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Summary

This thesis is a translation of the 10" century Jain philosophical Sanskrit text
Satyasasanapariksa, composed by Vidyanandin. The text, not all of which has survived,
presents and refutes 12 Indian philosophical systems, the most important of which are
Sautrantika and Yogacara Buddhism, Advaita Vedanta, Nyaya-Vai$esika, Samkhya,
Mimamsa and Carvaka. Criticizing these from the standpoint of the Jain anekantavada
(theory of manysidedness), Vidyanandin aims to establish the superior status of Jain
philosophy.

In addition to providing an English translation of this text from the Sanskrit, with
explanatory notes, it also places it in the context of Jain philosophy and investigates the
arguments Vidyanandin employs in his refutations of his rivals. The doctrines
Vidyanandin ascribes to his rivals are also examined and compared to presentations of
their doctrines in secondary literature on Indian philosophy and in some cases to how
these doctrines are presented in the original literature of the schools in question. Some
issues are highlighted as requiring further research.

The thesis also shows considerable influence from Vidyanandin’s predecessors
Samantabhadra and Akalanka on Vidyanandin’s argumentation. The clearest example of
this influence is shown on comparing the sections of the Satyasasanapariksa in which
Vidyanandin quotes the Aptamimamsa of Samantabhadra (ca 600 CE) with Akalanka’s

(ca 770 CE) commentary to these verses in his Astasati.
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1. Introduction

Jainism is but one of many religions and philosophies that evolved in India. Existing in a
pluralistic environment necessarily entails finding ways in which to relate to one’s rival
schools of religion and philosophy. This can of course be done in many different ways.

While discussing Jain responses to being in the minority, Phyllis Granoff writes:

“...one consistent Jain response seems to have been that Jains exhibited an eagerness to study and
understand the various religious groups around them that was virtually unparalleled in classical and
medieval India. Jain monks read and studied every major work of literature, philosophy, poetics, astrology
— indeed every major contribution to knowledge written both by their co-religionists and by those outside
their faith. It is an irony of history that one of our best sources on early medieval Buddhist philosophy is the
Jain refutations that are contained in the works of philosophers like Mallavadin and Haribhadra. Many
medieval Jain philosophical texts are veritable encyclopedias of philosophy, and modern scholars have yet
to mine them for the rich information that they can give us about medieval Indian philosophy and religion.
In many cases they contain information about religious schools and philosophical doctrines that is not
preserved elsewhere” (Granoff 1994: 242).

Introducing his translation of parts of Vidyanandin’s critique of Buddhist philosophy in
the Astasahasrt, Jayandra Soni states about Vidyanandin: “Although this ninth-century
Digambara scholiast is recognized as an excellent and independent thinker in the Jaina
tradition, not much work has been done on him and his writings” (Soni 2009: 449).

The purpose of this thesis is to make a small contribution to the understanding of
Vidyanandin and his works, the use of the anekantavdda in Jain philosophy and polemics
and to the understanding of the philosophy of the Jains’ rival schools, by translating
Vidyanandin’s Satyasasanapariksa (SSP), assumed by Soni (1999: 162) to be
Vidyanandin’s fifth independent work, into English. The English translation,
accompanied by explanatory notes, is then used as a basis for investigating
Vidyanandin’s arguments, his presentations of his rival schools and highlighting some
areas which require further study.

The present chapter presents the Satyasasanapariksa and briefly places it in the
context of the Jain philosophical tradition. Selected aspects of Jain philosophy, which
help place the SSP within the larger Jain tradition, will be discussed in Chapter 2. The
present chapter further presents the work done by others on the text, explaining the role of
this thesis in relation to these previous contributions and the way in which these have
been utilized to aid the translation and investigation of this difficult and technical text.
Lastly, it also discusses some methodological issues regarding translation of Sanskrit
texts in general, Sanskrit texts dealing with philosophy and logic in particular and how
these have been dealt with in the present translation of the Satyasasanapariksa.

In Chapter 2, the concepts of pramana (valid means of knowledge) and the
anekantavada, both essential for the understanding of the Satyasasanapariksa, are

explained. Chapter 3 deals with the main topics discussed in the various chapters of the



SSP. It also examines the doctrines Vidyanandin ascribes to his rivals and how these
relate to other available evidence concerning the doctrines of the schools in question,
while Chapter 4 further investigates and discusses the influence on Vidyanandin by his
predecessors Samantabhadra and Akalanka through comparing a selection of the
paragraphs in which Vidyanandin quotes verses from the Aptamimamsa of
Samantabhadra with Akalanka’s commentaries to these verses in his Astasati (a

commentary on the Aptamimamsa).

The Satya$asanapariksa

Not much is known about Vidyanandin, the author of the Satyasasanapariksa. The only
thing that is known for sure is that he was a Digambara monk. Pandit Kothiya, in his
preface to the critical edition of Vidyanandin’s Aptapariksa, postulates that Vidyanandin
was born in a Brahmin family in or near Mysore and that his dates are AD 775-840.
These postulations are, according to Jayandra Soni, based on an analysis of “the internal
and external evidences in Vidyanandin’s work™ (Soni 1999: 145). According to Dhaky
(1996: 25), one of the main arguments employed by Kothiya for setting this date is that
Vidyanandin does not refute the famous mid-ninth century philsopher Vacaspati MiSra.
His argument is thus that Vidyanandin must predate Vacaspati MiSra. But, as Dhaky
points out, Vacaspati MiSra’s Bhamati is indeed quoted in the Satyasasanapariksa (2, 13-
16), in addition to Misra being referred to by Vidyanandin elsewhere as well. It is thus
clear that Khotiya’s pre-Misra date for Vidyanandin cannot be correct. On account of
inscriptional evidence, Dhaky sets Vidyanandin’s date to between 900 and 950 AD
(Dhaky 1996: 25-27)". Dhaky’s dating seems clearly preferable, and is also adopted by
Malvania and Soni (2007: 542).

The Satyasasanapariksa is a short Sanskrit philosophical and polemical text,
making up 47 pages in Devanagari print and comprising eight chapters in which
Vidyanandin presents and refutes 12 Indian philosophical schools. The following schools
Buddhism), Citradvaita, Carvaka (materialistic* philosophy), Bauddha (Sautrantika
Buddhism), theistic and atheistic Samkhya, Nyaya, VaiSesika and Bhatta and Prabhakara
Mimamsa. In addition to these schools Vidyanandin also, in his introduction, states that
he will discuss the Tattvopaplavavada and the Anekantavada (here used in the sense of

the Jain teaching as a whole). These chapters are however lost as the text breaks off in the

! Due to limitations of space, all of Dhaky’s arguments cannot be recreated here. For details see Dhaky
(1996). For a thorough discussion on all the available data on Vidyanandin see Trikha (2009:100-108).
2 Carvaka here refers only to the materialistic branch of the Carvaka, much like Bauddha (Buddhist) only
refers to the Sautrantika school of Buddhist philosophy.The skeptical Carvaka was to be investigated in a
separate chapter under the name Tattvopaplavavada. Sadly this chapter has been lost. Cf. footnote 140.



middle of the Mimamsa chapter. Thus the intended number of schools to be discussed
was 14. The reason for the discrepancy of the number of schools and number of chapters
is that the Sabdadvaita and Citradvaita are considered to be refuted by the same

have not been treated in separate chapters.’ Also, the two variants of Samkhya (theistic
and atheistic) and Mimamsa (Bhatta and Prabhakara) are both treated in one chapter each.

In his introduction, Vidyanandin states that only that which is not contradicted by
the pramanas (valid means of knowledge), such as perception (pratyaksa) and inference
(anumana), is known as the trutfulness (satyatva) of the teaching.* Vidyanandin then
systematically investigates the other doctrines, showing that they are one-sided (ekanta)
and contradicted by perception and inference and therefore not truthful.

The intended structure of the text was thus that the rival schools are investigated
first and shown to be contradicted by perception and inference. This is on account of their
one-sided (ekanta) views (cf. Chapter 2). Having shown this Vidyanandin would then
investigate the Jain doctrine (here referred to as the Anekantavada), showing that it is not
contradicted by perception and inference as it is not one-sided (ekanta). On the contrary,
the Jain doctrine is held to be a sui generis’ synthesis of the one-sided viewpoints held by
the other schools (cf. once again Chapter 2). Thus the Jain doctrine avoids the faults that
haunt all the other doctrines and it alone meets the criteria of truth which Vidyanandin set
forth in his introduction.

As the text is incomplete this structure is somewhat disrupted due to the
conclusion, i.e. the chapter showing that the Jain Anekantavada is not contradicted by
perception and inference and thus is the “true teaching” (stayasasana), being lost. The
text as it exists today is thus only a refutation of 12 rival philosophical schools on the
basis of their one-sided doctrines being contradicted by perception and inference. Two
or “realistic” schools, starting with the Carvaka, are refuted.

Each chapter of the text is further divided into a pirvapaksa and an uttarapaksa.
The piirvapaksa presents the opponents doctrines and arguments. In the SSP it focuses on

ontological issues and the means to salvation. It is unclear why the last point gets the

3 The superficial treatments of the Sabdadvaita and Citradvaita form part of the Purusadvaita and

Vijiianadvaita appearing after the Sabdadvaita and Citradvaita refutations respectively.

*idam eva hi satyasasanasya satyatvam nama yad drstestaviruddham | (SSP 1, 14-15)

> Sui generis is here used as a translation of the Sanskrit term jaryantara (“another class/species”; for its use
cf. SSP 27, 3). The Webster’s New Twentieth Century Dictionary (1979), defines sui generis as “of his, her
or its own kind; singular; unique; in a class by itself’ (italics added). The idea it expresses here is that the
Jain anekanta (non-one-sided) view is not a mere “mechanical” combination of two ekanta (one-sided)
views, which would make it susceptible to the faults of both these positions, but that it is a synthesis of the
two, making up something altogether different. Thus, it is argued, it transcends the faults raised against the
ekanta views.



amount of attention that it gets, as these issues are not discussed by Vidyanandin in the
uttarapaksas.® Vidyanandin may have attempted to show that only the Jain path to
liberation is possible in the chapter on the Anekantavada, but as this chapter is lost this is
not known. The uttarapaksa is Vidyanandins refutation, focusing mainly on ontological
issues.

The uttarapaksa is made up of three parts. In the first part Vidyanandin shows that
the doctrines of the school in question are contradicted by perception (pratyaksaviruddha
or drstaviruddha), while the second part shows that they are contradicted by inference
(anumanaviruddha or istaviruddha) as well. The third, concluding part, states that the
scriptural tradition (@gama) of the school in question is thus not trustworthy and
concludes the chapter with verses which declare the insufficiency of the school in
question, affirming that they do not refute the Syadvada (here used in the sense of the
Jain doctrine as a whole).’

The the SSP’s treatment of the various schools can be classified into three
categories according to length. The first group has a length of approximately ten pages in
Devanagari print in Gokulchandra Jain’s edition®, the second has a length of
approximately four pages in Devanagari print, while the third group are merely
mentioned at the end of a chapter dealing with another school and considered to be
refuted by the same arguments as those used against the school the chapter they appear in
is devoted to refuting. The members of the first of these groups are the Purusadvaita, the
Bauddha and the Vaisesika. The second group is made up of the Cﬁrvﬁka Sﬁmkhya and
though with some reservations, the Nyaya. As the Mimamsa chapter is 1ncomplete, it is
not known how long the chapter devoted to their refutation originally was, or was
intended to be. What today remains of the chapter makes up almost four pages in
Devanagari print, and stops before the pratyaksaviruddha part of the chapter is complete.

If it can be assumed that the Mimamsa, Tattvopaplava and Anekanta chapters
would conform to this threefold classification, it is not certain whether the Mimamsa
chapter was intended to be approximately four or ten pages long, though it seems most

probable that it was intended to be ten pages long as the pratyaksaviruddha section is not

® The closest thing to an exception to this is found in the Vai$esika chapter, where, in the discussion
centering around the existence of a creator God, Vidyanandin claims that God cannot have knowledge,
desire and active effort as the liberated soul, according to the VaiSesikas, does not have these qualities (SSP
40, 6-20). Even this does not directly concern the means to salvation, which according to the Vaisesikas is
thorough knowledge of the categories, but is rather concerned with the ontology of the liberated soul as
described in the pirvapaksa.

" While all the chapters, except for the incomplete Mimamsa chapter, are concluded by such verses, not all
contain the paragraph declaring the scriptures of the school not to be a valid means of knowledge. The
Bauddha (§47), Samkhya (§19) and Nyaya-Vaisesika (§8 Nyaya chapter) chapters have such a paragraph,
while the Purusadvaita, Vijfianadvaita and Carvika chapters do not.

¥ When composed the SSP was of course not written in a format comparable to the pages in Jain’s printed
edition of the SSP, and the use of this measure is used simply for the sake of convenience.
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yet finished by the end of page four. On the other hand, the anumanaviruddha section of
the Samkhya chapter only counts two paragraphs (SSP 33, 3-12 §§17-18), and it is thus
also possible that the Mimamsa anumanaviruddha section too was brief, making the
chapter only four pages long.

The length devoted to these systems speaks of their relative importance as
perceived by Vidyanandin, though with some caution. It is tempting to conclude that the
systems to which ten pages are devoted are considered the most important or dangerous
adversaries, while those which are merely mentioned as an appendix to a chapter dealing
with another system are the least important. This may very well be the case, with two
notable reservations.

The brief treatment of the Nyaya does not signalize its lack of importance, but
rather that the SSP was written at a time when the Vaisesika and Nyaya schools had
almost completed their merger.’ It should also be mentioned that unlike the Citradvaita
and Sabdadvaita, the section dealing with the Nyaya has a piirvapaksa. The treatment of
the VaiSesika and the Nyaya should thus rather be seen as constituting a single whole,
making the treatment of the Nyaya-VaiSesika the longest chapter with its 11, 5 pages in

Devanagari print.

of the treatment of Buddhist philosophy as a whole, which also includes the ten pages
devoted to the treatment of Sautrantika (Bauddha) philosophy. Seen thus, the largest
amount of space is dedicated to Buddhist philosophy. Possible reasons for this are
discussed below.

The brief treatment of the Citradvaita and Sabdadvaita seems to indicate their
subordinate importance, in the eyes of Vidyanandin, as compared to the other schools.
The treatment of the Carvaka and Samkhya, both making up four pages, also seems to
signify their lower importance. The refutation of Carvaka materialist views seems mostly
included in works such as the SSP by convention, as there is nothing to indicate that the
Carvaka was a functioning and active school at the time of Vidyanandin (Chatterjee &
Datta 2007: 52-3). Larson suggests that the Samkhya lost much of its importance some
time after Sankara (788-820), who vigorously debated against them, and that by the time
of Alberuni (eleventh century), one only finds occasional summaries of the Samkhya
views in the texts of other philosophical traditions (1969: 192-4). Though the Samkhya
later experienced a revival, mostly in the hands of Vedanta philosophers, its relatively
brief treatment in the SSP suggests that much of its force had already been lost by the

time of Vidyanandin.

? Cf. the Nyaya-VaiSesika section of Chapter 3.
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Previous treatment of the SatyaSasanapariksa

Not much work has previously been done on the SatyaSanapariksa. It first became known
and available around 1920 (Soni 1999: 162). A critical edition with a Hindi preface, and
an English introduction by Nathmal Tatia, was published by Gokulcandra Jain in 1964. It
is on this edition that the present thesis is based. As I do not read Hindi, I have not been
able to utilize Jain’s preface to his edition of the SSP. Trikha (cf. below) and Jain’s
footnotes throughout the text, however, make clear that Jain’s edition is based on three
manuscripts, a Devanagari manuscript from Bihar (labeled “Ka”) and two Kannada
manuscripts from Karnatiaka (labeled “Ga” and “Gha”). Manuscript “Ga” breaks off in
the Vaisesika chapter, while manuscripts “Ka” and “Kha” break off in the Mimamsa
chapter. There is also supposedly a fourth manuscript from Mumbai, but also this is said
to be incomplete (Trikha 2009: 97)

was published by Jayandra Soni in 2003." Parts of Vidyanandin’s introduction to the
Satyasasanapariksa and the parts of the Vaisesikasasanapariksa (“Investigation into the
Vai$esika teaching) dealing with inherence (samavaya) have been translated into
German'' by Himal Trikha in his PhD dissertation “Schluss mit ungiiltigen Perspektiven!
Polemik gegen das VaiSesika in der Satyasasanapariksa des Digambara Vidyanandin vor
der Hintergrund des kritischen Perspektivismus der Jainas”. His translation and analysis
has been consulted as far as my very limited knowledge of German has allowed.

With the exception of the thorough study of Himal Trikha of the arguments
against the VaiSesika concept of samavaya, the previous treatment of the
Satyasasanapariksa has been rather superficial. Tatia’s treatment of the various chapters
of the SSP, in his introduction to Jain’s 1964 edition of the text, is for the most part, with

the exception of the sections dealing with Purusadvaita or Advaita Vedanta chapter and

Philosophy” (SJP) '2, which was published 13 years before the publication of

19 In Olle Qvarnstrom (ed.) 2003, “Jainism and early Buddhism, essays in honor of Padmanabh S. Jaini”,
Asian Humanities Press, Fremont California. . )

"' The relevant portions translated by Trikha are SSP 1, 4-19 and SSP 34, 3-39, 17.

121951, Jain Cultural Research Society, Benares.
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Gokulchandra Jain’s edition of the SSP. Due to limitations of space, the sections in
question cannot be quoted here."

Though Tatia’s references are quite scarce, the few references given in the SJP to
the copied portions make it clear that they are based on a study of Vidyanandin’s
Astasahasrt, a commentary to Akalanka’s Astasati (which is in turn a commentary on
Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa). Even though the portions copied from the SJP for the
most part accurately describe the main issues dealt with in the parts of the SSP they are to
explain, many details and arguments discussed by Tatia are not found in the SSP. Tatia
even quotes the Astasahasri instead of the SSP as a reference to one of the points he
makes in his introduction (Tatia 1964: 32, footnote 5). Due to limitations of time and
space, an investigation of the Astasahasri has not been possible.

Nevertheless, though this is not pointed out by Tatia in his introduction, it is clear
that there must be considerable similarities between the Astasahasri and the SSP. This is
not only illustrated by Tatia’s introduction and its copying from his SJP, but also by
Jayandra Soni’s (2009:452-6) transliteration and translation of Vidyanandin’s critique of
Buddhist philosophy in Astasahasri 182/ 10 and 183/6-8, the first of which makes a
similar argument as that made in SSP 26, 12-13, while the wording of the latter is almost
identical to that of SSP 26, 24-30. Jain also points to similarities between the SSP and the
Astasahasri.'* Similarities between the SSP and Vidyanandin’s Aptapariksa are also
pointed out by Jain." It is thus clear that a thorough investigation and comparison of the
SSP, the AstasahasrT and the other works of Vidyanandin is needed.

This is unfortunately, due to restrictions of space and time, not possible in the
present thesis, which has slightly more limited ambitions. Its principal aim is to translate
the SSP, on the basis of Jain’s 1964 edition, into English, and to highlight some of the
issues which require further study. As noted above, Vidyanandin, though being regarded
as an important Jain philosopher, has received relatively little scholarly attention.
Moreover, very little of his work has been translated into western languages. The
translation of the SSP into English aims at rectifying this situation, hopefully inspiring

more research on Vidyanandin and his fellow Jain philosophers.

" The copied sections in are, the following explanation, designated by page number and line number (the
designation “p 13, 31-33” thus referring to page 13 lines 31-33), both in Tatia’s introduction and in his SJP.
In his section on the Purusadvaita, under the heading “Vedantic Monism”, in his 1964 introduction, p 13,
31-33 corresponds to p 171, 14-17 of the SJP and p 15, 18-31 (introduction) corresponds to pp 184, 29-185,
SJP. Pp 32, 12-35, 12 (introduction) correspond to pp 208, 36-211, 39 of the SJP, with the exception of the
sentence in p 32, 18-19 (introduction), which does not appear in the SJP. Tatia gives no references to the
SJP in his introduction. It is possible that an even closer reading and comparison of the SJP and Tatia’s
1964 introduction could reveal even more such examples, but these will here suffice to illustrate the point.
4 Cf. footnotes 359, 448 and 470.

15 Cf. footnotes 325 and 330.
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The Satya$asnanapariksa as part of the Jain philosophical and polemical tradition

When talking about the “intra-jain” context into which the Satyasasanapariksa fits, two
separate aspects must be recognized. On the one hand, it is a philosophical text, and as
such must be seen as part of a continuum or evolution of Jain philosophy stretc.hing from
the oldest strata of agamic jain literature, through the Tattvarthasiitra etc. and lastly to the
texts of the logical period of Jain philosophy of which the Satyasasanapariksa is a part.
On the other hand, it is part of what might be called the tradition of Jain dealings
with other views. The Jains have always had an interest in the views of others, both
external (i.e. non-jain) and internal. Regarding disputes internal to Jainism, both
Svetambara-Digambara debates and polemical texts and intra-Svetambar and intra-
Digambar debates and texts, both between different groups or orders within these larger
designations and within such groups or orders, are found (Balbir 1999: 2)'°. Regarding
engagement with non-Jain views, this interest has taken several different forms. Purely
descriptive works, doxographical compendia or Sarvadarsanasamgrahas,'”” and works of

t'8, are found.

a rather vague polemical character, such as works related to the 363 accoun
There are also texts or portions of the canonical texts which are polemical in a less vague
way, but whose criticism is mostly of an ethical character." Lastly, more purely
polemical philosophical or logical texts, with clearly identifiable opponents, like the
SatyaSasanapariksa and its predecessors, such as the Aptamimamsa etc., are also found
(Balbir 1999: 1).

The texts dealing with other views, and especially the polemical texts, must also
be considered with regard to Jain participation in public debates. The Jain emphasis on
learning and understanding the doctrines of their rivals made them vigorous adversaries
in such debates, and many biographies and stories tell of debates and the victory of Jain
monks over their opponents (Granoff 1994: 242).*° The Satyasasanapariksa, as many
other Jain philosophical texts, is structured as a debate, with objections raised on behalf
of the opponents. In addition to the descriptions of debates in biographies and stories,
polemical texts such as the Satyasasanapariksa illustrate the importance of such debates
and show that the Jain attitude to rival religions and philosophies was not one of

seclusion but rather of active engagement with respect to issues with which they were

16 For more on this see Balbir (1999).

17 For examples of such works see Folkert (1993), where four such works, the Sarvasiddhantapravesaka;
Rajasekhara’s Saddarsanasamuccaya; Merutunga’s Saddarsananirnaya; and parts of Jinadatta’s
Vivekavilasa are translated.

18 For an excellent and thorough treatment of the 363-account see Folkert (1993).

1% See for example the Sitrakrtanga. This treatment of others is prevalent throughout most of the early
agamic literature (5™ century BC to 1*' century AD), where the opponents are seldom identifiable and
criticism tends to center around ethical issues (Dixit 1971: 40, 88).

20 See also Granoff (1985).
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concerned. This attitude is discernable even in the canonical texts, which tell of debates
in which Mahavira defeats non-Jain opponents (ibid: 242, 257).

Texts such as the SSP clearly show that the Jains not only have a clear identity as
something separate and clearly discernable from the other religions and philosophical
schools on the Indian sub-continent, but also that these rival philosophies and doctrines,
and perhaps especially the philosophy of the Buddhists, were feared and thus had to be
countered. The arguments advanced against the other philosophies in texts such as the
SSP were not only meant as tools in debates against adherents of these rival views, but
would naturally also function as assurances to Jains that their religion and philosophy is
indeed the true one. They thus have both an external and an internal function, and are
directed towards Jains and non-Jains alike, albeit for different purposes.

That the Buddhists are felt as a particularly pressing threat is suggested by the
relative amount of space dedicated to refuting Buddhist philosophy in the SSP and other
Jain philosophical texts.? It is also discernable from Jain narrative literature (Granoff
1994: 258-9), and has several reasons. Firstly, Jains and Buddhists have been closely
linked by their common Hindu opponents throughout the classical and medieval period.
This is perhaps not so surprising as, from the perspective of the brahmanic systems, the
Jains and Buddhists had a lot in common, rejecting the primacy of Sanskrit and the
authority of the Veda, to name only a few of these similarities. This Hindu conflation of
Jain and Buddhist doctrine was so strong that in late medieval times, when Buddhism had
virtually disappeared from India, Jains are referred to as Bauddhas (Buddhists) in Hindu
texts such as the Vallabhadigvijaya (Granoff 1994: 258).%

Another reason seems to be the feared attractiveness of Buddhist doctrine and
philosophy. Many Jain stories tell of Jain devotees, both monks and lay people, who are
led astray by Buddhists. While many of these claim that Jain monks convert to Buddhism
because of the delicious food in their monasteries, thus also criticizing the lack of
asceticism in Buddhist practice which might be attractive to many people, there are also
Jain stories which make clear the perceived attractiveness of the Buddhists doctrines,
especially to educated philosophers. Such stories, and the depth of study devoted by Jain
philosophers to Buddhist logic evident in texts such as the SSP, show the fear and respect
held by the Jains towards the doctrines of their Buddhist rivals (Granoff 1994: 259-60).

