘great elements’ (mahdabhiita). This is clear from the
following passage, which comments on the use of bhiita in the Samkhya Karika (22)
to refer to mahabhiitas (YD p. 92 1. 1-3 (Pandeya) / p. 188 1. 10 (Wezler & Motegi)):
purvapadalopendtra mahabhutaniti vaktavye bhitanity ucyate / bhitasamjia hi
tanmatranam na prthivyadinam atra tu samkhyacaryanam avipratipattih /.

63 See further Bronkhorst, 1999a; 2007a.
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	7. Vaiśesịka and Language
	8. Verbal Knowledge

	Chapter Two: The Correspondence Principle
	1. The Contradictions of Nāgārjuna
	2. The Reactions of Other Thinkers
	3. Sarvāstivāda
	4. Sāṃkhya
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	14. The Abhidharmasamuccaya of Asaṅga and Its Bhāṣya
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