A full understanding of the place of the Satyasasanapariksa within the larger Jain

tradition, and within the larger Jain literature, must thus take both these aspects into

2! The renowned Jain philosopher Akalanka, Vidyanandin’s predecessor, dedicated much of his work to
refuting Buddhist doctrines. For an excellent investigation of Akalanka’s arguments against Dharmakirti
see Shah (1968).

22 Such a conflation, or at least subordination of the Jains to the Buddhists, was also prevalent in 19th
century western Indology until Hermann Jacobi established the separate identity and history of Jainism
(Folkert 1993: 27).
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consideration. These are of course not really separate, as Jain philosophy did not evolve
in a vacuum. It has always had to take other views and philosophies into consideration.
Evolving within the larger Indian philosophical milieu, Jain theoreticians have always
compared and contrasted their doctrines with those of rival systems. As the Jain agamic
texts were highly technical and made use of a technical vocabulary that was not easily
translatable into that which was used by other Indian systems. This task was not easy.
The composition of the Tattvarthasiitra, written in Sanskrit instead of the Prakrits used in
the earlier agamic literature, was an important step towards amending this situation. The
real breakthrough, however, came with Samantabhadra (ca 600)*, making use of the
anekantavada in evaluating the doctrines of rival systems. His approach was later further
developed by Akalanka (ca 770)*, who was again followed by Vidyanandin (Dixit 1971:
148-9), with whom, according to Dixit, this approach culminated (ibid: 10-11, 154-5). In

the words of Dixit:

“With Vidyananda comes to an end the second stage of Logic...Vidyananda was not only the last
representative of the stage in question he was also its most learned representative. Certainly, it is in his
writings that this memorable period in the history of Indian philosophy stands reflected in an adequate
manner. Those who came before him made way for him and in this sense they did what nobody else did,
but it was he who really proved equal to the task of the hour” (Dixit 1971: 154-5).

In the following chapter, selected aspects of Jain philosophy and their evolution, more
precisely the doctrines of pramana, naya and syadvada, are presented, thus showing the
backdrop against which the Satyasasanapariksa was composed. It was on the work of his
predecessors that Vidyanandin built his texts, adding considerably to their efforts with his
ingenuity. Before doing this, however, some theoretical and methodological issues

regarding the work on the translation of the SSP are discussed.

Mehodological issues

“Texual criticism is not something to be learned by reading as much as possible about it. Once the basic
principles have been apprehended, what is needed is observation and practice, not research into the further
ramifications of theory” (West 1973: 5).

Just as one cannot become a proficient soccer player by reading a book on how to play
the game, so making a translated edition of a sizable and difficult Sanskrit text is to a
large degree learned by practice. When setting out to translate a Sanskrit text, and
especially a text on philosophy and logic such as the Satyasasanapariksa which abounds
in technical vocabulary and intricate arguments, there are many issues to consider. The

matter is far more complicated than simply translating the words and sentences making

> This date is adopted from Malvania and Soni (2007).
2 This date is adopted from Malvania and Soni (2007).
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up the text at hand. There are many ways to approach a text, and many decisions to be
made concerning how to deal with the source material and regarding the form and
character of the intended product. It is not possible to discuss all these issues here, but the
most important issues for the present work shall be discussed below. As this has been a
learning process, the ways in which these issues have been dealt with have undergone
change throughout the work on this thesis. Though I have tried as best I can to root out all
inconsistencies, some are bound to have escaped me.

Chosing to translate the whole of the SSP instead of selected portions of it, as
Himal Trikha has done in his PhD dissertation mentioned above, has considerably
influenced the nature of this thesis. Seeing as the amount of source material has been
large and the MA thesis is to be written in one year, it has not been possible to conduct a
study as thorough as the one made by Trikha. The focus of the present work has therefore
been on translating and understanding the text, and not on tracing its sources or

comparing its content with other works, though this too has, to some extent, been done.

Translation

It is often said that a translation is never merely a translation, but always involves
interpretation as well. This may be a cliché, but it is still worth pointing out, for in
addition to emphasizing the fact that there is no such thing as a completely “objective
translation”, it also draws attention to the often taken for granted point that one must
understand the text one translates, and that one’s understanding of it is reflected in the
translation. This takes us to the heart of the matter, for understanding a complicated and
specialized work such as the Satyasasanapariksa is no easy task. Though I have done my
very best to understand the often intricate arguments of the SSP, with the generous and
invaluable help of Professor Nagin Shah and Dr. Srinivasan and by reading secondary
literature on Indian philosophy and to some extent the primary literature of the
philosophical systems the SSP deals with, there are still passages and points which I do
not fully understand. Where this is the case, my uncertainty has been indicated in the
footnotes. Where I have felt that I do understand the arguments employed, or at least their
main aspects, footnotes containing explanations of these arguments and their relation to
the doctrines of the philosophical system in question or arguments elsewhere have been
added.

It is a basic problem concerning translations that one on the one hand has to take
Sanskrit syntax and modes of expression into consideration, while at the same time
attempting to make the meaning of the text, or rather what one understands the meaning
of the text to be, as clear as possible. Any translation must find a balance between the

two. This issue is an especially pressing one in the case of translating highly technical
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literature such as texts dealing with philosophy and logic where arguments are often
concisely expressed, presupposing a familiarity with the issues being discussed.

Put simply, the question is one of how literal the translation should be. I will
illustrate this with one sentence from the SSP: nanu naisa dosah, paramanupratyaksasya
tallaksanasambhavad iti cet (SSP 21, 25). A literal translation of this sentence would be:
“If it is objected: ‘Certainly this is not a fault, because the definition of that is applicable
to the sensory perception of atoms’”. This results in a quite minimalistic English sentence
which leaves much of the meaning unexpressed. One could then either supply the
additional information in a footnote, or simply assume that the reader understands the
intended meaning. The sentence could be more freely translated as: “If it is objected:
Certainly there is no fault of inapplicability with respect to our definition of sensory
perception, because our definition of perception is applicable to the sensory perception of
atoms”. Here the meaning of the sentence, as understood by the translator, is made
explicit, not distinguishing between what the Sanskrit text explicitly says and what it
leaves unexpressed. In the present translation, a middle position between these two has
been adopted, translating the sentence as: “If it is objected: Certainly there is no fault [of
inapplicability] [with respect to our definition of sensory perception], because [our]
definition of that [perception] is applicable to the sensory perception of atoms”. The parts
of the translation which are not explicitly expressed by the Sanskrit text have here been
bracketed using square brackets, thus clearly distinguishing between that which is
explicitly stated and the added interpretations of the translator. Where the Sanskrit text
omits a word or phrase that has been used previously in the same sentence, this is
supplied using rounded brackets.

Another issue is to what extent one should try to represent Sanskrit syntax in the
English translation. The problem can be fittingly illustrated by the example of an
especially prominent grammatical feature of Sanskrit philosophical literature as a genre,
the subjective genitive, found both with and without abstract nouns and often paired with
the ablative.” A translation of the sentence: vedyavedakalaksanasya paraparikalpitasya
vyabhicaritvat | (SSP 11, 5-6) following the Sanskrit syntax would be “Because there is
erroneousness of the characeristics of cognized and cognizer posulated by the
opponents”. This is not very good English and makes the reading tedious. Therefore, the
translation “Because the defining characteristics of the cognized and cognizer postulated
by the opponents are erroneous” has been chosen, making the logical subject in the
Sanskrit sentence the grammatical subject in the English sentence. While this is the

approach chosen for short and relatively straight forward sentences such as this, a more

» Cf. Tubb and Boose (2007: 179) on the subjective genitive with abstract nouns. Cf. Speijer (2006: 85) for
subjective genitive of the agent in passive constructions.
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Sanskrit-like syntax has, however, been retained in more complicated sentences. For an
illustrative example of this cf. §9 of the VaiSesika chapter. The main priority when
working on the present translation has been to render the Sanskrit text and its meaning as
faithfully as possible.

Another, closely related issue is how to translate technical terminology. There are,
broadly speaking, two ways in which this has been done in works dealing with Indian
philosophy and logic. One is to use terms from the Western tradition of philosophy and
logic, the other is to use what Alex Wayman (1999: xvi) calls “ordinary words”. Wayman
argues®: “A reader should not ask a translator for the meanings of the Western terms,
since the latter probably uses them because someone else used them. Ordinarily one must
be a specialist in Western philosophy to know those selected terms in their classical
senses” (Wayman 1999: xiv). He goes on to illustrate the potentially misleading effects of
such translations through the example of the word samanya. This word, Wayman argues,
is usually translated by the term “universal”, regardless of the context, and this can be
misleading. For while the term samanya, in Buddhist logic, most often refers to
samanyalaksana, it may some times also refer to samanyagocara (ibid: xv). Matilal
likewise argues for a literal translation of the terms vikalpa and kalpand as “imagination”,
thus rendering nirvikalpapratyaksa as “perception without imagination” and
savikalpapratyaksa as “perception with imagination”, stating that this would be less
misleading than the various other translations found in modern writings on Indian
philosophy (1986: 312-13). In the end, “for the sake of perspicuity in English” (ibid:
313), he ends up translating them as “conception-free” and “conception-loaded”
respectively, avoiding the terms “indeterminate” and “determinate”, which are Western
philosophical terms often used to translate these Sanskrit words.

In the present translation neither one of these approaches have been exclusively
adopted. In some cases, words from the Western philosophical tradition are used, in
others “ordinary words” are employed. Thus, for example, the terms savikalpa and
nirvikalpa are translated as “determinate” and “indeterminate” and samanya and visesa
are translated as “universal” and “particular”, in both cases using words from Western
philosophy. The terms hetu and sadhya are, on the other hand, translated as “premise”
and “that which is to be proved” respectively, avoiding the terms “probans” or “middle
term”, which are often used to translate hefu, and “probandum” or “major term”, often
used to translate sadhya.

The main criterion when chosing a translation for terms such as these has been that
the translation be as easily understandable as possible. Thus, when translating terms such

as hetu and sadhya it has been deemed best to render them as “premise” and “that which

2 For Wayman’s full discussion of this see Wayman 1999: xiii-xxi.
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is to be proved”, as these terms will be readily understandable for most readers, unlike the
terms “probans” and “probandum”. However, when translating the terms samanya and
visesa, | have rather chosen to follow convention and render them as “universal” and
“particular”. The reason for this is that while translating hetu as “premise” it becomes
generally understandable, translating samanya as, say, “generality” as Wayman (1999:
xvi) suggests, still requires some explanation or more specific background knowledge on
behalf of the reader in order to fully understand what is meant. In such cases I have opted
for using terms that are often used to translate such terms and which the reader is
therefore more likely to be familiar with.

In some cases, such as with the words dharma, karma, pradhana and, in some
cases, tattva, I have chosen to retain the Sanskrit words instead of finding English
translations for them. In the case of dharma and karma, this is mainly because they are so
well known and much used. They are both words that have multiple connotations and
thus it has been deemed better to leave them untranslated than to adopt translations that
inevitably exclude some of these connotations.

In the case of rattva and pradhana, this solution has been adopted both because
they are well established technical terms in secondary literature on Indian philosophy,
and because no translation seems quite satisfactory. In the case of rattva, for example,
various dictionaries propose various translations such as “category”, “truth”, “the essence
of things”, “reality”, “principle”, “that-ness”, “element”, “type of reality”, “level of
existence” and “true principle”.”” None of these seem quite satisfactory, and the word
tattva has therefore been retained as a technical term when used as a noun. On the other
hand, tartva is also used as an adjective, such as in the compounded phrase rattvajiiana
which has been translated as “thorough knowledge” (SSP 34, 6) or “true knowledge”
(SSP 12, 27), depending on the context.

Jain’s edition of the SSP
In addition to general issues of translation, how to deal with the available edition or

source material is also an issue. The transliterated Sanskrit text supplied with the English
translation in the appendix in general follows Jain’s version of the SSP. Jain’s
organization of the text into paragraphs has been retained, and so has his marking of
quotes from other works with bold print and his insertions of commas and semicolons. In
general, the transliteration is a faithful representation of the Sanskrit text as printed in
Jain’s edition, except that the transliteration does not indicate the editors inconsistent use
of avagraha (otherwise indicated by ) in the case of vowel-coalescence resulting in an a.

Where the commas and semicolons have been moved or removed, this has been noted in

27 Grimes (1996) and Monier-Williams (2005).
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a footnote. The few cases in which several paragraphs have been joined together or the
paragraphs have been reorganized, this is recorded in the reference to Jain’s edition or in
footnotes.

Jain has added two sets of footnotes to the Sanskrit text. One, using Arabic
numbers, records the variant reading of the manuscripts, the other, using Devanagari
numbers, are Jain’s comments on words or phrases in the Sanskrit text and occasionally
also quotes from other texts. All of Jain’s notes belonging to the second category have
been included in the transliterated version. The content of the first set of notes, however,

has not been included, except where these readings are of interest.

Amendations

In some places it has, however, been deemed necessary to amend the Sanskrit text. Where
the reading of the printed edition does not make sense, whether on account of grammar or
syntax being wrong, the spelling being incorrect or simply because the argument
expressed does not fit the point the text is making, the alternate readings recorded by the
editor have been consulted. When there are no alternate readings or the recorded readings
are not helpful, amendations have been made based simply on making the sentence or
argument make sense. The amendations are always noted in a footnote, where the reading
of the printed edition is given. In the cases where the editor has recorded relevant
alternate readings, these are also included. Thus the reader can easily identify the words
and phrases that have been changed or omitted and himself, or herself, judge whether the
amendation is justified.

An example of such an amendation is: samvidam ksanikatvenananyavedyatvena
nandsamtanatvena nityatvena ca sarvavedyatvenaikatvena paramabrahmana jiianavadina
iva svasamvedanabhavat (SSP 12, 6-7), which has been amended to samvidam
ksanikatvenananyavedyatvena nandasamtanatvena ca nityatvena sarvavedyatvenaikatvena
paramabrahmana iva svasamvedanabhavat. Here the editor has recorded two variant
readings. Instead of reading sarvavedyenaikavena manuscript “Ka” reads
sarvavedyatvenaikaitvena, a simple spelling error, classified by West as “dittography”
(1973: 24), where the scribe has written ai twice instead of once; and instead of reading
JAanavadind iva, manuscript “Ka” reads jianavadind iva, 1.e. it erroneously makes the na
retroflex. None of these variant readings are helpful. The amendations are therefore here
made following the criterion that the sentence and argument should make sense.

Firstly, the placing of ca in the printed edition groups nityatvena together with
ksanikatvenananyavedyatvena nandasamtanatvena in qualifying samvidam, which makes
no sense. Clearly, nityatvena belongs with sarvavedyatvenaikatvena in qualifying

parabrahma, and so ca has been moved. Secondly, the comparison, marked by iva,
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contains only instrumentals. This makes no sense as parabrahma must be the subject of
the comparison, corresponding to samvidam in the main clause, in order for the argument
to make sense. It thus seems that the scribes have erroneously written parabrahma as an
instrumental on account of it being preceded by several instrumentals. Thirdly, the word
JAanavadin does not fit into the argument, and has therefore been removed.

The relation between the surviving or available manuscrips of the SSP has here
not been investigated, and requires further study. It is noted, however, that there are many
cases like those presented above where all three manuscripts present the same errors,
which may indicate that all three manuscripts are based on closely related manuscripts. It,
for example, seems unlikely that three scribes should independently corrupt the genitive
parabrahmana into the instrumental parabrahmana.

The SSP quotes several other works. These quotes do not always present the same
reading as the available editions of the quoted text. A good example of this is verse 13 of
the Samkhyakarika quoted in SSP 31, 6-7. The SSP reads:

sattvam laghu prakasakam istam avastambhakam calam ca rajah |
guruvaranakam eva tamah samyavastha bhavet prakrtih | [Samkhyaka- 13]

The consulted versions of the SK?, on the other hand, read:

sattvam laghu prakasakam istam upastambhakam calam ca rajah |
guruvaranakam eva tamah pradipavac carthato vrttih || 13 ||

Not only is the entire fourth quarter of the verse different, but the verse in the SSP reads
avastambhakam instead of upastambhakam. We note again that no variant readings are
recorded by the editor.

There are several ways in which this can be interpreted and two ways in which it
can be dealt with. Firstly, the verse quoted here can be based on a different reading than
the manuscripts used for the consulted editions of the SK. Alternatively, it may be due to
scribal errors or even Vidyanandin’s faulty memory when quoting the verse.” The second
of these alternatives seems unlikely, as the following paragraph (§2 Samkhya chapter)
comments on the verse as it is quoted in §1, though it is of course possible that a later
scribe may have amended the following paragraph so that it would match the reading of
the verse which had previously been corrupted by an earlier scribe. Further study is

needed before reaching any conclusion on this matter.

% Sastri, S.S. Suryanarayana (ed. and transl.) 1948, The Samkhyakarika of Isvara Krsna, University of
Madras, Madras; and the Samkhyakarika printed in Larson, Gerald James 1969, Classical Samkhya — An
interpretation of its History and Meaning, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi.

¥ Cf. West (1973: 10-12, 17-18) for a discussion of various ways in which quotations may acquire errors.
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Whatever the reason for the discrepancy in reading may be, this can either be dealt
with by amending the reading of the SSP to match that of the other editions of the quoted
text, or not. Here, the latter of these two alternatives has been adopted. Following the
same criterion as with regard to other amendations of the text, the text has only been
amended if the reading does not make sense, either because the grammar or syntax are
wrong or because the argument or statement does not fit. In the cases where I have had

recourse to editions of the quoted works, their readings are merely recorded in footnotes.
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2. Pramana and Anekanta

In his introduction to the SSP, Vidyanandin, having listed up the many mutually

contradicting views of the Indian philosophical schools, states that:

“And thus, in such a situation, ‘verily, what teaching may be the true one?’ is investigated. For that which is
not contradicted by perception and inference, only that is that which is called the truthfulness of the true
teaching. If something which is contradicted by the valid means of knowledge, such as sensory perception,
inference etc.. were true, nothing in the world can be untrue. And if something which is not contradicted by
those [valid means of knowledge] were untrue, then nothing can be true. This definition of truth is regarded
as not being incorrect, because of the impossibility of being too wide, being too narrow and inapplicable.
And that state of not being contradicted by perception and inference is [found] only in the non-one-sided
teaching. Only it is qualified to ascend the tree of the true teaching, And the one-sided teaching is wholly
untrue, because it is contradicted by perception and inference.” (SSP 1, 14-19)

This statement makes it clear that there are certain valid means of knowledge (pramana),
more specifically here referring to the two valid epistemological tools of pratyaksa
(sensory perception) and anumana (inference), by which claims about reality are to be
judged. Moreover, only the non-one-sided teaching (anekantavada, i.e. the Jain doctrine)
is said to live up to the scrutiny of the valid means of knowledge, while the one-sided
(ekanta) teachings, being contradicted by perception and inference, do not. An
understanding of the concepts of pramana and anekanta, which form the foundation on
which the SSP is built, is necessary in order to understand this highly complex text. Or
rather, the theory of pramana (valid means of knowledge) and the anekantavada (theory
of manifoldness) are the two tools by means of which Vidyanandin engages in
philosophical dispute with the other schools. In order to understand the arguments he
raises and the premises for the discussion, these two tools must be properly understood.
The Jain anekantavada, or theory of manifoldness, is an ontological and
epistemological theory, i.e. it is both a theory of the nature of reality and a theory of how
this reality can be known, consisting of the saptabhangt or syadvada (method of
sevenfold modal description) and the nayavada (doctrine of standpoints).”® While the
Jains, like all other schools of Indian philosophy, have a set of pramanas (valid means of
knowledge) by means of which truth may be reached, the Jains maintain that pramanas
alone are not enough in order to make valid or true assertions about reality. Thus while
the other schools of Indian philosophy maintain that philosophical understanding of
reality is reached through the pramanas, Umasvati, in the Tattvarthasitra (TS) 1.6, states
that philosophical understanding is generated by both the pramanas (valid means of
knowledge) and the nayas (points of view)*'. More specifically “pramanas serve as

criteria of validity and reliability of our cognition and are expected to ensure the

3 The niksepavada or nyasavada (doctrine of the four standpoints) could here be mentioned as well, but is
not important for our purposes here. For a concise explanation of the niksepavada see Shah 1998: 417-18.
3 TS 1.6: pramananayair adhigamah |
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acquisition of truth, whereas the viewpoints (naya) are an attempt to contextualize any
given utterance and determine in which sense it asserts truth” (Balcerowicz 2002: 46).
Thus the pramanas are, according to the Jains, not in themselves enough with regard to
generating philosophical understanding, and must be supplemented by the nayas.

This chapter will first explain the term pramana (valid means of knowledge), and
give a brief overview of its evolution in the Jain tradition, with a special focus on sensory
perception and inference, and then present the anekantavada through explaining the
nayavada and saptabhangt or syadvada. The implementation of the anekantavada in the
criticism of other philosophical schools by Jain masters such as Samantabhadra and
Akalanka will then be shown. The purpose of this chapter is twofold. Firstly, these
concepts and doctrines must be properly understood in order to fully understand the
argumentation in the SSP, and thus this chapter provides the reader with a basic
understanding of them and their evolution within the Jain philosophical tradition.
Secondly, by explaining these concepts and their evolution, the tradition on which the
SSP builds and which forms its foundation is presented, thus also making clear the role of

the SSP and its author Vidyanandin in relation to the wider Jain philosophical tradition.

Pramana — the valid means of knowledge

According to the Nyayavarttika, all knowledge implies four conditions: Firstly, a cognizer
(pramatr), who is the substantive ground for the cognition; secondly, an object of
knowledge (prameya) to which the cognition is directed; thirdly, a resulting state of
cognition (pramiti) arises; and finally the means or instrument of knowledge (pramana).
While the first three are found in all cognitive acts, even the invalid, the nature of the
knowledge as valid or invalid depends upon the pramana (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 43-44).
Vatsyayana, author of the Nyayabhasya, defines pramana as “that by which the knowing
subject knows the object” (ibid: 44), i.e. an instrument of knowledge. Thus knowledge
obtained by means of a pramana (valid means of knowledge) is valid, while knowledge
not obtained by pramana is invalid. Accordning to Akalanka, cognition is understood as
valid in so far as it corresponds to its object. Cf. Akalanka’s SiddhiviniScaya (quoted in
SSP 9, 9-13 and 23, 3-5): “So far as [the cognition] corresponds to [its object], [it has]
validity.”; and, “Like the seeing of poison by one who is ignorant [of poisons], all
perception which does not have conceptual construction as its nature [i.e. indeterminate
cognition] cannot be a valid means of knowledge, on account of not corresponding [with

the object ] .

32 yatha yatravisamvadas tatha tatra pramanata | [siddhivi- 1] 19]
3 visadarsanavat sarvam ajiiasyakalpanatmakam | darsanam na pramanam syad avisamvadahanitah ||
[siddhivini- 1]24]
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The number of pramanas accepted, varying from one (Carvaka) to six (Advaita
Vedanta), differs among the various schools. While the Nyaya accepts pratyaksa
(perception), anumana (inference), aptavacana or sabda (verbal testimony) and upamana
(comparison), the Jains accept only pratyaksa, anumana and sabda. Since pratyaksa
(sensory perception) and anumana (inference) are used throughout the SSP to refute the
views of the rival schools, they will be discussed in greater detail below.

The older Jain agamic texts, ranging from the 5" century B.C. to the 1* century
A.D, however, almost never use the word pramana to refer to valid means of knowledge,
the few instances in which this happens probably being later interpolations (Dixit 1971:
22). The main distinction regarding cognition seems to be between sensory and extra-
sensory cognition, further classified by whether it is correct or not and whether one is
omniscient or not. Instead of pramanas the Bhagavatisiitra enumerates five jiianas (i.e.
five kinds of knowledge): mati, sruta, avadhi, manahparyaya and kevala, and three kinds
of ajiianas: mati, sruta and avadhi (ibid: 22). Mati- and Srutajiiana are empirical types of
knowledge, while the last three are supra-empirical. Matijiiana includes sense perception,
memory (smrti), recognition (samjiia), hypothetical reasoning (cinta) and inference
(abhinibodha); srutajiiana is verbal knowledge (knowledge generated by means of
words); avadhijiiana cognizes physical objects that are spatially and temporally remote;
manahparydayajiiana directly perceives the modes of the mind-substances of other people,
making one able to infer the thoughts or objects of thought of others; and kevaljiiana is
omniscience (Shah 2002: xxvi-xxvii). These jiianas could be correct or incorrect,
depending upon the spiritual state of the cognizer. Thus a jiiana accompanied by
samyagdarsana (right faith or view) is right (samyak), while jiana accompanied by
mithyajiiana (incorrect faith) is wrong (mithya) (ibid: xxx).

In the Anuyogadvara, belonging to the late stage of Jain agamic literature (1¥-6"
century A.D.) (Dixit 1971: 31), an alternative list of four jiianas is given, and here they
are given as pratyaksa (sensory perception), anumana (inference), upamana (analogy)
and sabda (scriptural authority), clearly borrowing from the Nyaya pramanas (ibid: 71).
The Nandisutra (also from the late stage of the agamic age) attempts to classify the
Jjiianas under the headings pratyaksa (direct) and paroksa (indirect) (ibid: 73), and later
Umasvati, in the Tattvarthasiitra (also late agamic age), is the first to call the usual five
jiAanas for pramanas (Dixit 1971: 7, 22-3). Umasvati was also the first Jain thinker,
except from the isolated passage in the Anuyogadvara, to clearly suggest that anumana
(inference) be accepted as a pramana, falling in under the category of paroksa (indirect)
(Bhattacharyya 1976: 161). According to Umasvati, and contrary to the other Indian
philosophical systems, sensory and scriptural knowledge are indirect, while clairvoyance,

telepathy and omniscience are direct (Soni 2007: 19).
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Feeling that the Jains did not yet have a suitable list of pramanas, Akalanka (8"
century AD) formulated one comprising pratyaksa (sensory perception), smrti,
pratyabhijiia, tarka®, anumana (inference) and agama, while trying to show that these
were reducible to the five jiianas, the final five of these being collected under the heading
paroksa-pramana (indirect means of knowledge) (Dixit 1971: 99; Bhattaccharyya 1976:
161). This seems to have been an attempt at bringing Jain philosophy in line with the
development of the other schools while at the same time not contradicting the earlier
doctrine of jiianas. The most important part of this contribution was the clear inclusion of
pratyaksa and anumana, which the previous lists had not had (with the exception of the
curious, borrowed list in the Anuyogadvara) (ibid: 99-100). Akalanka moreover also
brought Jain epistemology in line with the other Indian schools in including sensory
perception into the category of direct knowledge (Soni 2007: 21).

Now the Jains could match the other schools with respect to pramanas (Dixit
1971: 99-100), and could thus more efficiently engage in logical debate with them. It was
in this early phase of Jain logic that the Jain evaluation of the validity and invalidity of
knowledge changed. Instead of being valid or invalid from a spiritual standpoint,
knowledge was now deemed valid or invalid from the standpoint of logic (Shah 2002:
xxx). As the concept of pramanas is important for understanding the SSP, the two
pramanas used in the SSP for evaluating the doctrines of the other schools, pratyaksa

(sensory perception) and anumana (inference), will now be presented.

Pratyaksa (perceptual cognition)

In shifting the evaluation of knowledge as valid or invalid from the spiritual standpoint to
correspondence or non-correspondence with the cognized object or fact, the Jains shifted
the evaluation to be made from the standpoint of logic. Thus valid knowledge is that
which cognizes its object as its object really is, while invalid knowledge does not. The
early Jain logicians gathered sensory perception, avadhi-, manahparyaya- and
kevalajiiana under the head of pratyaksa (direct perceptual cognition). The first of these
four was deemed samvyavaharika-pratyaksa (empirical perception), while the remaining
three were deemed mukhya-pratyaksa (transcendent perception), corresponding to non-
Jain philosophers differenciation between indriyapratyaksa (sensory perception) and
yogipratyaksa (yogic perception) (Potter 1977: 35).

Hemacandra (11" century) defines pratyaksa as “immediate-cum-lucid”, in
addition to its more general characteristic of giving an “authentic definitive cognition of

an object” as it is a pramana (Pramanamimamsa, §44 Book 1 lecture 1). By “immediate-

** here defined as that which makes known vyapti (invariable concomitance, or pervasion) (Dixit 1971: 145)
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cum-lucid” he means that pratyaksa is independent of other valid means of knowledge, as
another valid means of knowledge, such as an inferential premise etc., is not necessary in
order to have valid perceptual cognition. Moreover, perceptual cognition always refers to
a particular, existing individual. The va (or) in Hemacandra’s definition, idantaya
pratibhaso va, indicates that other definitions are possible (Pramanamimamsa §46 Book
1, lecture 1).

He further defines empirical perception (samvyavaharikapratyaksa) as cognition
that is “conditioned by a sense and the mind and that is of the nature of determinate
perception, speculation, perceptual judgement, and retention”* (Pramanamimamsa
karika 20 Book 1 Lecture 1). It is thus an authentic, definitive cognition of an object
which is conditioned by the senses and the mind, and thus has a determinate nature. Thus
indeterminate cognition is not regarded as pratyaksa as it is not valid (cf. Akalanka’s
Siddhiviniscaya quoted above).

In the SSP pratyaksa (percetual cognition) is used only in the sense of “sensory
perception”, i.e. what the Jain logicians defined as samyavaharikapratyaksa (empirical
perception) and what non-Jain logicians call indriyapratyaksa (sensory perception).
Vidyanandin’s understanding of pratyaksa seems to correspond to Hemacandra’s
definition of samyavaharikapratyaksa®, ignoring the avadhi-, manahparyaya- and
kevalajiiana mentioned above. What Vidyanandin means when using the term pratyaksa
is a cognition that is conditioned by a sense (indriya) and the mind (manas) and which
has a determinate nature. This stands in strong contrast to the Buddhist understanding of
pratyaksa, defined as nirvikalpa (indeterminate), i.e. without any mental construction.
This conflict is succinctly illustrated by §15 in the Bauddha chapter of the SSP, where
Vidyanandin argues that only determinate cognition is valid as only determinate
cognition corresponds to the object (SSP 22, 25-23, 5). By referring to pratyaksa which
contradicts (virodha) the opponents position, Vidyanandin tries to show that the doctrines
of his rivals, being absolute assertions of specific standpoints (durnaya)®’’, are

contradicted by pramanas (valid means of knowledge) and thus incorrect.

Anumana (inference)
While sensory perception, avadhi-, manahparyaya- and kevalajiiana were grouped under
pratyaksa by the early Jain logicians, srutajiiana (verbal knowledge), smrti (memory),

samjiia or pratyabhijiia (recognition), cinta or tarka (hypothetical reasoning) and

3 indriyamanonimitto ‘vagrahehavayadharandatma samvyavaharikam |20||

36 it is here of course not at all suggested that the former derived his understanding of this term from the
latter, as Vidyanandin lived in the 10" century CE while Hemacandra lived in the 11™. The point is simply
that Hemacandra’s definition of samyavaharikapratyaksa is a good illustration of how the term is used in
the SSP.

37 of. anekantavada and nayavada below
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anumana or abhinibodha (inference) were gathered under paroksapramana, or indirect
means of knowledge, i.e. in that they cannot be directly ascertained by any of the senses
(Shah 2002: xxxi).

Hemacandra defines inference as “knowledge of the probandum (major term) on
the strength of the probans (middle term)” (Pramanamimamsa karika 7 Book 1, lecture 2)
and states that it is of two kinds, “for one’s own self (subjective) and for others
(syllogistic)” (Pramanamimamsa karika 8 Book 1, lecture 2). He further defines
svarthanumana (inference for one’s own self) as consisting in “the knowledge of the
probandum from the probans ascertained, by one’s own self, as having the sole and
solitary characteristic of standing in necessary concomitance with the probandum”
(Pramanamimamsa karika 9 Book 1, lecture 2), while pararthanumana (inference for the
sake of others, i.e. syllogistic inference) is a direct cognition which results from a
statement, made by another person, of a probans (hetu, i.e. premise or reason) which has
necessary concomitance with the probandum (sadhya, that which is to be proved)
(Pramanamimamsa karika 1 and §2 of Book 2, lecture 1).

Inference rests on perception, but while perception is confined to objects which
are within the reach of perception and in present time, inference can also relate to the past
and future and to distant objects. In addition to resting on perception, inference requires
the remembrance of a vyapti (universal relation, pervasion, necessary concomitance). Its
field of application is neither that which is definitely known nor the unknown, but that
which is doubtful or uncertain. Inference is employed to connect a part of an existing
thing with a part of it which is not directly perceived (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 72-3).

The standard inferential syllogism in Indian philosophy, developed by the Nyaya,
consists of five members. 1) pratijiia, the proposition, which comprises the sadhya (that
which is to be proved) and the paksa (the subject); 2) hetu, the premise or probans; 3)
udaharana, the explanatory example, including a general statement which establishes
necessary concomitance or pervasion (vyapti), a positive example (sapaksa) and a
counter-instance (vipaksa); 4) upanaya, the application; and 5) nigamana, the conclusion
(ibid: 75).

The standard example of such a syllogism is inferring that the mountain has fire
because it has smoke. In this inference the pratijiia (proposition) is that there is a fire on
the mountain. Making up this proposition are the sadhya (that which the inference intends
to prove), in this case the fire, and the paksa (the subject of the inference), in this case the
mountain. The hetu (the premise or logical reason/probans) is that it has smoke, i.e.
smoke is perceived on the mountain. The udaharana (explanatory example) consists of
three parts. The first establishes vyapti (necessary concomitance, i.e. that the hetu is

necessarily found where the sadhya is found), i.e. “wherever there is smoke there is fire”.
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The second, the sapaksa (positive example), illustrates the general statement. In this case
it is “like a kitchen”, the point being that fire and smoke are observed to appear together
in the kitchen. The third member of the udaharana is the vipaksa (counterinstance), in
this case “like a lake”, which is an example of the heru not being found as the sadhya is
not found. The important point is not necessarily stating a counter-example, but that there
are no known cases where the hetu (premise) is found while the sadhya is not. The
upanaya, application, is the relating of the general principle to the specific case in
question, thus establishing that the subject (paksa) has the premise or logical reason
(hetu) which is invariably associated (vyapta) with that which is to be proved (sadhya). In
this case the upanaya is “there is smoke (hetu) on the mountain (paksa)”. Finally, on
account of this, the nigamana (conclusion) is formulated, “therefore there is fire on the
mountain”.

It should be noted that in practice all these members are almost never all used in
syllogism in the SSP, most of them being taken for granted. While the Nyaya hold that a
syllogism must have five members, the Jains do not posit any fixed number of members,
but rather hold that the number of members needed depends on the syllogism and the
context (Bhattacharyya 1976: 161). In the SSP it is often just the pratijiia (proposition),
hetu (premise) and positive example (sapaksa) which are explicitly stated, but there
exceptions to this as well. Thus, for instance, while discussing whether or not the atoms
are perceptible, this partial syllogism is given by Vidyanandin in SSP 22, 2-3 (§9

Bauddha chapter) against the status of indeterminate cognition as a pramana:

“For it is as follows — That which lacks correspondence, that is not a valid means of knowledge, just as the

seeing of poison by one who does not know [poisons]. And the perception postulated by the followers of

the Sugata lacks that [correspondence].””*®

Analyzing this inference by means of the model presented above, it would look as
follows: 1) *pratijia (proposition): *indeterminate perception is not a pramana; 2) *hetu
(premise): *because it lacks correspondence with the object; 3) udaharana (example with
a general statement): That which lacks correspondence, that is not pramana, just as the
seeing of poison by one who does not know poisons; 4) upanaya (application): And the
perception postulated by the followers of the Sugata (i.e. indeterminate perception) lacks
that correspondence; 5) *nigamana (conclusion): *thus indeterminate perception is not
pramana. Here only the udaharana and upanaya are given. The immediately preceding
sentence, reading: “If it is objected: there is indeterminate perception [of the atoms]. [It is

answered:] no, because that which has indeterminate nature is invalid, because it is

38 tatha hi — yad avisamvadavikalam na tat pramanam, yatha ajiiasya visadarsanam, tad vikalam ca
saugataparikalpitam darsanam |
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devoid of correspondence [with the object]” (SSP 22, 1-2)*, in practice containing the
pratijiia and hetu, makes the stating of the rest of the members of the syllogism
unnecessary.

In the SSP most refutations or rejections of inferences are formulated in terms of
hetvabhasa (fallacies of the premise). As there are many different lists of the possible
fallacies a logical premise can suffer from (Potter 1977: 198), listing them all or giving a
summary overview of them is here not possible. I will thus only list and explain the

fallacies which are found in the SSP:

anaikantika (inconclusive), also called savyabhicara, is the fallacy of the heru leading to more

conclusions than one, i.e. not being uniformly concomitant with that which is to be proved

(sadhya). This fault has three subdivisions: sadharana, where the hetu is too wide; asadharana,

where the hetu is too narrow; and anupasamharin, where the hetu cannot be verified

(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119). In the SSP only the fault of sadharanasavyabhicara is raised. Cf.

SSP §22 Vaisesika chapter for an example.

- viruddha (contradicting), i.e. the fallacy of the hetu contradicting the proposition (Radhakrishnan
1966b: 119). Cf. SSP §22 Vaisesika chapter for an example.

- asiddha (“unproved” or “proved absent”) is the fallacy of the hetu being unproved or proved absent
in the paksa (subject) (Ghokale 1992: 28). Cf. SSP §10 Vijiianadvaita chapter for an example.

- asrayasiddha (the fault of not being proved to reside in its abode) is a variety of asiddha
(unproved), and is the fallacy occurring because the paksa (the subject of the inference) does not
exist. The standard Nyaya example of this fallacy is “The sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a
lotus” (Ghokale 1992: 53). It occurs once in the sSSP (Vaisesika chapter §22), but here it is used in
the sense of the paksa not being perceived, and not in the sense of it being non-existent.

- kalatyayapadista (mistimed premise) is also known as badhita (negated), and denotes a hetu that

states the opposite of that which is shown to be true by means of other evidence (Radhakrishnan

1966b: 120). Cf. SSP §22 Vaisesika chapter for an example.

- satpratipaksa (lit. “that the opposite is true”), also called viruddhavyabhicari, is the fault of there
existing an equally strong counter-inference. In other words, there exists another hetu which
negates the sadhya (that which is to be proved) (Gokhale 1992: 50, 107), and thus the hetu is
fallacious because it does not establish the sadhya. Cf. SSP §22 Vaisesika chapter for an example.

The pramanas explained above are regarded as essential for acquiring philosophical
understanding of reality. As also noted above they are, however, not regarded as in
themselves sufficient for doing so by the Jains. In addition to the pramanas philosophical
understanding also depends upon the anekantavada with its two “wings”, the nayavada

and tha syadvada. It is to this that we now turn.

Anekantavada as ontology

¥ nirvikalpakam pratyaksam astiti cet; na; tasyavyavasayatmakasyapramanyat, avisamvadavaikalyat |
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While the ontological and epistemological facets of the anekantavada cannot be strictly
separated (as indeed ontology and epistemology cannot be strictly separated), one can say
that ontologically the anekantavada, recognizing the objectivity of the material universe,
posits that reality has innumerable or infinite characters (anantadharmatmika), forming a
multifaceted structure in which all the parts making up the whole are related by specific
relations and inter-dependencies with each other. Moreover, discarding the notions of
absolute difference or identity of such things as parts and wholes, universals and
particulars etc., the anekantavada maintains a relationship of identity-in-difference with
regard to these things. The universal and the particulars are not completely different,
independent entities, but interdependent and both different and non-different sui generis
(jatyantara). Reality, being both different and non-different, permanent and impermanent
etc., thus contains what appear to be mutually contradicting characters, though they are in
fact only contradictory if they are unconditionally asserted. The truth can only be reached
by synthesizing all the varying views and characters (Balcerowicz 2002: 37-39;
Padmarajiyah 1963: 124; Shah 1998: 343; Shah 2000: ix).

The basis of this ontology lies in the Jain identification of an existent entity as
dravya (substance), which supports guna (quality) and parydya or bhava (mode)
(Balcerowicz 2002: 38; Matilal 1981: 37). A substance is the asraya (substratum or
support) of gunas. While the gunas do not themselves have qualities, they do undergo
modifications (parinama) as they acquire (utpada) new modes (paryaya) and lose (vyaya)
old modes. An existent thing is thus characterized by origination (utpada), continued
existence (sthiti) and destruction (bharga or vyaya) as the modes, which belong to the
qualities, last only a moment; the qualities, belonging to the substance, inhere forever in
the substances while continuously undergoing change; and the substances remain as the
support of the qualities and their modes* (Balcerowicz 2002: 38; Jaini 1979: 90). An
existing thing is that which is characterized by origination, destruction and continued
existence®' (Matilal 1981: 35), and it is this definition, positing that reality is
characterized by these contradictory characteristics, which stands as the starting point of
the development of the anekantavada (Dixit 1971: 97).

It should here be noted that although the above definition of dravya (substance) as
the dasraya (substratum) for qualities (guna), and gunas (qualities), defined in TS 5.41 as

located in substances (dravya) and themselves devoid of qualities (guna), are very similar

%0 This triple character of existing things can be illustrated by the atom (paramanu), which is a substance.
Being a substance the atom has four qualities (guna); these are color (varna), taste (rasa), smell (gandha)
and palpability (sparsa). All atoms always have these four qualities, although they do not remain static. So
while an atom will always have color, this color need not always be the same color but can change from red
to blue etc.. In other words the quality (guna) color (varna), residing in the substance (dravya), changes
modes (paryaya). Thus the atom, being an existing thing, is characterized by origination (utpada),
continued existence (sthiti) and destruction (vyaya) (Jaini 1979: 90).

* Tattvarthasitrabhdsya’s commentary to siitra 5.29
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to the definitions given by the VaiSesika school and perhaps derived from these, there is
an important difference between dravya (substance) and guna (quality) as envisioned by
the Jains and the Vaisesika. For while the Vai$esika hold that dravya and guna are
absolutely different, it is an important element of the Jain anekantavada that they are
indeed not (Matilal 1981: 39). According to the anekantavada they are, from a certain
point of view, different and, from another point of view, not different. The precise
mechanism of predications such as these will be explored below. In any case, the main
point of interest here is that reality can thus be said to be both permanent and
impermanent etc. depending on what point of view it is regarded from. This brings us

over to our next point, the nayavada or doctrine of viewpoints.

The Nayavada

On the side of epistemology the anekantavada also posits a theory of manifold methods
of analysis, the nayavada or doctrine of viewpoints, which maintains that any statement
made concerning the nature of reality or any existing thing is necessarily made from a
certain viewpoint. The point here is that while a statement may be true from a certain
point of view, this does not mean that the validity of this conditional statement prevents
the opposite from being true from another point of view.

Matilal (1981: 7-8) considers the Buddhist vibhajyavada (theory of analysis and
differentiation), used by the Buddha to answer questions that were deemed avyakata (skt.
avyakrta, “unanswerable’) by specifying or relativizing the predicate, as a forerunner to
the anekantavada. While the Buddha answered these questions, such as questions
pertaining to the afterlife etc., by analyzing the question (i.e. breaking it up into its
component parts, thus the name vibhajyavada) to show that neither a straight yes or no
answer could suitably answer them, Mahavira, using a similar method, would accept both
possibilities. The following illustration from a dialogue between Mahavira and Gotama

(one of Mahavira’s main disciples) in the Bhagavatisitra shows this quite well:

“‘Are the souls, O Lord, eternal or non-eternal?’ ‘The souls, O Gautama, are eternal in some respect and
non-eternal in some respect.” ‘With what end in view, O Lord, is it so said that the souls are eternal in some
respect and non-eternal in some respect?’ ‘They are eternal, O Gautama, from the point of view of
substance, and non-eternal from the point of view of modes...”” (BhSt VII 2.273 quoted in Tatia 1951: 22)
While the details of the historical evolution of the anekantavada and nayavada are
beyond the scope of this chapter, this example is quoted here as it gives a good indication
of the workings of the nayavada and the broad twofold division of nayas, the
dravyarthikanaya (substance-expressive) and paryayarthikanaya (mode-expressive), the

former dealing with the substance-perspective of reality while the latter deals with its
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attributive side.*” In other words, while the former emphasizes the continuity and identity

of any evolved thing (such as the soul in the above example), the latter emphasizes the

mutability of phenomena and their impermanent character (Balcerowicz 2002: 46-47).
Although the Jains admit an infinite number of such viewpoints, these two main

divisions are usually further subdivided into the following seven types of nayas:

Dravyarthikanaya (substance expressive viewpoint)
1) naigama (comprehensive)
2) samgraha (collective)

3) vyavahara (empirical)

Paryayarthikanaya (mode-expressive viewpoint)
4) rjusitra (direct)
5) Sabda (verbal)
6) samabhiriidha (etymological)
7) evam-bhiita, ittham-bhava (factual)

This scheme of seven nayas is not universally followed throughout Jain literature. The
Nyayavataravrtti groups rjusiitra (direct) with the three first under the heading
arthadvarena (object-bound) while the last three are grouped under the heading
sabdadvarana (speech-bound). The Tattvarthasiitrabhdasya (Tbh) of Umasvati only
admits five nayas, making samabhiriidha and evam-bhiita in the table above subgroups of
sabda while also adding two subgroups to the first naya, naigama, and a third subgroup
to sabdanaya (ibid: 47-49; Matilal 1981: 41-42). These variations do not here concern us
as the point is merely to give the reader an introduction into the main points of the
anekantavada.

The complex and manifold nature of reality makes it impossible to accurately and
fully describe or express it verbally. All expressions of it must necessarily be tied to a
specific viewpoint, or rather, as one can never express the “whole truth” about any object
all expressions concerning reality are contextual. No statement can encompass all the
pramana-based knowledge available about any given object. Thus the
Tattvarthasitrabhasya states that philosophical understanding is generated by both
pramanas, 1.e. valid means of knowledge, and nayas. While the pramana grasps the thing
as a whole, the naya reveals a portion of it (Matilal 1981: 41). The object is thus referred
to by a given set of features according to context and the point of the statement (i.e. why
the object is described etc.). The naya theory is a formalized account of how the various

modes of reference function (Balcerowicz 2002: 61-62). A short description of the

*2 it should however be noted that this quote from the Bhagavatisiitra predates the nayavada as presented
below. Even the twofold division of nayas into dravyarthikanaya and paryayarthikanaya was hardly known
in the old agamic texts, though it is here shown to be found in the Bhagavatisiitra (Dixit 1971: 24).

34



various nayas should help make the operation of the nayavada and the logic of the
anekantavada clear.

The naigamanaya (comprehensive viewpoint) grasps the phenomena referred to
by a given utterance in the most general way and takes recourse to the most extensive and
inclusive context possible, not discriminating between particular and universal. It is thus
imprecise, but conventionally accepted and thus not incorrect. Tbh 1.35 explains that the
naigamanaya consists in the comprehension of a “pot” etc. without making any
distinction between such an individual thing, having particular features, and a thing
belonging to its class (ibid: 49-50; Matilal 1981: 43).

The samgrahanaya (collective viewpoint) refers to the universal. “The collective
viewpoint [consists in] the comprehension of, [say,] present, past and future pots,
distinguished by the name and other [standpoints (niksepa)], whether with regard to one
[individual] or to many [things belonging to its class]” (Tbh 1.35 quoted and translated in
Balcerowicz 2002: 51; italics in original).

The vyavaharanaya (empirical viewpoint) refers to the particular, i.e. it is when
one particular of a class (i.e. the universal which is the object of the samgrahanaya) is
referred to by an utterance or is the object of an action. The particular here meant is the
particular of everyday experience, such as an individual pot etc. (Balcerowicz 2002: 52-
53).

The rjusitranaya (direct viewpoint), which in the scheme presented above is the
first naya under the heading paryayarthikanaya but in other schemes falls in under
dravyarthikanaya, narrows the viewpoint even further from the particular (which is dealt
with by the vyavaharanaya), dealing only with the present manifestation of a particular
thing. It is in other words concerned with the present paryaya (mode) of the particular,
disregarding the substance aspect and the past and future modes, emphasizing the
transient aspects of things (ibid: 54).

The three remaining nayas, sabdanaya (verbal viewpoint), samabhiridhanaya
(etymological viewpoint) and evam-bhiitanaya (factual viewpoint) operate on the speech
level, having objects that are namable within a limited range of verbal expression. In
other words, their object is the thing as it enters into linguistic practice (ibid: 55).

The first of these, the sabdanaya, has been interpreted in different ways in the Jain
tradition. As the particularities of these interpretations do not here concern us, the
common core of these interpretations will suffice. This core is that it refers to the
recognition of linguistic conventions, overlooking the subtle differentiation between
meanings of synonymous expressions etc.. It thus takes linguistic units such as Indra,
Sakra, Purandara etc., which by convention are used to denote the same object (in this

case the god Indra), to refer to one object (ibid: 56-7). It also views the two forms raja
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and rajanam (nominative and accusative singular of rajan, “king”, respectively) as
referring to the same thing, i.e. the king (Matilal 1981: 45).

The samabhiridhanaya (etymological viewpoint), on the other hand, functions in
a further limited context and distinguishes between the synonyms on account of their
differing derivation, i.e. words that in most cases are synonyms can in some contexts
refer to different things. Using the same example as above, although the three terms
Indra, Sakra and Purandra all normally refer to Indra, Indra strictly speaking refers to the
god Indra, Sakra to a being possessing might and Purandara refers to a being that
destroys strongholds (Balcerowicz 2002: 57-8).

The third of the nayas relating to speech, and the seventh and last naya in the total
enumeration of nayas, the evam-bhiitanaya (factual viewpoint), functioning in the
narrowest context, further differentiates between the synonyms. From this viewpoint one
may thus only refer to Indra by the word Indra when he is displaying his sovereign
authority, Sakra when he is exhibiting his might, and Purandara when he is destroying
strongholds. Likewise the word go (meaning cow and being derived from the root gam
which means “to go”) can from this viewpoint only be used to describe a cow when it is
actually walking (ibid: 59).

As seen, these seven viewpoints, describing seven different positions from which
an object may be ascertained, are applied in a gradually limited context, naigamanaya
being the broadest context, evam-bhiita being the narrowest. As the context gets narrower
the information content of the statements goes up. Thus the naigamanaya, functioning in
the broadest contexts, is the vaguest and least informative, while the evam-bhiita,
functioning in the narrowest context, is the most precise and contains the greatest amount
of information (ibid: 61). With this scheme in mind, it is concluded that, since every
statement is made in a particular situation, it communicates some truth as long as its
context is kept in mind. Thus two seemingly mutually contradictory statements can both
be true, or rather, the same sentence may be either true or false, depending on context.
The statements “the hedgehog is” and “the hedgehog is not” can be stated without any
contradiction, for they will be relatively true, i.e. relative to the viewpoint. It can thus
mean “there is a hedgehog here, but it is not a hog that is presently in a hedge” (ibid: 62,
64), the first statement thus being true from the empirical (vyavahdara) viewpoint, and the
second from the factual (evam-bhiita) viewpoint. In other words the statement “the
hedgehog is” can both be correct and incorrect; correct from the empirical viewpoint and
incorrect from the factual viewpoint. In order to accurately describe reality, all these
viewpoints must be considered. A point of view held to be unconditionally true is known
as a durnaya (defective viewpoint). When the viewpoints are recognized as mutually

dependent they are conductive to truth, and it is through considering all viewpoints,
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combined with employing valid means of knowledge (pramana), that truth can be

reached.

The Syadvada or Saptabhangi

The second major element making up the anekatanvdda, and closely related to the
nayavada, is the saptabhangt (sevenfold predication), also known as the syadvada. While
the nayavada describes seven different viewpoints from which an object may be
described, moving from the most incusive (naigama) to the most exclusive (evam-bhiita),
the syadvada offers a set of seven predications one can make about an object. The
difference between the syadvada and nayavada can be viewed as one of “sphere of
application”. While the analysis of the syadvada is philosophical, the everyday
predications made by all people are made from the standpoints of the various nayas
depending on the purpose of the statement (Shah 1998: 347). Or, as put by Padmarajiah
(1963: 304), the nayavada is principally an analytical method which analyzes a particular
standpoint of a factual situation according to the purpose of the experient (jiiatr), while
the syadvada is essentially a synthetical method aimed at harmonizing the various
viewpoints the nayavada arrives at.

The Jains maintain that all propositions of philosophical importance should be
subject to the seven formulations of the syddvada in order to ensure that they are not
“one-sided” (ekanta) (Matilal 1981: 47; Jaini 1979: 94-95). The list of seven predicates®

is as follows:

1) From a certain point of view, x in fact exists (syad asty eva)

2) From a certain point of view, x in fact does not exist (syan ndasty eva)

3) From a certain point of view, x in fact exists, and from another point of view, x in fact does not
exist (syad asty eva syan ndsty eva)

4) From a certain point of view, x is in fact inexpressible (syad avaktavya eva)

5) From a certain point of view, x in fact exists and is inexpressible (syad asty eva syad avaktavya
eva)

6) From a certain point of view, x in fact does not exist and is inexpressible (syan nasty eva syad
avaktavya eva)

7) From a certain point of view, x in fact exists, in fact does not exist and is in fact inexpressible

(syad asty eva syan nasty eva syad avaktavya eva)

* The following scheme of the seven predicates is based on Matilal 1981: 54-55; Jaini 1979: 95-96 and
Mallisena’s Syadvadamaiijart (quoted in footnote 13 in Jaini 1979: 95). Siddhasena, in his Sanmati, adopts
a slightly different interpretation and setup of the seven predications, the third predication being that x is
inexpressible (from the point of view of its own as well as alien properties) and the fourth being that it both
exists and does not exist (in that one part of it exists and another does not exist) (Dixit 1971: 26), but this is
not so important for our present context. The scheme presented here is found in Mallisena’s
Sydadvadamaiijart and Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa (ibid: 26), and is the one most commonly met with.
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This list of seven possible predications consists of the seven possible combinations of the
two most basic answers to any question, i.e. affirmation and negation*. In other words,
when predicating anything about any one of the infinite attributes or characters of reality,
these are the seven possible predications that can be made (Shah 1998: 347-8).

The basis for affirmation or negation is that every assertion is made within the
framework four factors: svadravya (the specific being or substance), svaksetra (the
specific location), svakala (the specific time) and svabhava (the specific state or nature)
of the object in question (Jaini 1979: 95). Thus, taking a pot as an example, the first
predication, “from a certain point of view, the pot indeed exists”, refers to the pot existing
with respect to its own specific properties, i.e. to the specific pot (svadravya), in a
specific place (svaksetra), at a specific time (svakala) and with regard to its specific state
or nature (svabhava). The second predication, “from a certain point of view, the pot does
not exist”, on the other hand, refers to the pot not existing with respect to alien properties,
i.e. another being or substance (paradravya), another place (paraksetra), another time
(parakala) and another state or nature (parabhava). The third predication combines the
two in a sequential order (krama), while the fourth combines them simultaneously
(yugapat), and is thus “inexpressible”® (Jaini 1979: 95). These should, however, not be
understood as mere conjunctions of the first and second predication, but as together
making up a whole that is in some ways different from its parts. Such a compound
proposition is necessary for a comprehensive view of an object’s positive and negative
aspects (Shah 1998: 351). The fifth, sixth and seventh predications are further
combinations of the first three with the fourth. In other words, the pot surely exists as a
pot etc., but surely does not exist as cloth etc., and so on.

It should here be noted that the term syat, the third person singular optative form
of the verb root as (to be), is not here used in its usual sense of “may be”. It is by reading
it as having this meaning that some get the erroneous notion of the syadvada is an
expression of skepticism. This is not the case. The word syar here expresses the notion of
“from a certain point of view” or “in some respect”, qualifying the statement. Thus the
statement is indeed (eva) valid when subject to the conditions under which the statement
is made, as any true or valid statement is only true or valid under certain conditions. The
syadvada should thus rather be viewed as a theory of conditional certainty (Matilal 1981:
52-3; Shah 1998: 345-6).

# To illustrate: affirmation and negation, making up the first two predications, can be marked as “+” and -
“respectively. The third predication can be marked as “+-* and the fourth (being a simultaneous
combination of + and —, and thus different than +-) as “0” (which should here be considered a separate,
non-compound member). The remaining three predications are thus “+0”, “-0” and +-0” respectively. The
internal order in the combinations being without any consequence, this exhausts the possible combinations
of +, — and 0, which make up the three primary and non-compound members (Matilal 1981: 54-55).

# Tt is said that this simultaneous predication of the existence and non-existence of a thing is inexpressible
on account of there being no word that can express it. Language does not have any way of expressing such
an idea (Shah 1998: 351-2).
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The saptabhangi is thus used when predicating any particular attribute of a thing,
i.e. “an object x is permanent”, “the universal is different from the particular” etc..
According the the anekantavada these attributes cannot be asserted categorically (often
indicated, as seen in the SSP, by the word sarvatha, “completely”) with respect to any
thing. For the predication to be valid the statement must thus be qualified by the use of
syat.*® Thus it is said that from the standpoint of substance (dravya) a pot is permanent
(syan nitya eva ghatah), while from the standpoint of modes (paryaya) a pot is not
permanent, i.e. it is transient (syad anitya eva ghatah). The term syat or kathamcit makes
it clear that the first predication, i.e. that the pot is permanent, does not exclude the
second, i.e. the pot is impermanent, as both assertions are qualified (Shah 1998: 346-7).

Though Vidyanandin does not refer directly to any of the seven nayas explained
above, nor explicitly discuss matters through using the sevenfold predication
(saptabhangt), the anekantavada forms an essential backdrop and foundation in his
discussion of the doctrines of the other philosophical systems. This use of the
anekantavada is strongly influenced by Samantabhadra and Akalanka. While previous
authors, such as Siddhasena and Jinabhadra developed and utilized the anekantavada,
they worked within the framework of the nayas. Such an approach had its limitations.
Moreover, they did not make any serious or sustained efforts to evaluate the rival
philosophical systems from the standpoint of the anekantavada (Dixit 1971: 135-6). This
task was taken up by Samantabhadra, later carried on by Akalanka and culminated with
Vidyanandin (ibid: 147-8).

The anekantavada in polemics

Demonstrating the validity of the anekantavdada was one of the main occupations of what
Dicxit calls the “Age of Logic” within Jainism, and this was done by arguing against the
positions of the other schools (1971: 10-11). The first step in doing so was Siddhasena’s
(ca 550 AD") introduction of the twofold division of the seven nayas into dravyarthika
(substance-expressive) and paryayarthika (mode-expressive) discussed above.

Siddhasena thus understood the nayavada as essentially propounding two positions:

1) “a physical substance is absolutely permanent qua a physical substance , it is more or less permanent qua a
lump of clay or a jar, it is absolutely transient qua a seat of its momentary properties” (ibid: 91).

2) “Two physical substances are absolutely alike in so far as both are physical substances, partly alike so far as
one is a lump of clay and the other a jar, and not at all alike so far as each is a seat of its momentary
properties” (ibid: 91).

% in the SatyasSasanapariksa, the term kathamcit (katham, “how”, generalized by the particle cif) is used in
the same way. In other places kadacid (kada, “when”, generalized by the particle cit) is found as well
(Matilal 1981: 53).

" This date is given by Malwania & Soni (2007: 176-77) based on A.N. Upadhye’s arguments.
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The first of these positions relates to the Buddhist vs Brahmanic*® discussion of
ksanikatva-nityatva (impermanence and permanence), i.e. is a physical substance
permanent or impermanent? The second relates to the discussion concerning samanya-
visesa (universal and particular or individual), i.e. is there such a thing as a universal?
And if there is, what is its exact relation to the particulars/individuals? Siddhasena’s
division and interpretation of the nayavada, most notably describing the Samkhya
philosophy as dravyarthikanaya; the Buddhist philosophy as paryayarthikanaya; and the
VaiSesika philosophy as a mechanical combination of the two, 1.e. not sui generis
(jatyantara) like that of the Jains and thus suffering from the faults of both, came to serve
as a model for later writers (ibid: 91-2).

It was Mallavadin (5" centure C.E.) who first attempted to assign the various other
philosophical schools to the various nayas (ibid: 92), the point being that the various
schools are expressions of various forms of ekantavada (one-sided or extremist
doctrines), unconditionally asserting nayas (points of view) to be the absolute truth (i.e.
thus making them durnayas)® (ibid: 92). But it was Samantabhadra (ca 600™), in his
Aptamimamsa, who was the first to make use of the syadvada/saptabhangi doctrine in
formulating philosophical problems.’! Indeed, taking the position that the core of the
anekantavada is that one thing must be characterized by contradictory attributes at one
and the same time, he was the first to thoroughly examine and criticize the doctrines of
other schools by using the anekantavada, investigating two one-sided (ekanta) views,
such as permanence vs impermanence etc., and showing them both to be permeated by
faults, before offering a sui generis (jatyantara) synthesis of the two which avoids the
faults of both positions (Dixit 1971: 136).

The foundation Samantabhadra had laid with his Aptamimamsa was then later
built upon by other writers, especially Akalarnika (ca 770°?) and Vidyanandin, who both
composed commentaries to the Aptamimamsa. Thus the main task of later Jain thinkers
was to master the doctrines of the other schools and criticize them by means of the
anekantavada (Shah 1999: 10).

# All the major Brahmanical schools, viz. Nyaya, VaiSesika, Samkhya, Mimamsa, Vedanta, hold, in
varying degrees, that there are eternal/permanent (nitya) thlngs

* The detailed manner in which Mallavadin did this is not so important here, especially since his model of
Palrmg the various schools and the nayas was not later followed.

° This date is adopted from Malvania and Soni (2007).

3L Cf. verse 14 of the Aptamimamsa: kathaicit te sadevestam kathaiicid asadeva tat | tathobhayam avacyam
ca nayayogan na sarvatha | 14||. Shah (1999: 17-18) translates as: “On your showing, on the other hand, an
entity is somehow possessed of the character ‘being’, somehow possessed of the character ‘nonbeing’,
somehow possessed of both, while it is somehow indescribable — all these four features characterizing it in
accordance with the speaker’s intention (alternatively, in accordance with the conditions of assertion) and
not in an absolute fashion”.

32 This date is adopted from Malvania and Soni (2007).
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Astasati, Akalanka’s commentary to the Aptamimamsa, is deemed by Shah (1999:
11) to be his most crystal-like and concentrated enunciation and defense of the
anekantavada. Continuing where Samantabhadra had begun, Akalanka had the
opportunity to approach the views dealt with in the Aptamimamsa in much greater detail,
especially focusing on criticizing Buddhist doctrines (ibid: 11, 34). Vidyanandin’s sub-
commentary to the Astasati, the Astasahasri, goes into even greater detail, building upon
the collective work of Samantabhadra and Akalanka paired with a thorough
understanding of the philosophies of the rival schools (Dixit 1971: 148).

Confining himself to Samantabhadra’s treatment of ontological issues, Dixit finds
that the following six pairs of mutually contradictory views are dealt with in the

Aptamimamsa>>:

1) “i) only positive entities exist, and no negative ones
ii) only negative entities exist and no positive ones
2) 1) all things are absolutely one with each other
ii) all things are absolutely separate from each other
3) 1) everything is absolutely permanent
ii) everything is absolutely transient
4) 1) a cause is absolutely different from its effect, a substance from its properties, and so on and
so forth
ii) a cause is absolutely identical with its effect, a substance with its properties, and so on and
so forth
5) 1) the properties of a substance are absolutely dependent upon their substance
ii) the properties of a substance are absolutely independent of their substance
6) 1) whatever exists [exists] in the form of mental happening

ii) whatever exists [exists] in the form of external happening” (Dixit 1971: 137)

This list has been quoted in its whole as it will be shown below that, although the
structure of the text is different as it is not structured around these views but rather around
chapters concerned with clearly identified philosophical schools, this list lists many
points discussed in Vidyanandin’s SSP as well.

Although Samantabhadra never names the proponents of these views, their
identity is in many cases quite clear. Of interest here, and found in the SSP, are views 2-ii
and 3-ii, belonging to the Sautrantika Buddhists (referred to as the Bauddha in the SSP);

belonging to the Nyaya-Vaisesika; view 2-i belonging to the Advaita Vedanta; and view

>3 This list roughly corresponds with the sections in the Aptamimamsa, i.e. points 1-5 correspond to sections
1-5 respectively, while point 6 corresponds to section 7 (See Shah 1999: 23-25 for a list of the sections of
the Aptamimamsa and their content). Sections 6, 8, 9 and 10 are here not included as they do not deal with
strictly ontological issues.
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3-1 belonging to several schools, among others to the Samkhya as they hold the purusa
(soul) to be absolutely permanent and unchangeable (Dixit 1971: 137).

In the following chapter we will examine Vidyanandin’s arguments in the SSP.
There we will see how he is influenced by and builds on the model provided for him by
Samantabhadra, but also how he transcends it, not merely confining himself to criticize

his rivals from the standpoint of the anekantavada.

42



3. Subject matter of the Satya§asanapariksa

The purpose and content Vidyanandin’s Satyasasanapariksa is best made clear by

Vidyanandin himself, who in his introduction to the text declares:

Citradvaita, the teachings of the [materialistic] Carvaka, Bauddha, theistic and non-theistic Samkhya,
Nyaya, VaiSesika, Bhatta [mimamsa] and the Prabhakara [mimamsa], the teaching of Tattvopaplava and the
Anekanta-teachings.” And all those are not true, because they give ideas that contradict each other, such as
duality and non-duality, existence and non-existence etc..

[Still], there it is not to be suspected [that] ‘Nothing can [then] be true’. Because it is impossible to
negate [both] of two [doctrines] that are mutually contradictory like light and dark, such as one-sidedness
and many-sidedness, dualism and non-dualism or existence and non-existence, just like the affirmation [of
both is impossible]. Because an affirmation of one [of the two] is necessarily found, as some truth is
inevitably to be acknowledged. And thus, in such a situation, ‘Verily, what teaching may be the true one?’
is investigated. For that which is not contradicted by perception and inference, only that is called the
truthfulness of the true teaching” (SSP 1, 8-15 §2-3 Introduction).

Clearly, Vidyanandin intends to discuss 14 schools of philosophy. As he elaborates, their
doctrines are mutually contradictory. Thus they cannot all be true. Yet, it is not to be
assumed that none of them can be true.”* The teaching which is not contradicted by any
valid means of knowledge (pramana) is true, and this truthfulness can be ascertained
through investigation (pariksa).” The matters Vidyanandin discusses in doing so are
mainly ontological®, though he inevitably also touches upon some epistemological
points.

While Vidyanandin gives a list of 14 schools, not all of these will be treated here.
As the text of the SSP is not complete, the chapters dealing with the Tattvopaplavavada
and Anekantavada are lost, and are therefore not be included here.”” Moreover, both the
Sabdadvaita and Citradvaita are not discussed in separate chapters of the SSP, as
Vidyanandin considers them refuted by the arguments raised against the Purusadvaitins
Vidyanandin, in the list in his introduction (above), differentiates between theistic®® and
atheistic Samkhya and between Prabhakara- and Bhatta Mimamsa. These are not treated

separately by Vidyanandin, nor are these distinctions of any importance in the respective

> This principle is set forth by the Nyaya: “parasparavirodhe hi na prakarantarasthitih™ (Kusumaijali
quoted in Radhakrishnan 1966b: 113 footnote 3). “For, in the case of two mutually contradictory
[judgements], it is not established that there is another way” (My translation). Radhakrishnan explains:
“Two contradictory judgements cannot both be false, nor can they both be true. A is either B or not B. One
or the other of two contradictories must be true since no other course is possible” (1966: 113).

% Defined by Vidyanandin, drawing on the explanation found in Vatsyayana’s Nyayabhasya (Introduction
to the commentary on Nyayasitra 1.1.3, cf. footnote to the translation of pariksa in SSP 1, 5 §1
Introduction), as: “Examining: ‘is this [definition] applicable to this [defined thing], or is it not?’, this is
indeed investigation” (SSP 1, 5 §1 Introduction).

%% The ontological issues which make up the main points discussed by Vidyanandin are clearly influenced
b7y Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa. Cf. the section on the anekantavada in polemics.

" For a short discussion of the Tattvopaplavavada, cf. footnote 140. For the Anekantavada see Chapter 2.
38 Sesvarasamkhya or theistic Samkhya refers to the Yoga school (Chatterjee and Datta 2007: 237)
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uttarapaksas (refutations) of the chapters dealing with these schools. They are therefore
not treated separately here.

The VaiSesika and Nyaya are neither treated entirely as one school by
Vidyanandin, nor are they treated completely separately. Both are presented in separate
pirvapaksas (opponent’s side of the debate, i.e. presentation of the doctrines of the
school in question), but it is stated at the beginning of the Naiyayika uttarapaksa that the
Nyaya doctrine is considered refuted by the arguments presented against the VaiSesikas.”
Moreover, the Vaisesika chapter is not concluded by the usual verses which end the other
chapters. Instead, the Naiyayika doctrine is presented and refuted, and the verses at the
end Nyaya chapter, though they do not mention the VaiSesikas explicitly, conclude the
treatment of both the VaiSesika and the Nyaya.”” The VaiSesika and Nyaya will therefore
here be treated together.

The purpose of the present chapter is threefold. Firstly, it highlights the main
issues discussed by Vidyanandin throughout the various chapters of the SSP. Due to
restrictions of space, it is not here possible to summarize and examine all of
Vidyanandin’s arguments. Thus only a selection of the main points will here be
discussed. Secondly, it presents the views held by Vidyanandin’s opponents as these are
presented in secondary literature on Indian philosophy and, in some cases, as these are
presented in the primary texts of the schools in question, with special reference to the
issues discussed by Vidyanandin in the chapters dealing with these schools. Thus it also
supplements the respective piirvapaksas of the various chapters of the SSP. Thirdly, it
attempts to unite the two main points by discussing the correspondence between
Vidyanandin’s arguments and the doctrines of the schools in question. These discussions
will occasionally point out issues on which this correspondence is uncertain and requires

further investigation.

The Bauddha or Sautrantika
The Sautrantika school, discussed by Vidyanandin in the fourth chapter of the SSP,

Sautrantikas acknowledge the existence of an external world, though they do not

acknowledge that one may have a direct perception of it. The existence of an extra-mental

% “This very doctrine of the logicians is contradicted by perception and inference, because contradiction by
perception and inference is found even here by means of that which was expounded in the immediately
preceding [section dealing with the VaiSesika]. Therefore a separate justification of [it being] contradicted
by those [perception and inference] is not undertaken here.” (SSP 42, 26-27 §6 Nyaya chapter).

5 This is made clear by the statement immediately preceding the verses: “Enough with excessive
argumentation, for the VaiSesika and Naiyayika doctrines are proved to be false on account of being
contradicted by perception and inference!” (SSP 43, 6 §8 Nyaya chapter).
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reality is thus inferred from mental presentations of this external reality®' (Radhakrishnan
1966a: 619).

As Vidyanandin’s refutation of Sautrantika philosophy touches upon many of the
main issues discussed throughout the SSP, it is well suited as a starting point for this
presentation. He focuses on three main points: 1) the bare particular, momentary atom as
accepted by the Sautrantikas is contradicted by perception, which only perceives gross
forms etc.; 2) the gross form etc., held by the Sautrantikas to merely be a mental
construction, is real; and 3) an existing thing cannot be absolutely momentary. Though
these issues are framed in a mostly ontological way, the first two points, which are
actually two sides of the same coin, to a large extent also focus on epistemological issues,
namely that the Sautrantikas distinguish between savikalpaka (determinate, i.e. involving
conceptual construction) and nirvikalpaka (indeterminate, i.e. not involving conceptual
construction) cognition, only accepting the latter as perception (pratyaksa) and as a valid
means of knowledge (pramana). These epistemological issues are closely tied to the
ontological issues of parts and wholes (avayava-avayavin) and universals and particulars
(samanya-visesa). This interconnectedness, along with the difference between

determinate and indeterminate cognition, is succinctly illustrated by Dignaga:

“The object to be cognized has [only] two aspects. Apart from the particular (sva-laksana) and the universal
(samanya-laksana) there is no other object to be cognized, and we shall prove that perception has only the
particular for its object and inference the universal.

Perception (pratyaksa) is free from conceptual construction (kalpana); The cognition in which there is no
conceptual construction is perception. What, then, is this conceptual construction? The association of name
(naman), genus (jati), etc. [with a thing perceived, which results in verbal designation of the thing]”
(Hattori’s translation, quoted in Soni 1999: 144)
Dharmakirti defines perception (pratyaksa) in the following way: pratyaksam
kalpanapodham abhrantam (nyayavi - 1/4 quoted in SSP 21, 23-24 §7 Bauddha chapter),
i.e. “sensory perception is devoid of conceptual construction and not confused”. The
Sautrantika Buddhists hold that only the parts, i.e. the atoms, really exist. A direct
perception, i.e. pratyaksa, is only of a collection of such particulars. In other words, only
parts are perceived. Any notion of a whole object, which is nothing more than a
conglomeration (saiicita) of atoms, is due to conceptual construction (kalpana) (Soni
1999: 145).

In the words of Matilal (1986), according to the Buddhists, “no seing is seing
as...” (Matilal 1986: 316). While true seeing, i.e. perception per se, is free from
conceptual construction (kalpana), and is thus nirvikalpa (or, in the definition of

Dharmakirti, kalpanapodham), seeing something as X necessarily involves the

' How this is inferred is not touched upon by Vidyanandin in his treatment of the Sautrantika, though it is
brought up in the Vijiianadvaita pirvapaksa §2.
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intervention of conceptual construction, i.e. it is savikalpa. In other words, since neither
the word “camel” nor the concept “camel” are found in the object, an awareness of a
camel as a camel can strictly speaking not be perceptual. Thus seeing a camel as a camel
involves kalpand (conceptual construction), and is according to the Sautrantika Buddhists
not perception (Matilal 1986: 316-17). Such conceptual construction conceals the true
nature of things, which is that all particulars (svalaksana) are unique, and superimposes
identity on them (Shah 1968: 88-9).

Thus the word and concept “camel”, cognized in determinate cognition, is merely
a mental creation. A camel is not only a whole (avayavin), but it also depends on a notion
of similarity, or, in other words, on a universal (samanya). Seeing something as a camel
necessarily involves recognizing it as a camel. To do so there must be some similarity,
some identity, between the thing cognized as a camel and other, previously cognized
camels. But this identity, this camelness, is not real. Only the unique particulars, the parts,
are perceived.®

The indeterminate perception (nirvikalpa pratyaksa), not involving conceptual
construction, of these particulars gives rise to determinate (savikalpaka) cognition (Shah
1968: 225). The arising of determinate, conceptual cognition is due to the vasandas
(impressions or predispositions) of the cognizer. It is these dispositions, based on
previous experiences and continually fuelled by further experience, which cause the
mental construction to take place immediately after perception (Matilal 1986: 327). Or
rather, it is the intellect which, by force of beginningless predispositions, connects the
really unconnected things® (Shah 1968: 88-89).

This determinate cognition in turn validates the indeterminate cognition. In the
words of Stcherbatsky: “For neither sensation alone, as pure sensation, affords any
knowledge at all; nor conception alone, i.e. pure imagination, contains any real
knowledge. Only the union of these two elements in the judgment of perception is real
knowledge” (1958: 212).

It must be added that the determinate cognition validates the indeterminate
cognition only in so far as it leads to purposeful action (vyavahara) (Shah 1968: 225).
The relation between indeterminate and determinate cognition, as held by the Sautrantika
Buddhists, is succinctly summed up by Siderits: ““...the relation between indeterminate
and determinate perception...in the former we directly grasp particulars, while in the

latter we directly grasp mentally constructed universals but thereby indirectly grasp

62 While the Nyaya hold that cognitions and statements such as “this is a camel” are due to, and also prove
the existence of, the universal camelness, the Sautrantikas reject the true existence of such universals. They
explain such cognitions by means of the apoha theory, introduced by the Buddhist logician Dignaga. As
this is not discussed by Vidyanandin, it will not be explained here. For treatment of the apoha theory see
Frauwallner (1937), Sharma (1968) and Patil (2003).

% Cf. Dharmakirti’s Svarthanumanapariccheda: “buddhir anadivasanasamarthyad asamsrstan api dharman
samsrsjanti jayate |’ (quoted in Shah 1968: 89, footnote 58).
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particulars. When we determinately perceive a set of particulars as a mango, this enables
us to act in relation to these (and their successor) particulars in such a way as to satisfy
our hunger for mango” (2004: 371, italics added).

Lastly, the concept of svasamvedana (self-cognition), which is a fundamental
thesis of the Sautrantika-Yogacara school (Stcherbatsky 1958: 163) and was first
introduced by Dignaga (Soni 1999: 141), must be mentioned. Unlike the Naiyayikas, the
i.e. knowledge is self-luminous (svayamprakasa). Like a lamp illuminates both its
surrounding objects and itself, so cognition cognizes its object and itself (Stcherbatsky
1958: 163). Being perception (pratyaksa), svasamvedana is, according to the Buddhists,
necessarily indeterminate (nirvikalpa). While the Jains too accept cognition to be self-
cognized, they do not hold that self-cognition need be indeterminate (Shah 1968: 227-8).

In opposition to this Sautrantika view of perception, Vidyanandin argues that
seeing something as X is indeed perception. In fact, the nirvikalpa pratyaksa
(indeterminate perception) of the Buddhists, free from conceptual construction, is not
perception at all, he argues, because it is not valid as it lacks correspondence® with the
cognized object (§§6-9). The syllogism Vidyanandin employs in arguing this is taken
from the Siddhiviniscaya (1.24) of Akalanka, which is quoted in §15 of the Bauddha
chapter. Indeterminate cognition, being non-conceptual, is unable to determine the nature
of the object. The Sautrantika Buddhist cannot argue that indeterminate perception does
indeed have correspondence with the object by giving rise to determinate (savikalpa)
cognition. Vidyanandin claims that it is impossible that the indeterminate cognition,
which is free from conceptual construction, should give rise to determinate cognition,
which is characterized by conceptual construction. Determinate cognition cannot arise
from indeterminate cognition any more than a horse can arise from a donkey. And if it
could, why should not the particular itself, which according to the Buddhist is also free
from conceptual construction, give rise to the determinate, conceptual cognition (§10, 12-
13)? The determinate nature of determinate cognition can also not be established by self-
cognition (svasamvedana), for, as the Sautrantikas hold self-cognition to be
indeterminate, as it is perception and thus free from conceptual construction, this will
merely make determinate cognition unnecessary or end in infinite regress (§10-11).
Vidyanandin here draws on one of Akalanka’s arguments for proving that svasamvedana
(self-cognition) is not necessarily indeterminate (nirvikalpa), as the Buddhists maintain.
Shah (1968) explains:

% Vidyanandin, rather peculiarly, uses the term abhiprayanivedana (relating the intention [of the speaker]),
which is used in Dharmakirti’s discussion on the validity of sabda (verbal testimony). (cf. footnote 775),
throughout much of his discussion on this topic. It is however clear from the context that Vidyanandin’s
intended argument refers to relating the nature of the object, and not the intention of the speaker, which is
irrelevant in a discussion on perception.

47



“...Akalanka rightly observes that the self-cognition of a determinate knowledge at least could never be
indeterminate. Dharmakirti holds that the self-cognitions of all knowledge — including even determinate
knowledge — is indeterminate. This would mean that even a determinate knowledge is not self-
determined but requires another knowledge to determine its self; this would involve an infinite
regress detrimental to all purposive action. Through all this Akalanka proves that though all cognitions
are self cognized, a self-cognition is not necessarily indeterminate; that the self-cognition of a determinate
knowledge is always determinate; and that only a determinate self-cognition deserves to be called
pramana.”® (Shah 1968: 227-8 italics in original, my bold).

Vidyanandin is here not making the same point as Akalanka, but clearly draws on his
argument to reach his own point. Akalanka has shown that the self-cognition of a
determinate cognition must be determinate, otherwise it will end in infinite regress.
Vidyanandin draws on Akalanka’s argument when he here argues that determinate
cognition, according to the Sautrantikas, cannot be self-cognized and is thus not possible.

Positing that indeterminate cognition gives rise to determinate cognition on
account of predispositions (vasana) does not help, as the same contingency of rendering
the indeterminate cognition unnecessary will arise. Thus it is determinate cognition which
corresponds to the object. Therefore it is determinate cognition, which cognizes the
whole, the universal etc., which is a valid means of knowledge (§15).

Since he shows that indeterminate cognition is not valid, as it does not correspond
to the cognized object, it is proved that it is not perception. Consequently the particular
accepted by the Buddhists is not perceived. Not only that, but as there is thus no
perception, inference can also not prove the particular, for inference depends upon
perception. Thus the particular held by the Sautrantikas is not proved (§16).

Having thus shown that the unique particular is not perceived, Vidyanandin turns
his attention to the other side of this coin, namely proving that the gross form, the whole,
the universal etc. is indeed perceived. This is so because it would be unsuitable, he says,
for the determinate cognition to cognize something which is not cognized by the
indeterminate cognition. There can be no determinate cognition of gross form etc. from
the indeterminate cognitions of bare particulars. The determinate cognition of gross form
must arise from the indeterminate cognition of gross form, just as the determinate
cognition of blue arises only from an indeterminate cognition of blue, and not from an
indeterminate cognition of yellow. Here again, the positing of predispositions will not
help the Buddhist, as then the determinate cognition of gross form would not even have to
depend on any perception at all, but could be fully explained by predispositions. And
then, Vidyanandin argues, everything accepted by the Buddhists is lost. Thus, if the real
existence of the particular “blue” is established by the determinate cognition of blue, then

the real existence of the gross form etc. is established by their determinate cognition as

65 «¢ iso

ni$cayantaraparikalpanayam anavasthanat kutah tatsamvyavaharasiddhih
in Shah 1968: 228, footnote 63).

” (Akalankagranthatraya quoted
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well. And it is then established that gross form etc. is not only a mental creation, but a
really existing thing (§19-23).

Now Vidyanandin raises two objections on behalf of the Buddhists against his
own arguments. The first of these, discussed in §§24-26, argues that the universal or
whole cannot be real, for the contingency of whether it resides wholly or partly in its
particulars or parts will arise.®® This argument, Vidyanandin says, does not apply to the
Jain conception of the universal, because the Jains to not hold the universal to be one or
absolutely different from the particulars, like the Nyaya-VaiSesika do.”

The second argument raised on behalf of the Buddhists, discussed in §§27-30, is
that it is not proved that atoms (paramanu) can combine.®® In the Bauddha pirvapaksa
Vidyanandin has already explained the ripaskandha as “The atoms of color, taste, smell
and touch, which are different from [both] the similar and dissimilar [atoms], and
unconnected with one another” (SSP 20, 3-4). According to Vasubandhu, the
paramanu is the smallest particle of rizpa (matter) (Radhakrishnan 1966a: 617). While the
Vaibhasikas and Sautrantikas do not accept double or triple atoms®, they do allow for
indefinite atomic aggregations. The perceptible atomic unit is the anu, which is a
combination of paramanus (1966a: 617). Though the Sautrantikas do thus accept some
kind of relation between the atoms making up atomic aggregates, according to the
Abhidharmakosabhasya (AKBh) 1. 43, Bhadanta Dharmatrata maintains that “atoms don’t
enter into direct contact with one another. If atoms touched completely, they would
merge. If atoms touched partially, there would be parts to atoms, but atoms have no parts”
(Anacker 1999a: 523). Vasubandhu, who is said to have written the bhdsya from a
Sautrantika perspective, agrees, and adds that one merely says that there is contact
between atoms when there is no interval between them, really there is no such contact.
One cannot make a radical distinction between atoms and aggregates of atoms (ibid:

523). So while the Sautrantikas do accept atomic aggregates, they in fact do not accept
combination of atoms in the sense of atoms coming into direct contact with each other.

We note the similarity of the statement in the AKBh to the objection raised on

behalf of the Sautrantikas by Vidyanandin. A similar and more detailed objection,

% The argument presented here is taken from Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa, where it is used against the
VaiSesika. Parts of the argument are taken directly from Akalanka’s commentary to the Aptamimamsa, the
Astasati. Cf. Chapter 4.

7' The doctrine of absolute difference between parts and the whole, individuals and the universal etc. and
Vidyanandin’s refutation of it is dealt with in the Nyaya-VaiSesika section of the present chapter (below).
68 “Because, if [the atoms] relate partly, [i.e.] if they have simultaneous contact with six atoms from
different directions, it results in [the atom] having six parts. If [the atoms] relate wholly, it results in a
[composite atomic] aggregate having [the dimension] of only a single atom” (SSP 24, 25-25, 1 §27
Bauddha chapter).

% Double and triple atoms here probably refers to the Nyaya-Vaisesika view that two paramanus make up a
dvyanuka (binary) and three dvyanukas make up a tryanuka (terlary) which is the smallest visible unit
(Kharwandikar 2004d: 299).
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containing several of the elements found in the argument as presented in the SSP, is also

raised by Vasubandhu in his Vimsatika, which is a Yogacara work:

“An object can be neither one thing nor several things. If it were a unity, it would have to be like the
composite whole constructed by the Vaisesikas. It cannot be plural, either, because atoms can’t be
apprehended singly. An atom, in fact, can’t be demonstrated either, because by the simultaneous contact
with, say, six elements, the atom comes to have six parts, and is thus no longer an atom. If it is maintained
that the locus of each single atom is the locus of all six elements, then the molecule would be only one atom,
because of the mutual exclusion of occupants of a locus. Vaibhasika: It’s only when atoms are in a
molecular state that they can join together. Reply: But atoms can’t join together to form molecules unless
they have parts which contact each other. And if they have parts they’re not atoms” (Anacker 1999b: 642,
italics added)

That this idea of atoms not coming into contact with each other is recorded and attributed
to Bhadanta Dharmatrata already in the Mahavibhasa (1* century AD) (Buswel & Jaini
1996: 79; Ichimura, Kawamura, Buswell Jr. & Cox 1996: 562-3) makes it clear that it is
old. Noting the similarities with Vasubandhu’s argument in the Vimsatika and the AKBh,
Vidyanandin’s source for this objection on behalf of the Buddhists requires further
investigation.

In any event, Vidyanandin refutes this argument as pertaining only to the
Naiyayikas, who hold that the atoms have a static nature, which is not accepted by the
Jainas.” He moreover asserts that causal efficacy (arthakriya), here perhaps more in the
sense of the capacity to perform functions in general, would be impossible if the atoms
did not combine, and thus, as causal efficacy is observed, the combination of atoms must
take place.

Vidyanandin further argues that there could also not be any variegated cognition,
1.e. cognition of variegated color, if the atoms did not combine and did not have some
identity, i.e. if they did not change their nature when combining. Vidyanandin thus
considers the external object having a nature that is sui generis both minute and gross,
and the universal, defined as similar modification, to be proved.

It is thus seen that even though the main issue in these two first major points
which Vidyanandin takes up’' are phrased ontologically, Vidyanandin’s argumentation is
by and large of an epistemological nature. The issue to which the most space and energy
is devoted is the question, “what is perception?”. As stated above, the Sautrantikas hold

that perception is nirvikalpaka (indeterminate or free from conceptual construction). In

"0 Cf. Tatia’s summary of Siddhasenagani’s Svopajiiabhasyatika’s (SBT) commentary to TS 5, 28, where he
says: The problem of perceptibility is essentially connected with the integration of atoms which is a
difficult issue. An atom has no parts. How can two atoms, both of which are partless, combine together to
make a single cluster? How can many imperceptible units create a perceptible one? The SBT discusses this
problem at length (5.1, 5.11, 5.25, 5.26) and attempts to solve the issue by distinguishing two aspects of
atoms: an atom as partless matter (matter without parts) and an atom as the integrated qualities of touch,
taste, smell and colour. These two aspects are respectively called “matter-atom” and “quality-atom”. The
integration of the qualities of touch, taste, and so on, to a point of saturation, may result in perceptibility”
(Tatia 1994: 134).

! i.e. the non-existence of the particular as accepted by the Sautrantikas and the existence of the gross form
etc., which the Sautrantikas deny real existence.
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other words, perception according to the Sautrantikas per definition does not cognize the
gross form etc.. To prove that these exist and that the particular held by the Sautrantikas
does not, Vidyanandin sets out to prove that perception, as defined by the Sautrantikas, is
not perception and thus cannot establish their doctrines.

Vidyanandin again returns to discussing epistemological questions towards the
end of the Bauddha chapter (§§48-49), after his third main point against the Sautrantikas
is concluded. Here he argues against the Sautrantika definition of determinate
(savikalpaka) cognition, which is held to cognize the object associated with the word
denoting it. Vidyanandin argues that this is not possible. Thus, since determinate
cognition as accepted by the Sautrantikas is impossible, there can be no perception at all,
as perception is valid only when generating a later determinate cognition. Since there is
no perception, the objects of perception cannot be established, and thus “all is lost” for
the Sautrantikas.

The third main point Vidyanandin discusses in this chapter, also this closely tied to
the previous two, is the impossibility of the absolutely momentary thing. For the solid
form accepted by the Jains is proved to be both permanent and impermanent sui generis
in that it successively pervades manifold forms. Thus the absolutely momentary thing
accepted by the Sautrantika Buddhists is not real. The way in which Vidyanandin sets out
to prove the non-existence of the absolutely momentary thing builds upon Dharmakirti’s
definition of the existing thing as causally efficient. For Dharmakirti has stated: “sa
paramarthiko bhavo ya evarthakriyaksamah® (Pramanavartika 111 165 quoted in Shah
1968: 45), i.e. that which is causally efficient, that truly exists. According to Shah (1968),
Dharmakirti was probably the first philosopher to ever define reality in terms of causal
efficacy. Moreover, he used this definition in his argumentation against the absolutely
permanent thing, establishing that only the absolutely momentary thing may be causally
efficient, while the absolutely permanent thing cannot, and thus cannot be real” (1968:
45).

The first philosopher to adapt this argumentation and turn it against Dharmakairti,
arguing that the absolutely momentary thing can also not be causally efficient, seems to
have been the Buddhist Bhadanta Yogasena. Other philosophers followed suit, and the
first Jaina philosopher to argue in this way seems to have been Akalanka (Shah 1968: 60
footnote 33). Following these, and among them, as will be shown below, especially
Akalanka, Vidyanandin’s purpose is to establish that the momentary thing cannot be

causally efficient, and thus prove that the absolutely momentary thing does not exist.

2 Though criticism arguing for the impossibility of causal efficacy (arthakriyakaritva) in the absolutely
permanent cause had previously been set forth by Buddhist philosophers such as Nagarjuna, Candrakirti,
Aryadeva and Vasubandhu, they did not, as Dharmakairti later did, make it the ultimate test of reality (Shah
1968: 44-45).
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Another important concept in this discussion is the Buddhist epistemological
concept of anvayavyatireka, or agreement and contrariety, especially used by Dharmakirti

in describing the relation between cause and effect. It is explained by Bartley (2005) as

“a mode of reasoning (yukti), stating that when A is present, B is present, and when A is absent, B is absent.
This is used to establish a relation of cause and effect. For example: given that we see that our own actions
happen after our intentions and that they do not happen in the absence of our intentions, there is a causal
connection between intention and the occurrence of an action. The causal relation is established by
perception and non-perception and consists in positive and negative agreement.” (2005: 25).

The Jaina position on causation is that the effect is a new modification which occurs in an
already existing and permanent substance. This substance is the cause. The Sautrantika
position, on the other hand, is that both the cause and the effect are momentary, and that
the effect immediately succeeds the cause (Shah 1968: 61). They moreover hold that a
momentary cause, such as a ripa-ksana, can produce various effects according to
circumstance, i.e. whether it acts as the material cause or auxiliary cause. Thus a ripa-
ksana, acting as the material cause, can produce a following rijpa-ksana. But, acting as an
auxiliary cause, it can also produce rasa-, gandha- and sparsa-ksanas, depending on the
circumstances, i.e. depending on which kind of ksana is the material cause. Thus when
the rasa-ksana is the material cause and the other ksanas are auxiliary causes, a rasa-
ksana is produced etc. (Shah 1968: 64-5).

One of the main points Vidyanandin makes is that the principle of
anvayavyatireka, i.e. that when on the presence of one thing another thing comes into
existence, the former is the cause and the latter the effect (Shah 1968: 61), is not possible
in the Sautrantika theory of momentariness. In other words, the momentary cause cannot
have agreement and contrariety with respect to the effect.

Vidyanandin starts this discussion by highlighting the difference in the ontological
positions of the Jainas and the Sautrantika Buddhists. Quoting Akalanka he says:

Indeed thus it is said by the master, Bhattakalanka:
“’Just as one [thing] may simultaneously produce or pervade [many] objects in different places. Just so one
[thing] may successively produce or pervade [many] modes at different times.’

Because, if [it is maintained that] the previous and following moments are completely unconnected, it is
contradicted by causal efficacy. For, causal efficacy is not found in the absolutist doctrine of the destruction
of moments. Because it is seen that [the theory of momentariness] contradicts the production [of effects],
on account of resulting in the effect not having a cause if the external and internal objects are absolutely
destroyed” (SSP 26, 6-11 §31 Bauddha chapter).

The momentary cause is not synchronous with the effect, i.e. when the effect arises the
cause has already been destroyed, and thus cannot be its cause. That the cause is held to
immediately precede the effect does not help, as its non-existence at the time of the effect
makes it no more suitable for it to be the cause than for a moment that was destroyed a

long time before. Their non-existence at the time of the effect is the same (§32). The
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absolutely momentary cause cannot have agreement and contrariety with respect to the
effect any more than the absolutely permanent cause can, because the momentary cause
does not exist at the time of the effect and the effect must then arise from itself (§§33-34).

Akalanka has argued similarly. In his Siddhiviniscaya, he states: “[if] the effect [is
produced] from a potent [cause] that has previously perished, [then] why [can it] not [be
produced] from an imperishable cause? Let not the existence of the cause contradict the
arising of the effect””. In summarizing Akalanka’s further argumentation in the

Siddhiviniscaya, Shah writes:

“Dharmakirti should not consider what immediately precedes the effect to be the cause of it just as he does
not consider that which is separated from the effect by a gap of time to be the cause of it; for, both are
similar so far as their utter non-existence at the time of the effect is concerned...If the effect is held to come
into existence as a result of the absence of something (say X) that immediately precedes the effect, then the
effect should be existent at all moments save the moment of X’s existence because at all those moments
there is the ‘absence of X’. If the momentarist is to avoid this contingency, he will have to accept that the
effect comes into being by itself. Dharmakirti should not qualify one non-existent and thus seeking to
differentiate it from another non-existents. The reason is that non-existents are essenceless and hence in no
way can they be differentiated from one another” (1968: 63-4).

Vidyanandin further argues that the Sautrantikas cannot argue that, just as the effect does
not need to arise in the place of the cause, it does not need to arise at the time of the
cause. In other words, the cause need no longer exist at the time of the effect, for the
effect arises at its own time. For if this is held then the same may be argued to hold true

for the permanent cause (§34). This too resembles an argument raised by Akalanka:

“Akalanka says that we may grant that the momentary cause can produce the effect even when it itself is
absent but that it must produce a particular effect at that particular time which is appropriate for the
production of this effect and at no other time. Dharmakirti’s possible reply to this is that it is not that the
cause produces the effect but that the effect itself comes into being (immediately after the cause). Akalanka
points out that the same thing can be said with equal cogency with regard to a non-momentary cause. The
non-momentary cause does not produce the effects, but that the effects themselves, one after another, come
into existence at their own destined time” (Shah 1968: 62).

The difference between Vidyanandin’s argument and that of Akalanka is that, though
they both have the opponent solve the problem by having the effect arise at its own
destined time, it does not seem that Vidyanandin presupposes the counter-argument of the
Sautrantikas to be that the cause does not give rise to the effect, though this is set forth as
a consequence in the argument in §33-34. It rather seems that Vidyanandin’s proposed
objection of the Sautrantikas builds upon the idea of the immediately preceding cause
giving rise to the effect. This is expressed by the use of sati and asati, i.e. “on the
existence/presence [of the cause]” and “on the non-existence/absence [of the cause]”,
which is used in the sentence concerning the effect only arising at its own time.”* Thus

the cause produces the effect, though the effect arises later at its own time, and by that

73 “piirvam na$varac chaktat karyam kinnavina§varat | karyotpattir virudhyeta na vai karanasattaya ||”

(Siddhiviniscaya quoted in Shah 1968: 61, footnote 35) .
" svadesavat svakala sati samarthe karane karyam jayate nasati (SSP 26, 19 §34 Bauddha chapter).
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time the cause has perished. Both Vidyanandin and Akalanka hold that this would be
applicable to the permanent cause as well. It has been argued that the permanent cause,
being unchanging, would continuously be causally efficient. Thus it would constantly
produce all its effects simultaneously. But, Akalanka and Vidyanandin argue, following
the example of the Sautrantikas, it can then be argued that this will not happen, as the
effect will only arise at its own destined time. If the Sautrantikas ask how it is that the
permanent cause can have accordance in agreement and contrariety with the effect when
it is always efficient yet the effect only arises at its own time, Vidyanandin answers that
they must then answer how this can be true for the momentary cause when the effect only
arises in a moment characterized by its non-existence (§35).

The Sautrantikas may object that if the permanent cause produces various effects
successively, it cannot have a unitary nature, i.e. its nature would have to be slightly
different when producing the different effects, and thus it would not be permanent. But,
Vidyanandin argues, the same problem is found for the impermanent cause, which too,
even though it is one, produces various effects and thus has a manifold nature as if it was
several objects. Just as cognition of color, smell and touch depend on the object of
cognition having multiple capacities, so the cause, such as a momentary lamp, must have
multiple capacities to produce its various effects such as the burning of the wick etc.
(§835-36). For, as mentioned above, the momentary cause is held by the Sautrantikas to
be capable of producing various effects depending on whether it is the material or an

auxiliary cause. This argument too has been raised by Akalanka.” Shah (1968) writes:

“Dharmakirti argues that an eternal cause, because it gives rise to ever new effect every moment, is not
really one indivisible ‘uni-natured’ whole. Akalanka rightly points out that an identical difficulty arises in
the case of the momentary cause. A momentary cause is multi natured because it gives rise to a number of
effects, just as a number of different objects have different natures of their own. Unless the cause possesses
the multiplicity of capacities it cannot produce multiple effects, just as knowledge of colour etc.. is
impossible unless the object of knowledge possesses a multiplicity of capacities. A lamp, because of its
multiple capacities, burns up a wick and dries up the oil at one and the same moment” (Shah 1968: 65).

Vidyanandin argues that only the cause which is both permanent and impermanent sui
generis can be causally efficient, for only it can have manifold capacities, which are an
essential condition for the capability to produce effects both simultaneously and

successively. The momentary and permanent causes cannot have such capability, as they

7 This argument, worded almost identically to how it is presented in the SSP, is moreover also found in
Vidyanandin’s Astasahasri, which is a commentary to Akalanka’s AstaSati: “nityasya pratiksanam
anekakaryakaritve kramaso ‘nekasvabhavatvasiddheh katham ekatvam syad iti cet ksanikasya katham iti
samah saryanuyogah | sa hi ksanasthitir eko ‘pi bhavo ‘nekasvabhavas citrakaryatvan nanarthavat | na hi
karanasaktibhedam antarena karyananatvam yuktan ripadijiianavat | yathaiva hi karkatikadau
ridpadijiianani ripadisvabhavabhedanibandhanani tatha ksanasthiter ekasmad api bhavat pradipader
vartikamukhadahatatailasosadivicitrakaryani Saktibhedanimittakani vyavatisthante | anyatha riipader
nanatvam na sidhyet, caksuradisamagribhedat tajjfianirbhasabhedo ‘vakalpyeta,” (Astasahasr1 183/6-8
quoted in Soni 2009: 455-56; italics and bold in original). When compared to §§35 and 36 of the SSP
Bauddha chapter, they are found to be almost identical.
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are of a uniform nature. He further shows that this problem cannot be solved by appealing
to the assisting causes. Thus only the object accepted by the Jainas, i.e. the permanent
substance which abandons previous modes and appropriates future modes, exists, as only
it can be causally efficient (§43-46).

Nyaya-VaiSesika

The Nyaya-VaiSesikas, originally two separate systems which then merged, to put it
somewhat simply (and thus necessarily simplified), into one in that the categories of the
Vaisesikas were accepted by the Naiyayikas and the categories of the Naiyayikas, dealing
mostly with inference and argumentation, were accepted by the VaiSesikas. This merging
process was already well under way by the time the PraSastapadabhasya, which is the
main source for Vidyanandin’s piirvapaksa in the Vaisesika chapter of the SSP, was
composed, and it seems to have reached its final stage by the 9" century (Jha 2004: 51-2).
According to Jha (2004: 52-3), the two systems were completely merged by the time of
Udayana (10" century). The merged school then became known by the name Nyaya-
Vaisesika.

This explains Vidyanandin’s combined treatment of the Nyaya and VaiSesika
doctrines as described above. The SSP was composed during the final stage of the merger
between the Nyaya and VaiSesika, but before the complete merger had taken place. Thus
Vidyanandin treats them as very closely related yet separate systems. However, as shown
above, Vidyanandin considers the arguments raised against the VaiSesikas as refuting the
Nyaya teachings as well. The uttarapaksa of the Nyaya chapter is very short, briefly
mentioning some objections against the Nyaya categories. Vidyanandin moreover quotes
the Nyayasitra in the Vaisesika pirvapaksa (SSP 34, 23-24). As both the Vaisesika and
Nyaya categories are clearly explained in their respective pirvapaksas in the SSP, they
will not be discussed here.

The first of the two main topics discussed by Vidyanandin in the VaiSesika chapter

is their view of the parts and the whole, the universal and the individual”

etc. as being
completely different from each other. Vidyanandin refutes this by proving that the
relation of samavaya (inherence) accepted by the VaiSesikas is impossible. He then shows
how all the categories accepted by the Vaisesika are impossible, since they all depend on

samavaya. Vidyanandin’s main purpose, however, is to show that the parts and the whole

76 Also referred to as the particular (visesa), as for example: “atha kathamcid abhinnah, tada siddham
samanyasya visesapratyayavisayatvam, visesapratyayavisayebhyo visesebhyah kathamcid abhinnasya
samanyasya visesapratyayavisayatopapatteh visesasvatmavat | tato naikam eva sattadisamanyam | napy
anamS$am, kathamcit samS§atvapratiteh; samSebhyo visesebhyo ‘narthantarabhutasya samS$atvopapatteh
tatsvatmavat |” (SSP 47, 12-15 §16 Mimamsa chapter). It should be pointed out that particular is here then
not used in the sense of the VaiSesika padartha particular (visesa, cf SSP 44, 6 and 44, 18-19 §§1 and 3
Vaisesika chapter).
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etc. are not absolutely different, but both different and non-different sui generis.

Vidyanandin starts the uttarapaksa by declaring:

Firstly, this very doctrine of the Auliikyas is contradicted by perception. Because the one-sided difference
which is desired by them of the part and the whole, quality and that which has qualities, activity and that
which possesses activity and universal and individual is contradicted by sensory experience, which grasps
the non-difference of those. For, when there is sensory perception, it is not so that the whole etc. appears
only as completely different from [its] parts etc., but it does indeed [appear] as non-different in some ways
(SSP 35, 25-28 §§8-9 Vaisesika chapter).

In defence against this, Vidyanandin has the VaiSesika reply: “Certainly the whole etc.
appears as if not being a separate entity from those [parts] on account of inherence.” (SSP
36, 1 §10 VaiSesika chapter). Thus Vidyanandin sets out to disprove the relation of
inherence (samavaya).

The VaiSesika concept of samavaya underwent reinterpretations in early VaiSesika
philosophy (Halbfass 1992: 74-75), but these do not concern us here. It is the later
meaning, or focus of meaning, of the inherence of attributes in their substrates, such as
qualities inhering in substance etc., which became the most conspicuous function of
samavaya in the work of PraSastapada (Halbfass 1992: 75), who, as mentioned above, is
the main source for Vidyanandin’s Vaisesika piirvapaksa, which is of importance here.

Samavaya is in the classical VaiSesika texts described as a relation (sambandha)
which relates inseparable (ayutasiddha) things, i.e. things that are incapable of existing
separately as their relationship is one of dependence and support (asrayasritabhava)”’
(Halbfass 1992: 147). Samavaya explains the residence (vriti), i.e. dependent occurrence,
of wholes in their parts etc.. Unlike samyoga (conjunction) which relates separable things
and is destroyed upon their separation, samavaya is one and permanent, and is not
affected by what happens to its relata (Halbfass 1992: 147-8). Halbfass (1992) describes
samavaya as: “...an indispensable cornerstone of the classical VaiSesika system, in
particular its ontology” (1992: 149), and states that “what is perhaps most frequently
misunderstood or overlooked is the ontological significance of the term” (Halbfass 1992:
147). As will be shown, this significance was not lost on Vidyanandin.

As shown above, the start of Vidyanandin’s discussion on inherence is the
Vais$esika objection that the parts and wholes etc. are indeed absolutely different, but only
appear not to be so on account of inherence. To this Vidyanandin replies that if it were so,
the Nyayasiitra’s definition of perception as “that which arises from the ‘contact’ of a
sense-organ with its object, inexpressible by words, unerring and well defined””®

(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 49; my italics) is inapplicable, as the perception of the wholes as

" More specifically referring to parts and wholes (avayavavayavin), substrates and their qualities (guna)
and activities (karman), eternal substances and the particular (visesa) and substances (dravya), qualities and
activities and their universals (samanya) (Halbfass 1992: 147).

8 indriyarthasannikarsotpannam avyapadesyavyabhicari vyavasayatmakam pratyaksam | nyayasii- 1

14
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not absolutely different from the parts etc. is then clearly erroneous (§10). For it is not so
that the difference between the parts and whole etc. is perceived by means of perception
(§11).

Inherence, as accepted by the opponent, is not established. For, Vidyanandin
argues, if it does it must be answered whether this inherence reside in its substrate or not.
And if it does, whether it really resides in its substrate or figuratively resides in its
substrate (§12). These three options are then refuted in §§12-22.

Having thus refuted the relation of inherence, Vidyanandin sets out to show how
this results in the impossibility of any of the existents posited by the VaiSesika. Thus
since inherence does not exist, conjunction, being a quality and thus depending on
inherence, cannot exist (§23). Since conjunction does not exist, conjunction of atoms
cannot take place. Since the conjunction of atoms cannot take place, the fourfold
elements cannot exist, and since the fourfold elements elements do not exist, the
individual atoms, which are thought to be the cause of the elements, cannot exist, for the
Aptamimamsa states that the cause is that which the effect as its mark (§24).

There being no objects or atoms, space and time cannot exist. On the non-
existence of conjunction, sound cannot exist. And on the non-existence of sound, akasa,
which is accepted to be the material cause of sound, also cannot exist. As there can be no
conjunction of the mind and the soul, the qualities of the soul cannot arise, and thus the
soul too cannot exist (§24). In the end all substances, and with them all qualities, actions,
the universal and the particular, all having substance as their substrate, cannot exist as
their substrate does not exist, and thus all is lost for the VaiSesikas (§25).

The main point that Vidyanandin has been driving at throughout his refutation of
inherence is that its non-existence would result in the completely different parts and
wholes, universals and individuals etc., being cognized as such. But they are not, and thus
it is proved that the parts and whole etc. are not completely different, because their
absolute difference is contradicted by sensory perception (§26). Wilhelm Halbfass is
quoted above saying that the ontological significance of samavaya (inherence) is often
not understood. Vidyanandin’s employment of this term clearly shows that he did
understand its ontological significance. Vidyanandin’s quote from the Yuktyanu$asana of
Samantabhadra’ shows that this was also understood by the Jaina philosophers preceding
him.

The second major point discussed by Vidyanandin in the VaiSesika chapter is the

non-existence of a creator god. God was originally only found in the Nyaya system, but

7 “The nature of the objects of your [doctrine] [O Arhat] is a nature that is [both] different and non-
different [sui generis]. That which is independent of one of the two [i.e. difference or non-difference] [is
non-existent] [just like] the sky-flower. All objects are abandoned because relation is abandoned on account
of the inherence-relation not possessing [another] relation [by which it can reside in that which it is to
relate].” (Yuktyanusasana 7 quoted in SSP 39, 12-13).
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was incorporated by the VaiSesika by the time of the PraSastapadabhasya (Jha 2004: 52).
The Nyaya, and thus also the VaiSesika, infer the existence of God from the body, the
world etc. being effects. Just like a pot must have an intelligent creator, so the world,
being a product, must have an intelligent creator. This intelligent creator is held by the
Naiyayikas to be an omnipotent, personal being. Moreover, he has knowledge (jiana),
desire (iccha) and active effort (prayatna), which makes him capable of creation. God
has, however, not created the soul or the atoms, which are both eternal, but fashioned the
world out of the eternally existing atoms (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 167-72).

God, according to Udayana’s Kusumaiijali, supervises the activity of adrsta (the
unseen), which in turn explains such phenomena as merit (punya) and demerit (papa) and
the connection of souls with organic bodies. These phenomena cannot be explained by
natural causes alone, and are accounted for by adrsta. But adrsta, being a non-intelligent
cause, cannot by itself cause happiness (sukha) and pain (duhkha) at the suitable time and
place. Thus adrsta acts under the direction of God, who governs its operation
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 167).

Contrary to that which is held by the Nyaya-VaiSesikas, the Jains hold that it is the
transmigrating beings themselves who, through the workings of their karma, create the
body and suitable objects of experience. While arguing for this, Vidyanandin puts
forward several arguments against the existence of God. These may be categorized as
follows: 1) problems concerning whether or not God has a body (§§27-28); 2) God
cannot possess knowledge (jiiana), desire (iccha) or active effort (prayatna), necessary
for creation, as the liberated soul does not possess these (§29); 3) The problem of evil
(§830-32); and 4) even if it is conceded that the Nyaya syllogism proves the existence of
an intelligent creator, it does not prove an intelligent creator with the characteristics

ascribed to him, such as omnipotence etc., by the Nyaya-Vaisesikas (§§33-35).

The Mimamsa
The Mimamsa system, founded by Jaimini, has the defense of Vedic ritualism as its
primary object. In attempting to do so, it developed a philosophy which could support this
ritualistic world view. As one of its main concerns is defending the validity of the Vedas,
it developed an elaborate theory of knowledge (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 43-44). This,
however, is not discussed by Vidyanandin, at least not in the part of the Mimamsa chapter
which has survived, who focuses on the doctrine of the universal.

Contrary to the Sautrantika Buddhists, the Nyaya-VaiSesikas and Mimamsakas,
like the Jainas, regard the universal (samanya) to be a really existing thing. However,

unlike the Jainas, both the Nyaya-VaiSesikas and the Prabhakara-mimamsakas regard the
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universal as a separate category.” There are several more aspects in which their doctrines
concerning the universal differ, both with relation to the Jaina concept of universal and
with each other. These, along with Vidyanandin’s arguments against these doctrines, are
examined here.

The universal as really existing thing is not, as might have been expected,
discussed in the Vaisesika chapter of the SSP, but in the Mimamsa chapter. Moreover, the
Mimamsa chapter is directed against both the Bhatta-mimamsakas and Prabhakara-
mimamsakas. Though he distinguishes between the Bhattas and Prabhakaras in the
pirvapaksa of the Mimamsaka chapter, Vidyanandin does not distinguish between them
in his discussion on the universal. The starting verse of Vidyanandin’s uttarapaksa in the
Mamamsaka chapter is here worth quoting in full, as it clearly reveals this treatment of
the Mimamsakas and elucidates the features of the universal against which Vidyanandin’s

arguments are directed.

“That very doctrine of the Mimamsakas is firstly contradicted by perception. The categories, earth etc., are
[held to be] caused to appear after the universal, existence-ness etc., by [both] the followers of Bhatta and
Prabhakara, who are called Mimamsakas. And this is accepted by them: “The universal, existence etc., is
completely permanent, without parts, one and [all]-pervading”. But that is certainly contradicted by
perception, because the universal, defined as similar modification, is impermanent and not contained in
everything, is cognized, through sensory perception, as having many forms by having the nature of many
individuals, just like color [has the nature of many individuals]. For a unitary universal [existing] in [many]
individuals found in various places, like [one piece of] bamboo etc. [existing] in [several] pillars etc., is not
cognized through sensory perception, nor is there non-origination and non-destruction [of the universal]
while there is origination and destruction of the individual, from which there could be sensory perception of
that [permanent universal]. This very universal, of the nature declared by the opponents, does not make
itself fit with respect to perceptual cognition, and [yet] desires to claim perceptibility for itself. Thus [the
Mimamsakas] are a laughingstock for the wise, because they are customers that do not want to pay the price
[of that which they desire to buy]. [The universal as described by the Mimamsakas] is only a word” (SSP
45, 8-14 §6 Mimamsa chapter).

As this paragraph shows, the universal against which Vidyanandin argues is 1)
completely permanent; 2) without parts; 3) one; and 4) all-pervading. This
characterization is very similar to the universal as accepted by the Nyaya-Vaisesikas, and
before discussing the Mimamsaka view of universals and how the above described
universal fits with the known doctrines of the Mimamsakas, it will be helpful to give a
brief description of the universal as accepted by the Nyaya-VaiSesikas.

The Vaisesika doctrine of universals is described by Vidyanandin in the VaiSesika
purvapaksa by quoting the Prasastapadabhasya.* The explanation given there focuses
only on the distinction between ‘“higher” and “lower” universals. In short, the Nyaya-

Vaisesikas hold that the universal (samanya), which is the cause of the cognition of

80 Cf. SSP 34, 3-7 §1 Vaisesika chapter and SSP 44, 6-14 §2 Mimamsa chapter. The Bhatta-mimamsakas
do not consider the universal a separate category, and view it as included in the 11 categories accepted by
them. Cf. SSP 44, 3-5 §1 Mimamsa chapter.

81 §§2-4 SSP 34, 8-24.
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similarity, is an objectively existing real.** The universals, such as “substanceness”,
“whiteness”, “cowness” etc. reside in individual substances, white things, cows etc., and
account for the fact that numerically different things, such as cows, can all be associated
with the same concept, referred to by the same term, identified as belonging to the same
class and distinguished from members of other classes (Halbfass 1992: 71). In other
words, it is the reason for many numerically different cows all being identified as cows,
called “cows” and distinguished from sheep. The universal is eternal, it is one and it is
without parts. Moreover, it is different from the substance, quality or action in which it
inhers, because if it were identical with them it would be destroyed when one specimen
of these is destroyed. There is some disagreement as to whether this one, eternal universal
is all-pervading or not. While the Prasastapadabhdsya holds that it only exists in the
concerned individuals and not in the space between them, Jayanta (a Naiyayika) holds
that it exists both in the individuals and in the intervening space. The reason for it not
being perceived in the intervening space is that it can only reveal itself through the
individuals (Shah 1968: 78-9).

The universal is moreover of two different kinds, “higher” and “lower”, according
to the level of inclusivity. The highest, or most inclusive, universal is existence-ness
(satta), as it inhers in all substances (dravya), qualities (guna) and actions (karman). Its
function is purely inclusive. The lower, more specific, universals, such as substanceness
(dravyatva) etc., have both an inclusive and an exclusive function as they cause
identification with members of the same class and distinguishing from members of other
classes (Halbfass 1992: 71).

The universal as accepted by the Mimamsakas differs from that accepted by the
Nyaya-VaiSesikas in several ways. Moreover, the universal as accepted by the Bhattas
differs from that accepted by the Prabhakaras. The Prabhakaras, like the Nyaya-
Vaisesikas, hold the universal to be one, eternal and different from the individuals. They
differ from the Nyaya-VaiSesika view in some respects though, as they do not hold that
the inherence relation between the universal and the individual is eternal; they do not
acknowledge the existence of the universals existence-ness (satta), word-ness (Sabdatva)
or brahmin-ness (brahmanatva) (the last of these accepted by the Naiyayikas and Bhatta-
mimamsakas); and they do not accept that qualities (guna) and actions (karman) can have
universals (Shah 1968: 80-81). Shah (1968) does not say whether or not the Prabhakaras
accept the universal to be all-pervasive, not mentioning it in the list of issues on which
their view of the universal differs from the Naiyayikas, some of whom accept the

universal to be all-pervasive (1968: 80-81).

%2 The universal (samanya) is included within the six categories (padartha) accepted by the VaiSesikas. Cf.
SSP 34, 3-7 §1 VaiSesika chapter.
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According to Shah (1968), the Bhatta-mimamsakas, the followers of Kumarila
Bhatta, on the other hand, hold the universal to be not one but both one and many®*, not
absolutely eternal but both eternal and non-eternal, and not different from the individual
but both different and non-different from the individual.’* Like the Prabhakaras, they do
not accept the universal satta (existence-ness), but they do, like the Nyaya-VaiSesikas,
accept that qualities (guna) and activities (karman) can have universals. Concerning the
all-pervasive-ness of the universal, the Bhatta view is that it should be regarded as present
only in a select group of individuals®, though Jayanta’s view of the universal being all-
pervasive is viewed as a possible alternative® (Shah 1968: 83-5). As Shah (1968: 86)
points out, this view of the universal seems clearly influenced by the Jain anekantavada
(theory of non-absolutism). However, the Slokavartika (Slokavartika Akrtivada verse 46-
7) also expresses the view that the universal and individual are identical. This will be
discussed below. As will be shown, it is not clear if all the views described by Shah can
be found expressed by Kumarila himself, as some of his references are to the
Sastradipika, written by Parthasarathi. Parthasarathi is dated to 1300 A.D. by
Radhakrishnan (1966b: 377). Thus it is not at all certain that these views were current in
Vidyanandin’s time.

With the various stances taken with respect to the universal by the Nyaya-
Vaisesikas, Prabhakara-mimamsakas and Bhatta-mimamsakas in mind, we note several
interesting aspects concerning the the universal described by Vidyanandin in §6 of the
Mimamsa chapter (quoted above), which he intends to refute. Firstly, it is not described
as absolutely different from the individuals. This is the position taken by the Prabhakaras
(as well as the Nyaya-VaiSesikas). Secondly, the example here used for a universal is
satta (existence-ness) (which is also used as an example of the universal throughout the
Mimamsa chapter), which is not accepted by both the Prabhakaras and Bhattas, but which
is accepted by the Nyaya-Vai$esikas. And thirdly, it is claimed that both the Prabhakaras

and Bhattas accept the universal as described in this paragraph, while, as will be shown,

8 ekatve ‘py akrter yadvad bahutvam vyaktypeksaya | bahutve hi tatha vyakter ekatvam jayapeksaya || 85 ||
ekanekabhidhane ca Sabdah nlyamsaktavah \ (Slokavartika Vanavada verse 85-86a). Jha (1900) translates:
“Just as, even though the Class by itself is one, yet it has multiplicity, in view of the individuals (included
therein),— so too, though the individuals are many, yet they may be considered as one, in view of the Class
(to which they belong)” (Jha 1900: 345).

* “tasmat pramanabalena bhinnabhinnatvam eva yuktam [ (Sastradipika quoted in Shah 1968. 83 footnote
38). It should be noted that the Sastradipika was not written by Kumarila, who seems to be Vidyanandin’s
main source in his refutation of the Mimamsa view of the universal, but by Parthasarathi, dated by
Radhakrishnan (1966b: 377) to 1300 A.D., a later commentator on the Slokavartika.

% Pindesv eva ca samanyam nantara grhyate vatah | na hy akasavad icchanti samanyam nama kim cana
(25 (Slokavartlka Akrtivada verse 25). ”The Class resides in the Individuals, because the Class is not
perceived in the interval between the perception of two Individuals. And we do not admit of any
(omnipresent) Class like ‘Akasa’.” (Slokavartika Akrtivada verse 25 translated in Jha 1900: 286).

% yad va sarvagatatve ’pi vyaktih Saktyanurodhatah | Sakrih karyanumeya hi vyaktidarsanahetuka ||26||
(Slokavartika Akrtivada 26). “Or, even if it be admitted to be omnipresent, its manifestation would depend
upon certain capabilities (in the Individuals composing it). And such capability would be inferred from its
effect in the shape of the manifestation (of the Class)” (Jha 1900: 286).
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according to other sources, the views of the Prakhakaras and Bhattas differ widely with
respect to the nature of the universal. The question then arises, whose universal is
Vidyanandin really arguing against in this chapter? This matter is further complicated by
several additional factors which appear in Vidyanandin’s arguments against the universal
described by him in §6.

Firstly, the arguments in §§7-8 are based on Dharmakirti’s objections against the
real universal in the Pramanavarttika.”” The verse quoted in §8 seems clearly to be
directed against the universal of the Nyaya-VaiSesika (Matilal 1986: 382), though the
absolute difference between the universal and particular is not explicitly stated. That the
Nyaya-VaiSesika universal is the target of these arguments is explicitly stated in the SSP
itself, which, on behalf of the Mimamsakas, objects to them by saying: “certainly, this
fault [applies] only to those who hold that there is [absolute] difference [between the
universal and the particular], but not to the Mimamsakas” (SSP 45, 30 §9 Mimamsa
chapter). Such a use of arguments originally intended against another system would not in
itself be problematic, as long as they fit the view held by the Mimamsakas. In this case
the arguments seem to accurately fit the views of the Prabhakaras, though, as will be
shown, the arguments raised from §9 onward, at least in some respects, clearly do not.

Secondly, in §9 it is objected that the faults in §§7-8 do not apply to the
Mimamskas as the Mimamsakas hold the universal to be identical to the individual.
Kumarila Bhatta’s Slokavarttika is quoted saying this (Akrtivada 47, cf. below). That
Vidyanandin considers the Mimamsakas, as opposed to the Nyaya-VaiSesikas, to hold

that the universal and individual are identical is made clear in §15:

“If it is objected: The cognition of difference has a [particular] individual [which is united with] that
[universal] as its object. [It is answered:] In that case, if the individuals are accepted to be completely
different from the universal, then the Mimamsakas enter into the Yauga doctrine, and that is not suitable
because the statement “[this universal is] of these [individuals]” is not acceptable on account of relation
being refuted in that [Yauga] doctrine.”
Holding that the universal and individual are different is here clearly taken to characterize
the Naiyayikas, as opposed to the Mimamsakas. This view does not seem to be held only
by Vidyanandin, as he in §10 quotes the Hetubindhutika, a Buddhist work, which also
criticizes the concept of the universal being identical to the individual.

To support this view of the Mimamsakas, Vidyanandin, as mentioned above,
quotes the second half of verse 47 of Kumarila Bhatta’s Slokavarttika Akrtivada, which
says that the universal and the individual are identical. As Vidyanandin only quotes half

the verse, it is useful to see this in context:

%7 The identification of the verse quoted in SSP 45, 27-28 §8 Mimamsa chapter was made by Prof. Shah,
but as I have not had recourse to the Pramanavarttika, I have not been able to confirm it. The verse
discussed by Matilal (1986: 382) in his discussion of the Nyaya-VaiSesika universal seems to be the same
as the one quoted in SSP 45, 27-28, but as he does not quote the verse this cannot be known for sure.
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“And when there is no absolute difference between the dewlap, &c., and the individual cow, and again
between the class ‘cow’ and the individuals (composing it), then the reply to the question — “how is it that
the class ‘cow’ applies only to the objects endowed with the dewlap, &c.?” — would be that it does so
simply because the Class consists of (is identical with) it (the individual endowed with the dewlap, &c.).
Then as for the question — “Whence is this identity?”” — you must understand that it lies in the very nature
(of the Class and the individuals composing it)”** (Jha 1900: 289).

It does not seem entirely clear if the view of the universal as being identical to the
individuals is exhaustive of Kumarila Bhatta’s position on this matter. Elsewhere in the

Slokavarttika it is said:

“(In the case of the cognition of the forest as one), when one gets near the trees, the singleness, of the idea
(of the forest) with regard to the them, ceases; whereas, by no means whatever, is the idea of Class (being
an entity apart from the Individuals) ever found to be set aside”® (Slokavarttika Vanavada 56 in Jha 1900:
339-340).

This statement seems to imply that the universal is also something different from the
individuals, which would seem to make their identity non-absolute. That the universal is
both different and non-different from the individual is clearly expressed by Parthasarathi
(author of the Nyayaratnakara, a commentary on Kumarila’s Slokavarttika) in his
Sastradipika, which states: “tasmat pramanabalena bhinnabhinnatvam eva yuktam”
(S‘c‘zstmdz‘pikd quoted in Shah 1968: 83, footnote 38), i.e. “[the universal] being both
different and non-different from that [individual] is suitable on account of the valid
means of knowledge”. Whether or not this position is clearly expressed by Kumarila
himself warrants further investigation. Be this as it may, Vidyanandin seems to use
Kumarila’s Slokavarttika as his main source for refuting the Mimamsa view of the
universal, since it is the only Mimamsa work he quotes in this respect.”

Whatever the true position of Kumarila may be with regard to the relationship
between the universal and the particular, Vidyanandin clearly takes him to hold that the
universal and the individual are absolutely identical. The Prabhakaras, however,
according to Shah (1968: 79-80), do not accept this, and like the Naiyayikas hold the
universal to be different from the individuals. It moreover seems very clear that Kumarila
did not hold the universal to be completely one, since the Slokavarttika states that: “Just
as, even though the Class by itself is one, yet it has multiplicity, in view of the individuals
(included therein), — so too, though the individuals are many, yet they may be considered

as one, in view of the Class (to which they belong)” ' (Jha 1900: 345, italics in original).

8 sasnadibhyas tu pindasya bhedo natyantato yada | samanyasya ca pindebhyas tada syad etad uttaram ||46||
kasmat sasnadimatsv eva gotvam yasmat tadatmakam | tadatmyam asya kasmdc cet svabhavad iti gamyatam
|47l (Slokavarttika Akrtivada 46-47).

samnikrstasya vrksesu buddhyekatvam nivartate | kena cit tu prakarena jatibuddhir na nasyate ||56|
(Slokavarttlka Vanavada 56).

% Cf. SSP 46, 1 §9 Mimamsa chapter and SSP 46, 18-22 §11 Mimamsa chapter.

° ekatve ‘py akrter yadvad bahutvam vyaktypeksaya | bahutve hi tatha vyakter ekatvam jayapeksaya | 85 |

ekanekabhidhane ca Sabdah mvatasaktayah \ (Slokavartika Vanavada verse 85-86a).
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On the other hand, in the Slokavarttika Vanavada 32 he says: “Just as a single individual,
even when met with at different times (and in different places), is recognized to be the
same, — so, in the same manner, would also the Class, though inhering in different
(individual) substrates (be yet recognized to be one).”** (Jha 1900: 334). Taken together,
this seems to be an acceptance of the universal being both one and many.

Kumarila also does not hold the idea that the universal is all-pervading: ”The
Class resides in the Individuals, because the Class is not perceived in the interval between
the perception of two Individuals. And we do not admit of any (omnipresent) Class like
‘Akasa’.”” (Jha 1900: 286), though he does admit it as a possible alternative: “Or, even if
it be admitted to be omnipresent, its manifestation would depend upon certain capabilities
(in the Individuals composing it). And such capability would be inferred from its effect in
the shape of the manifestation (of the Class)™* (Jha 1900: 286). Parthasarathi states in his
Sastradipika that the universal is not eternal but both eternal and non-eternal (Shah 1968:
85), but it is not clear if this is clearly expressed by Kumarila himself.

Thus the universal argued against by Vidyanandin in this chapter (as described in
§6 and above), does not seem to fit the known views of either the Bhatta- or Prabhakara-
mimamsakas, or the Nyaya-VaiSesikas. It seems, however, that the universal
Vidyanandin is arguing against is by and large the universal of the Nyaya-VaiSesikas,
who hold the universal to be one and permanent, who differ on whether or not it is all-
pervasive and who accept “existence-ness” (satta) as a universal. Especially the
illustration of the universal by referring to satta is peculiar, as it is explicitly denied by
both the Prabhakaras and Bhattas. The only aspect of the universal argued against by
Vidyanandin which does not fit with the Nyaya-VaiSesika view is the idea that it should
be identical to the individuals, which is clearly taken from the Slokavartika. The
Prabhakara view differs from the universal described by Vidyanandin with respect to two
points, i.e. satta as universal and the universal and individual being identical, while the
only clear correspondence with the Bhatta view seems to be that of the universal and
individual being identical.

As noted above, it is not entirely clear whether Kumarila accepted the universal to
be permanent. According to Shah (1968: 85), Parthasarathi, in his §dstradz‘pika, holds it to
be both eternal and non-eternal, but does not mention any earlier source for this. In §13

Vidyanandin has the Mimamsakas object: “The universal, existence-ness etc., is

%2 yatha ca vyatirekaiva drsyamana punah punah | kalabhede ‘py abhinnaiva jatie bhinnasraya satt 32|
(Slokavartika Vanavada verse 32).

% pindesv eva ca samanyam nantara grhyate yatah | na hy akasavad icchanti samanyam nama kim cana |25||
(Slokavartika Akrtivada 25).

* yad va sarvagatatve pi vyaktih Saktyanurodhatah | Sakrih karyanumeya hi vyaktidarsanahetuka |26||
(Slokavartika Akrtivada 26).
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permanent, because [the universal] is recognized, like words”.”” The argument of
recognition is slightly reminiscent of Slokavarttika Vanavada 32 quoted above, but I have
not been able to find any clear statement by Kumarila concerning the permanence or
impermanence of the universal.

One possible interpretation is that Vidyanandin is here not arguing against one
concrete doctrine about the universal, but rather against several doctrines which he has
conveniently integrated into one. Thus he refutes the Nyaya-VaiSesika universal (and by
this also the Prabhakara universal, which agrees with it on all the major points), by
relying mostly on Buddhist arguments, but as the complete difference between the
universal and individual has already been refuted in the VaiSesika chapter (as the relation
between absolutely different things is rendered impossible by the refutation of
samavaya), he includes the Bhatta doctrine of the universal being identical to the
individual. Thus the refutation of the universal in the Mimamsa chapter kills two birds
with one stone. One the one hand the unitary, permanent and all-pervading universal is
refuted, and on the other the universal being identical to the individual is refuted. As the
possibility of the universal being completely different from the individual has already
been refuted in the VaiSesika chapter, and the view that the universal is merely a mental
construct is refuted in the Bauddha chapter, all the major rival views on the universal
have thus been taken care of.

It is clear that Vidyanandin had recourse to Kumarila’s Slokavartika, and used it
extensively for understanding the Mimamsa view on the universal. Another possibility is
therefore that the universal presented and refuted by Vidyanandin here is the universal
Kumarila was understood, by Vidyanandin, to adhere to. A closer study of the views held
by Kumarila, as compared to his commentators, is needed to fully understand
Vidyanandin’s treatment of the Mimamsa here, which seem to indicate that not all the
views held by the later Bhattas were held or explicitly stated by Kumarila Bhatta himself.
This interpretation does, however, not account for two things. Firstly, it is explicitly
stated that the universal refuted here is accepted by both the Prabhakaras and Bhattas,
something which does not seem to be the case; and secondly, the inclusion of satta
(existence-ness), which is explicitly denied by both Kumarila and the Prabhakaras, as the
recurring example of a universal. A third possibility is that §§7-8 discuss the Prabhakara
universal, while the remaining chapter discusses the Bhatta universal. This too faces the
problem of why satta is used as an example. Moreover, it is then not clear why this is not
stated by Vidyanandin instead of saying that both Prabhakaras and Bhattas accept the

universal he describes.

% nityam sadadi samanyam pratyabhijiiagyamanatvat, Sabdavat iti cet (SSP 46, 29).
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The Vijfianadvaita or Yogacara school of Buddhism

(vedyavedaka) duality. They are illusions. The apprehensible form (grahyakara) and the
apprehension form (grahakakara) of cognition, bound by svasamvedana (self-cognition),
are both identical to cognition itself. Thus the duality of subject and object is illusory in
all cognitions, as consciousness is unitary (Shah 1968: 166, Matilal 1986: 151-2).

The Sautrantikas hold the external object to cause the object-form of the cognition
and impart its form on it (Matilal 1986: 151). Likewise the Naiyayikas hold the object to
be the cause of cognition: “Sense perception is that cognition — (a) which is produced by
the contact of the object with the sense-organ, —(b) which is not expressible (by words) —
(c) which is not erroneous, — (d) and which is well-defined” (Nyayasutra 1.1.4. translated
in Jha 1984: 111; original has the whole verse in italics).” They thus both infer the
existence of external objects from the object-form of cognition (Matilal 1986: 151). This

Dharmakirti infers the identity of the cognition and its object from their invariably
appearing together (sahopalambhaniyama). It is only due to illusion that the object
appears to be different from the cognition, as things that are different from one another
are not invariably cognized together. There is no cognition of an object that is not being
cognized, and there is no object-free cognition (Shah 1968: 166-7). What is mistaken for
external objects is merely the form in the consciousness, which itself is unreal as
consciousness is unitary. The subject-aspect and object-aspect of cognition is essentially
one (Shah 1968: 167-170).
exists, they are not solipsists, i.e. they do not reject the existence of other conscious
beings. Dharmakirti devoted a separate work, the Santanantarasiddhi, to proving the

existence of other minds. Stcherbatsky summarizes Dharmakirti’s inference as follows:

“Those representations in which our own movements and our own speech appear to us as originating in our
own will are different from those which do not originate in our own will. The first appear in the form ‘I go’,
‘I speak’. The second appear in the form ‘he goes’, ‘he speaks’. Thereby it is established that the second
class has a cause different from the first. This cause is a foreign will” (1958: 522).

As will be shown, both of Dharmakirti’s inferences play an important part of

Vidyanandin’s argumentation. He argues that external objects exist as the grasped-

* indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jiianam avyapadesyam avyabhicdri vyavasayatmakam pratyaksam
(Nyayasiitra 1.1.4)
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order to prove several of their doctrines, such as momentariness and the existence of
other minds. For these doctrines must be proved inferentially. Being inferentially proved,
they must in some way be “grasped”. Thus the characteristic of “being grasped” is
cognition and not to cognition of external objects (§§6-7).

Vidyanandin infers that all cognitions have an object different from themselves,
because cognition has the form of grasped and grasper just like Dharmakirti’s inference
of other minds. For, he argues, if the form of grasped and grasper is illusory,
Dharmakirti’s inference of other minds is invalid. Accepting Dharmakirti’s syllogism,
one must accept Vidyanandin’s syllogism as well (§8). The answer Vidyanandin here
Akalanka. The proposed answer is moreover the answer to a problem Vidyanandin does

not explicitly raise, namely what is to be accepted as valid cognition. For, as the

valid knowledge is a special impression or predisposition (vasana). In other words, the
validity of cognition does not depend on an external object but on the quality of the
impression. But this, Vidyanandin argues, must then apply to the cognitions of actions
ascribed to other minds as well. Thus they too are not due to the existence of other minds,
but merely caused by impressions (§9). This point is made by Akalanka in his

Nyayaviniscayavivarana. Shah explains:

“If there were no external objects, how would Dharmakirti account for the fact that some cognitions lead to
successful purposeful activity and others do not?...The idealist Dharmakirti should not reply that a
difference in the previous dispositions (vasana) leads to a difference in the nature of the cognition that
arises subsequently, for then he would have to concede that the cognition of other minds (santanantara) is
also due to the internal force of illusion or previous dispositions, without there being any actual other mind
in reality”*’ (Shah 1968: 177-8; italics in original).

sahopalambhaniyama, i.e. that cognition and its object are identical as they are invariably
cognized together. Against this Vidyanandin argues that the premise is contradictory, as
the term “together” implies the presence of two different things. Nor are they invariably
perceived together as people perceiving the same object do not perceive each other’s

cognitions of it, which they would if the cognitions and the object were identical, and

97 “tatrapi santanabhedajfiane ‘pi siddho nicito vasanabhedad bhedo ‘yam | tatha ca tato ‘pi katham

tadbhedasiddhih? ma bhiit, tadbhedasya tajjianasatyatvani§cayasya ca vasanabhedad eva bhavat”
(Nyayaviniscayavivarana quoted in Shah 1968: 178). “There, the difference that is determined on account
of difference of impressions is proved even with respect to cognition of the difference between
continuances. And thus, how is it proved that there is difference of those continuances from that [cognition
of the difference of continuances]? It cannot be, because the difference of those [continuances], which is
determined on account of the cognition of that [difference between continuances] is only on account of
difference of impressions” (my translation).
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because one who can know the minds of others does not know the objects of other
peoples thoughts (§10). Similar arguments have been raised by Akalanka in his
Akalankagranthatraya and Siddhiviniscayavrtti. Shah explains:

“To prove the identity of the blue thing and its cognition Dharmakirti gives the reason — ‘their being
apprehended together.” This reason if fallacious. It is contradictory (viruddha) because the term ‘together’
always implies a difference between the things that go together, in other words, the probans ‘being
apprehended together’ has for its probandum ‘difference’ (rather than ‘identity’). Again, this probans is not
free from the fallacy of the unproved middle (asiddha)...Many persons perceive a blue thing at one and the
same time. Now here though a person cognizes the blue he does not cognize the cognition of the blue
occurring in another person’s mind” (1968: 174-75; italics in original).

Moreover, Vidyanandin argues, one cannot infer the non-existence of external objects, as

the premise (hetu) and that which is to be proved (sadhya) are external objects (§§11-14).

Samkhya

The Samkhya metaphysics concerning the evolution of the tattvas from prakrti or
pradhana rests on their theory of causation, the satkaryavada, which states that the effect
(karya) already exists (sat) in the material cause (upadanakarana) prior to its
production.” While the Samkhyas hold that the effect is a real transformation (parinama)
of the material cause, the Advaita Vedantins, who also accept the satkaryavada, hold that
the effect is merely a unreal transformation (vivarta) of the material cause. The
satkaryavada is rejected by the Buddhists and the Nyaya-VaiSesikas (Chatterjee & Datta
2007: 238-41). The Jainas hold a somewhat similar theory to the Samkhya, as they posit
the effect to be a modification of a pre-existing continuing substance (dravya), which is
its material cause (Shah 1968: 61).

Samkhya holds that purusa, which is an eternal, intelligent principle, i.e. the soul,
and prakrti or pradhana, the original cause of the material world, made up of the three
gunas sattva, rajas and tamas, are completely different. The purusa has consciousness as
its very essence and witnesses the change in prakrti without itself ever acting or
changing. It is the enjoyer (bhoktr) of the products of prakrti. Prakrti is, on the other
hand, an eternal, insentient principle (jada) which transforms into the material world. It is
on the association of purusa and prakrti, upsetting the equilibrium between sattva, rajas
and tamas, that the evolution of the world takes place (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 39-40).”
The important point here is that, following the satkaryavada, the effects of prakrti are
essentially identical to prakrti, as the effect is the manifested condition of the cause (ibid:
39).

% The arguments for this theory are given in the Samkhyakarika verse 9 (quoted in SSP 32, 8-9) and need
therefore not be repeated here.

% How this transformation takes place is succinctly explained in the Samkhya piirvapaksa, and need not be
repeated here.
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Vidyanandin raises two main points against the Samkhya: 1) if everything is
identical to Pradhana, which is eternal, partless and all-pervading, then everything should
exist everywhere; and 2) the soul is not absolutely permanent but both permanent and
impermanent.

Concerning the first point, Vidyanandin posits the following argument for the
Samkhya: “everything does indeed exist everywhere, but not everything is manifest
everywhere. Therefore not everything is perceived everywhere, for only that which is
manifest is perceived, while that which is concealed is not” (§§6-8). Vidyanandin then
asks if the manifestation is eternal or non-eternal. If not, this implies that it comes into
existence from not existing, which would contradict the satkaryavada. If it is eternal, the
problem is not solved as everything would be eternally manifest everywhere (§8).
Positing another manifestation results in infinite regress (§9), and the manifestation
cannot manifest itself either (§10). Concealment is refuted by the same arguments (§11).
Thus Vidyanandin concludes that Pradhana does not exist, and on its non-existence its
evolutes too do not exist (§12).

If it is still held that the evolutes arise from prakrti/pradhana, then the Samkhya
must answer whether they are transformations or products of pradhana. And if they are
transformations, it must be answered whether they are different or identical to pradhana.
All these possibilities are then refuted (§§12-14). And if the Samkhya objects that the
transformations are neither different nor identical to pradhana, then, Vidyanandin argues,
one accepts the anekanta view of both difference and non-difference sui generis, which
goes against the Samkhya one-sided view of permanence (§15).

Thus Vidyanandin considers pradhana disproved. The purusa, which is defined as
the experiencer or enjoyer (bhoktr), can then also not exist, for, as pradhana is disproved,
there is nothing to experience. Consequently all the tattvas accepted by the Samkhya are
lost, for pradhana is contradicted by perception (§16).

Vidyanandin then infers that the soul is not absolutely permanent, but both
permanent and impermanent sui generis, from it being non-different from experience,
which is impermanent (§§17-18). Thus the Samkhya teaching is contradicted by

inference as well.

The Purusadvaita or Advaita Vedanta

According to the monistic Purusadvaitins, all is brahman (sarvam khalv idam brahma).
The reason it is not experienced as such is because of maya (illusion) or avidya
(ignorance). This maya has a twofold aspect. From the point of view of brahman, it is a
power that creates the world illusion. From the point of view of the ignorant person

deceived by it, it is illusion-producing ignorance (avidya). Like when someone mistakes a
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rope for a snake, superimposing something else on the substratum due to ones ignorance
of it, avidya or maya has a twofold function of concealing the true nature of brahman and
making brahman appear as the world of multiplicity (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 48, 338).

As mentioned above, the Purusadvaitins, like the Samkhyas, hold to the
satkaryavada theory of causation. Contrary to the Samkhyas, however, they do not accept
the effect to be a real transformation (parinama) of the cause, but merely an illusory
transformation (vivarta) (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 238-41, 339-40). The underlying
substance, the material cause of which all that is cognized is an unreal transformation
(vivarta), 1s pure existence. This existence is formless, though it appears in various forms,
it is part-less, though appearing as divisible into various forms, and it is infinite, though it
appears as finite forms. Sankara calls this existence brahman (ibid: 346-7).

The main issues Vidyanandin focuses on are the doctrine of non-dualism (advaita)
and ignorance (avidya) as postited by the Purusadvaitins. The first main point raised by
Vidyanandin against the Purusadvaita is that multiplicity is perceived. The perceived
multiplicity is incompatible by the monism held by the Purusadvaitins, and thus the
Purusadvaita is contradicted by perception. Potential objections raised on behalf of the
Purusadvaitins comparing sensory perception with dream perception or illusion are
refuted (§§13-18). During this discussion Vidyanandin, in §17, refutes the view that only
the universal, and no particular or individual, exists, clearly implying that this view is
held by the Purusadvaitins. In his refutation Vidyanandin quotes the Slokavartika.

Arguing that perception cannot refute brahman as perception can only affirm, and
not negate, is rejected by Vidyanandin, who establishes that perception also negates
(§19). Vidyanandin then refutes the possibility of proving non-dualism through inference
(§§20-21. An argument against disproving perception by means of inference is also raised
in §28), resorting to the scriptural tradition (§§22-24) or through self-cognition (§§25-
27), and the possibility of brahman negating perception (§§29-30). Moreover,
Vidyanandin argues, the concept advaita (non-dualism) depends on the existence of
dvaita (dualism) to make sense, as a negation must be of something that exists (§31). Not
only that, but non-dualism implies the non-existence of any difference between merit and
demerit and any other such dualism (§32). Thus none of the statements of the
Purusadvaitins can be established as the dualism of pramana (valid means of knowledge)
and prameya (object of knowledge) is impossible, and illusory pramana cannot establish
anything (§33).

Next, avidya (ignorance) as accepted by the Purusadvaitins is refuted. They hold
avidya to be indescribable with respect to existing and non-existing. Sure§vara’s

Sambandhavarttika s quoted to illustrate the Purusadvaita position that avidya is not the
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object of pramana and that it is indescribable. In opposition to this, Vidyanandin argues

that avidya is indeed an object of pramana and is in fact a really existing thing (§§34-41).

Carvaka or the Materialists

No original work of the Materialist Carvaka'”

, commonly held to have been founded by
Brhaspati and also called the Lokayata, has survived, and thus their views are chiefly
known through the presentations of other philosophical schools.

The Carvaka only accept perception (pratyaksa) as a valid means of knowledge
(pramana), rejecting both inference (anumana) and verbal testimony (Sabda). They reject
the existence of God and acknowledge only the four elements, i.e. fire, water, wind and
earth, as tattvas, as only these can be perceived. They also reject the soul, accepting only
the consciousness, which is a product of the body which is again made up of the four
elements. Like molasses, which originally does not have an intoxicating effect, may
become intoxicating as a result of fermentation, so consciousness may arise from the
elements even though they are not conscious (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 53-61).

Main points discussed by Vidyanandin in his refutation of Carvaka philosophy
are: 1) the four elements are rejected as tattvas on account of it being shown that they are
each other cause and effect (§§5-6); 2) The transmigrating soul, subject to merit and
demerit, exists (§§7-19); 3) omniscience exists (§20-24).

Points of interest in the pirvapaksas of the SSP

As was noted in Chapter 1, Jain philosophical texts are a rich and to a large extent still
unexplored source of knowledge about the doctrines of various Indian philosophical
systems. Due to constraints of time and space, this thesis does not have the capacity to
thoroughly investigate Vidyanandin’s entire treatment of all the philosophical systems
discussed in the SSP. The focus has thus far here therefore been placed on the main
points in Vidyanandin’s arguments in the uttarapaksas of the various chapters, where
some have received more attention than others. This does not mean that there may not be
things of interest in the chapters that have here received comparatively less attention, nor
that the pirvapaksas do not contain interesting presentations of the systems in question
that also warrant further investigation. Here some particularly interesting examples of
Vidyanandin’s presentations of the doctrines of his rivals in the pirvapaksas are briefly

presented.

11t is here specified that the Carvaka in question is the materialistic branch of the Carvaka, as
differentiated from the skeptical branch referred to by Vidyanandin as the Tattvopaplavavada in his
introduction to the SSP. The Materialistic Carvaka is referred to simply as Carvaka throughout the rest of
this section for the sake of convenience.
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While presenting the Bauddha philosophy, Vidyanandin starts off the pirvapaksa
by presenting the five skandhas (aggregates) as the five Buddhist tattvas.'” Though he
refers to the five skandhas by the names found in other sources, his explanations of the
vijianaskandha and samjiiaskandha differ from that found in other sources. While the
vijiianaskandha is usually associated with nirvikalpapratyaksa and samjiiaskandha with
savikalpapratyaksa, Vidyanandin explains the former as cognition as a whole, i.e.
comprising both nirvikalpa- and savikalpapratyaksa, and the latter as associated with
names (naman). While Dignaga’s explanation of perception (nirvikalpapratyaksa) and
conceptual construction (kalpana) quoted in the Sautrantika section above makes clear
that names are conceptual constructions, and thus the link between savikalpapratyaksa
and samjiiaskandha is somehow maintained, the identification of vijiianaskandha with
both determinate and indeterminate cognition is puzzling. Determining Vidyanandin’s
source for his presentation of the skandhas as a whole requires further investigation.

Later in the Bauddha pirvapaksa, Vidyanandin explains the eightfold path (§8§4-
5). The first interesting feature of his presentation is the use of the word margana
(“desiring”, “requiring”, “seeking” etc., not recorded with the meaning “path” in the
MMW) instead of marga (“way”, “path”). The use of margana is clearly deliberate, as it
occurs twice in the Bauddha piirvapaksa.'” Furthermore, the members of the eightfold
path do not fully correspond to its usual presentation. Limitations of space do not allow
for a detailed presentation of these differences here.'” Here, one example will suffice.
Buddhist sources present the fifth member of the path, samyagajiva, as right livelihood.
This is explained as earning one’s livelihood by honest means. Vidyanandin, on the other
hand, presents ajivasthiti (lasting for life), the closest corresponding member to
samyagajiva, at least in name, as the seventh member of the path and explains it as
“holding one’s breath until there is cessation of life”. The inclusion of such a point in the
eightfold path seems to bear considerable Jain ascetic influence, but what source
Vidyanandin might have had for this presentation of the Buddhist eightfold path, and for
the use of the term margana, requires further investigation.

The third example is from Vidyanandin’s presentation of the Samkhya in the
Samkhya pirvapaksa. In SSP 30, 22-23, Vidyanandin explains how the subtle elements
(tanmatra)'™ give rise to the gross elements (bhiita)'”. The Samkhyakarika (SK) itself
simply asserts that the subtle elements give rise to the gross elements without explaining
how. While Gaudapada’s commentary to the SK posits that each subtle element singly

gives rise to a gross element. The Chinese commentary to the SK adds that each subtle

10USSP 20, 3-10

102GSP 20, 23 & SSP 21, 4

193 Cf. footnote 760 for a more thorough discussion of this.

1041 e. Sabda (sound), sparsa (touch), rilpa (form), rasa (taste) and gnadha (smell)
195 i.e. akasa (space/ether), vayu (wind), tejas (fire), ap (water) and prthivi (earth)
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element in addition also generates the respective sense capacity as well. Most
commentaries, however, hold to the “accumulation theory”, i.e. that each succeding
subtle element combines with the preceding to generate the next gross element. Thus the
subtle sound (sabda) element generates space (akasa), the subtle elements touch (sparsa)
and sound (sabda) combine to generate wind (vayu), and so on (Larson 1987: 51). The
generation of the gross elements as explained by the accumulation theory can thus be
expressed as follows: “a> 17, “a+b > 27, “a+b+c > 3” etc..

Vidyanandin’s explanation of how the subtle elements give rise to the gross
elements closely resembles the accumulation theory described by Larson, but also differs
from it. According to Vidyanandin ether or space (akasa) arises from sound (Sabda);
wind (vayu) arises from touch (sparsa); fire (tejas) arises from form (riipa) and touch
(sparsa); water (ap) arises from taste (rasa), form (rigpa) and touch (sparsa); and earth
(prthivi) arises from smell (gandha), taste (rasa), form (rigpa) and touch (sparsa). The
generation of the subtle elements as presented by Vidyanandin can be expressed as
follows: “a> 17, “b > 2", “b+c > 37, “b+c+d > 47, “b+c+d+e > 5. It is thus clear that
Vidyanandin’s explanation basically follows that of the accumulation theory, except that
sparsa alone generates vayu, and the accumulation starts in the generation of the third
gross element (fejas), resulting in Sabda only being involved in the generation of akasa.
What the model here presented by Vidyanandin is based on requires further investigation.

Lastly it is also noted that SK 13, mentioned in Chapter 1, quoted by Vidyanandin
in the Samkhya piirvapaksa, is somewhat different from the SK 13 found in other
consulted versions of the SK'®, which read: sattvam laghu prakasakam istam
upastambhakam calam ca rajah | guru varanakam eva tamah pradipavac carthato vrttih
|. The verse quoted in the SSP, however reads: sattvam laghu prakasakam istam
upastambhakam calam ca rajah | guru varanakam eva tamah samyavastha bhavet
prakrtih ||. This is not the only quoted verse in the SSP which differs from the available
versions of the quoted work, and is here primarily highlighted as an example. Whether
the reading found in the SSP is based on manuscripts of the SK which had other readings

than those manuscripts that have been preserved is unknown.

Conclusions

1% These versions are: Sastri, S.S. Suryanarayana (ed. and transl.) 1948, The Samkhyakarika of Isvara
Krsna, University of Madras, Madras; and the Samkhyakarika printed in Larson, Gerald James 1969,
Classical Samkhya — An interpretation of its History and Meaning, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi. The version
included by Larson in appendix C is primarily based on the Colebrooke-Wilson edition, the Bhdsya of
Gaudapada amd Sastri’s edition (Larson 1969: 257, footnote 1). Sastri gives a list of verses of the SK
quoted in other works and compares them to the reading found in the Karika manuscripts (Cf. his
Appendix, Sastri 1948: 111-13), but does not mention verse 13. None of the above mentioned versions
notes the reading found in the SSP as a variant reading.
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The present chapter has presented Vidyanandin’s main points and arguments for refuting
the other philosophies and his presentation of the rival systems in the pirvapaksas in the
SSP, and has in some instances highlighted areas where the correspondence between the
views ascribed by Vidyanandin to his rivals and the presentation of their doctrines as
found in secondary literature, and in some cases their own authoritative texts, requires
further study. A good example of such a case is Vidyanandin’s refutation of the universal
(samanya) in the Mimamsa chapter.

The SSP contains many interesting claims and pieces of information about the
various philosophical schools at the time of Vidyanandin. However, before drawing any
clear conclusions on the basis of the information provided by the SSP, further study is
needed. The present chapter has highlighted several sections in need of such study, which
would hopefully contribute to increasing current knowledge about Indian philosophies
and their doctrines.

Keeping the above presentation of Vidyanandin’s main arguments in mind, we
recall the one-sided (ekanta) views examined by Samantabhadra, forming the framework
of his Aptamimamsa, presented in the previous chapter.'” We see that many of these
views are refuted in the SSP as well. View II (i), “All things are absolutely one with each
other”, is refuted in the refutation of the Purusadvaita doctrine of non-dualism (advaita);
view II (ii), “All things are absolutely separate from each other”, is refuted in the
refutation of the particular as held by the Sautrantikas; view III (i), “Everything is
absolutely permanent”, is refuted in the refutation of the soul (purusa) as held by the
Samkhya and in the establishing of only the cause that is both permanent and momentary
sui generis being causally efficient in the Bauddha chapter; view III (ii), “Everything is
absolutely transient”, is refuted in the refutation of the absolutely momentary particular of
the Sautrantikas; both view IV (i), “A cause is absolutely different from its effect, a
substance from its properties etc.”, and view V (ii), “The properties of a substance are
absolutely independent of their substance”, are refuted in the refutation of the Nyaya-
Vaisesika doctrine of absolute difference; and view VI (i), “Whatever exists exists in the
acceptance of external objects. There are also cases in which doctrines combining several
of these one-sided views are refuted, such as the universal (samanya) Vidyanandin argues
against in the Mimamsa chapter. This universal is said to be absolutely permanent (view
III-i) and absolutely identical to the individuals (view II-i).

Dixit, while discussing Vidyanandin’s Tattvarthaslokavartika and Astasahasrri,
which he designates as “immortal works” (Dixit 1971: 101), states that while the latter of

these follows the pattern set up by Akalanka’s Astasati (which it is a commentary on) in

197 Cf. “The anekantavada in polemics” in Chapter 2.
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that non-Jain philosophical positions are criticized in terms of the model set up by
Samantabhadra in his Aptamimamsa, in the former, earlier work, which is a commentary
on the Tattvarthasitra, Vidyanandin, according to Dixit, planned his strategy by himself.
This gave him the opportunity to launch independent criticism against various non-Jain
positions. Thus, unlike in the Astasahasri, Vidyanandin was here not bound to attack his
rivals only from the standpoint of the anekantavada (ibid: 101).

This even more holds true for the Satyasasanapariksa, as it is an independent
work. It incorporates many elements from the Aptamimamsa and, as will be shown below,
the Astasati. But Vidyanandin is also here not bound to attack his rivals exclusively from
the standpoint of the anekantavada, and so there are also occasions on which he launches
independent criticism against the rival doctrines. Two good examples of such criticism
are the refutation of avidya (ignorance) as held by the Purusadvaita and presented by
Sure$vara in his Sambandhavarttika, and the refutation of the Nyaya-VaiSesika doctrine
of isvara (God), neither of which are refuted from the standpoint of the anekantavada. As
the SSP is an independent text, its structure is entirely Vidyanandin’s own. Instead of
structuring it around paired one-sided views, like Samantabhadra had done in his
Aptamimamsa, Vidyanandin has structured the SSP around the rival schools as a whole,
dedicating a separate chapter to each school. He is thus free to criticize whatever
doctrines he sees fit from whatever standpoint he chooses, and while he utilizes the
approach and model created by Samantabhadra, he does not consequently do so
throughout.

The investigation of Vidyanandin’s arguments against the Buddhist philosophies
have revealed two especially interesting features. Firstly, many of the arguments raised
by Vidyanandin are strongly influenced by arguments raised by his predecessor
Akalanka. This influence is explored even further in the next chapter, where some of the
paragraphs of the SSP in which Vidyanandin quotes Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa are
compared to Akalanka’s commentary to the Aptamimamsa, the Astasati.

The influence of Akalanka, visible in the above investigation of Vidyanandin’s
arguments against the Buddhists, has moreover also revealed that many of Vidyanandin’s
arguments are probably directed towards Dharmakirti. As Shah (1968)'*® has
convincingly shown, Akalanka’s arguments against Buddhist philosophy are to a large
extent directed towards Dharmakirti. Drawing on these arguments and arguing against the
same points, this seems to hold true for Vidyanandin as well, though a more thorough
investigation of this is required. That Dharmakirti is an important opponent in the
argumentation of the SSP agains Buddhist philosophies is also revealed by the prominent

roles played by his inferences of sahopalambhaniyama and santanantara in the

108 «“Akalankas Criticism of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy — a study”, L.D. Institute of Indology, Ahmedabad.
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in the Bauddha chapter (SSP 21, 23-24). Vidyanandin also quotes Dharmakirti in SSP
22.4:; 23, 27; and 26, 2.
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4. The influence of Samantabhadra and Akalanka

While many examples of Akalanka’s influence on Vidyanandin’s argumentation have
already been pointed out in the previous chapter, the present chapter more thoroughly
investigates some paragraphs where this influence is particularly clear. The SSP quotes 8
verses from the Aptamimamsa (AM). Verses 24-27 are quoted in the Vedanta chapter,
verse 62 is quoted in the Bauddha chapter, verses 39 and 42 in the Samkhya chapter and
verse 68 in the VaiSesika chapter. The present chapter shows how Vidyanandin utilizes
the ideas and points found in these verses and Akalanka’s commentary on them in his
Astasati (AS) by translating and comparing verses 24, 27, 62, 68 and the partial quotes
from verses 39 and 42 of the AM and Akalafka’s commentaries on these verses'” to the
paragraphs in which they are quoted by Vidyanandin.!'® The parts of the AS and the SSP
which correspond very closely in wording are highlighted with bold typing. There are
also parts where the influence from the AM is not made explicit as Vidyanandin does not
quote Samantabhadra. Verse 6 of the AM is therefore here compared to §24 of the
Carvaka chapter of the SSP as an example of such a case.

On doing so, some of the most explicit examples of the influence of Akalanka are
discovered. Here Vidyanandin at times draws heavily upon Akalanka without giving any
reference to him, taking whole sentences from his commentary. But some times,
however, Vidyanandin’s utilization of Akalanka’s AS is quite creative, like in §§24-26 of
the Bauddha chapter where Akalanka’s commentary on Samantabhadra’s critique of the
Vaisesika notions of universal and particular in verse 62 of the AM are put into the mouth
of the Sautrantikas as an argument against the Jains. In yet other instances he does not
utilize Akalanka’s commentary at all, merely taking a point or argument from the AM.

The purpose of the present investigation is to show not only Vidyanandin’s links
to, and the influence of, his predecessors Samantabhadra and Akalanka, but also his
ingeniuity. As will be shown, though Vidyanandin draws strongly on both
Samantabhadra and Akalanka, he expands their arguments, and his utilization of them is
at times quite creative.

As is shown in Chapters 2 and 3 above, the influence of both Samantabhadra and

Akalanka on the SSP extends far beyond the quoting and utilization of the arguments

1 Though verse 42 is quoted by Vidyanandin in the same paragraph as verse 39, only the translation of the
commentary to the latter of these is included here. There are two reasons for this. Firstly, my translation of
Akalanka’s commentary on verse 42 is still full of unclear portions, and secondly, the paragraph in question
does not at all seem to be influenced by Akalanka’s commentary on verse 42. The Sanskrit text is supplied,
so that the reader may himself judge whether or not Vidyanandin’s brief argumentation on the point the
({uoted extract of AM 42 takes up bears any similarity to Akalanka’s commentary on it.

"% The extracts from the SSP are here given without the notes. Cf. the translation of the relevant portions of
the SSP in the appendix, where the notes are given. Unfortunately I do not have recourse to Vidyanandin’s
AstasahasrT, his commentary to the Astasati, and time constraints prevent me from including this most
difficult text in this comparison.
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dealt with in the present chapter. That this influence should be great is not at all
surprising. In addition to Samantabhadra and Akalanka being Vidyanandin’s predecessors
and very important figures in the development of Jain philosophy and logic preceding
Vidyanandin, Vidyanandin wrote a commentary on the Astasati of Akalanka and on the
Yuktyanusasana of Samantabhadra. He also wrote the Aptapariksa, modelled after the
Aptamimamsa, and the Pramanapariksa, modelled after the Pramanasangraha of
Akalanka (Trikha 2009: 105). For all these reasons Vidyanandin was of course very
familiar with the works of both Samantabhadra and Akalanka.

In addition to the points discussed in Chapter 3 and the utilization of the AM and
AS, Vidyanandin moreover also quotes Samantabhadra’s Yuktyanusasana'' and
Akalanka’s Siddhiviniscaya'?. The comparison with the AM and AS undertaken here is
thus only a small contribution to a much needed, larger comparison of the collected

works of Samantabhadra, Akalanka and Vidyanandin.

Aptamimamsa verse 24:

advaitaikantapakse ‘pi drsto bhedo viruddhyate |

karakanam kriyayas ca naikam svasmat prajayate ||24|

The difference of actions and factors pertaining to actions which is seen,
is contradicted in the view of the one-sided non-dualism.

A thing cannot be produced from itself.

Astasati commentary to AM verse 24:

sadadyekantesu dosodbhavanam abhihitam | advaitaikantabhyupagamat na tavata anekantasiddhir iti cet,
na, pratyaksadivirodhat | na hi kasyacid abhyupagamamatram pramanasiddham kriyakarakabhedam
pratirunaddhi, ksanikabhyupagamavat | na svato jayate parato va | api tu jayate aveti susuptayate'”,
pratipattyupayabhavat | "*tasmat yat drstaviruddham tat na samaiijasam, yatha nairatmyam viruddhyate ca

24|

tathaiva advaitam kriyakarakabhedapratyaksadibhih”

The arising of faults in the one-sided doctrine of existence etc. is declared. If it is objected: The many-sided
doctrine is not proved at the same time, because one-sided non-dualism is accepted. [It is answered:] no,
because [one-sided non-dualism] is contradicted by perception etc.. For it is not so that the mere
acceptance of something refutes the difference between actions and the factors pertaining to actions,

"L Cf, SSP 23, 12-13; 37, 22; 37, 24; 39, 12-13; 13, 15-16; 17, 16-21; and 27, 15-16. It has been suggested
by Prof. Shah that the verses quoted in SSP 13, 15-16; 17, 16-21; and 27, 15-16 are from Vidyanandin’s
YuktyanuSasanatika. I have not had recourse to the Yuktyanusasana or the Yuktyanusasanatika, and have
therefore not had the opportunity to check this. Jain however identifies them as from the Yuktyanusasana.
"2 Cf. SSP 9, 10 and 23, 3-4.

13 int. of svap? What is then the ta?

114 Shah’s edition reads the concluding part as: “tasmat yat drstaviruddham tat na samafijasam, yatha
nairatmyam | viruddhyaye ca tathaiva advaitam kriyakarakabhedapratyaksadibhih |”. It does not seem to
make any sense to have a danda separating yatha and tatha. Moreover, virudhyate seems a preferable
reading to virudhyaye.
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which is proved by pramanas, just like the mere acceptance of momentariness [does not refute
continued existence which is established by valid means of knowledge].

[If there is one-sided non-dualism] [a thing] cannot arise from itself nor from [anything] else, but
yet one repeatedly dreams'" that it does arise. [This is unacceptable] because there is no way for [this] to
be perceived [if there is one-sided non-dualism]. That which is contradicted by perception, that is not true.
Therefore, just as [the doctrine of] no self is contradicted [by perception], just so don-dualism is

contradicted by perception of the difference between actions and the factors pertaining to actions etc..

Satya$asanapariksa Purusadvaia chapter §29 & 30

SSP §§29-30 6, 21-7, 1-11

kascid aha — brahmadvaitasyamithya samvinmatrasya svatah siddhasya kriyakarakabhedapratyaksadinam
badhakasyabhavat tesam bhrantatvam tato na tadvirodhakatvam iti; tad api na sadhiyah, tatha sati

badhyabadhakayor bhedat dvaitasiddhiprasamgat |

na ca paropagamamatrat tayor badhyabadhakabhavah, paramarthatas tadabhavapatteh | tatah
sakalabadhakabhavat abhrantena pratyaksena prasiddho ‘yam bhedah katham advaitam na virundhyat |
tayoh parasparavirodhat | tata eva bhedam advaitam virundhyad iti cet; na;
advaitasyabhyupagamamadtratvat, tatsadhakapramanabhavasya prag evoktatvat, bhedasya ca
pramanasiddhatvat, tadgrahipratyaksasya badhakabhavat abhrantatvena sadhitatvat | na hi kasyacid
abhyupagamamatram pramanasiddham kriyakarakabhedam pratirunaddhi, ksanikabhyupagamavat | tad
evam sakalabadhakavaidhuryad abhrantapratyaksaprasiddhakriyakarakabhedah, so ‘yam
advaitaikantapakse virudhyata eveti siddham paramabrahmadvaitasasanam pratyaksaviruddham iti | tad

uktam srisvamisamantabhadracaryaih —

advaitaikantapakse ‘pi drsto bhedo viruddhyate |

karakanam kriyayas ca naikam svasmat prajayate || [aptami- §lo- 24]

SSP §§29-30 English

Some say: Those [perceptions of the difference between actions and factors pertaining to actions etc.] are
illusory because the sensory perceptions of the difference of actions and the factors pertaining to actions
etc. do not negate the non-dual brahman, which is true, [characterized by] pure cognition and proved from
itself. Therefore that [brahman] is not contradicted [but rather contradicts the difference between actions
and the factors pertaining to actions]”. [To this it is answered:] That is not any better, because then there
[would be] adhering to dualism being proved on account of there being difference of that which is to be
negated and that which negates.

And the relation between those two, i.e. that which is negated and that which negates, [can] not
merely be accepted [for the sake of argument because it is accepted] by the opponent. Because it [will]
result in that [relation] really not existing. Therefore, since there is no negation [of sensory perception of
difference], this difference is well known by means of non-erroneous sensory perception. How can non-
dualism not be contradicted? For those two [non-difference, i.e. non-dualism, and difference] mutually
contradict each other.

If it is objected: “Indeed, therefore non-dualism can contradict difference”. [It is answered:] No;

because non-dualism is merely admitted for the sake of argument, because the non-existence of [any] valid

"5 susuptayate. Int. of svap? What is then the ta?
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means of knowledge or proof of that [non-dualism] has been previously stated, and because difference is
proved by valid means of knowledge, on account of there being no negation of sensory perception which
grasps that [difference]. Because [difference] is proved by non-erroneous [perception]. For, the mere
admitting of something for the sake of argument does not contradict the difference of actions and
the factors pertaining to actions, which is proved by means of valid means of knowledge, just like
momentariness, which is admitted for the sake of argument, [does not contradict that which is
established by means of valid means of knowledge]. Thus, on account of the absence of all negations,
there is difference of actions and the factors pertaining to actions, which is known by means of non-
erroneous sensory perception. This very [difference] is contradicted in the view of one-sided non-dualism.
Thus the teaching of the non-dualism of the Supreme Brahman is proved to be contradicted by sensory
perception. It is said by the teacher $risvami Samantabhadra —

The difference of actions and the factors pertaining to actions which is seen,
is contradicted in the view of the one-sided non-dualism.
A thing cannot be produced from itself.

The point being made by Vidyanandin in §§29-30 of the Purusadvaita chapter is that
perceptions of the difference between actions and the factors pertaining to action''®
contradict the non-dualism propounded by the Purusadvaitins, because the difference
between actions and the factors pertaining to actions and non-dualism are mutually
excluding. Thus non-dualism is refuted. This argument is found in the AM. Vidyanandin
then brings up a possible objection on behalf of the Purusadvaitin, who might argue that
if the two are mutually excluding, it should rather be concluded that non-dualsim negates
the perceived difference between actions and the factors pertaining to actions, and not the
other way around. This is rejected by Vidyanandin on the grounds that the difference
between actions and factors pertaining to actions, which is perceived, cannot be
contradicted by non-dualism which is merely accepted for the sake of argument. This
argument is found in the AS.

One must here recall Vidyanandin’s statement in the introduction: “For that which
is not contradicted by perception and inference, only that is that which is called the
truthfulness of the true teaching. If something which is not contradicted by those [valid
means of knowledge] were untrue, then nothing can be true” (SSP 1, 14-16). Thus
difference of actions and the factors pertaining to actions, which is perceived and thus
true, refutes non-dualism, which is only granted for the sake of argument, and not the
other way around. Vidyanandin then quotes the AM, which states that the difference
between actions and the factors pertaining to actions is contradicted in the non-dualisist
position. The implication of the AM is that this renders causation impossible, as a thing
cannot be produced by itself and, as the difference between action and the factors

pertaining to actions is denied, it also cannot be produced by something else.

116 Cf. footnote 200
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The imagined objection of the Purusadvaitin is thus not found in the AM. It is,
however, found in the AS. The meaning of the objection raised there seems clearly to be
the same as that raised by Vidyanandin on behalf of the Advaitins, though the wording is
quite different. No only that, but in refuting this objection, Vidyanandin has copied, word
for word, parts of Akalanka’s refutation without mentioning the AS or Akalanka at all.

But Vidyanandin’s use of this argument, comprising both the objection and its
refutation, is not restricted to mere copying. For the idea that non-dualism should
contradict the perceived difference between actions and the factors pertaining to actions
is also stated in §29, where it is refuted as resuling in dualism of the negator and negated.
Vidyanandin has thus taken Akalanka’s objection and proposed two separate refutations
of it. One is that proposed by Akalanka, while the other is, to my knowledge, his own.
Taking the arguments of Samantabhadra and Akalanka as a basis, Vidyanandin thus

expands them and uses them for making the point he is arguing.

Aptamimamsa verse 27:

advaitam na vina dvaitad ahetur iva hetuna |

samjfiinah pratisedho na pratisedhyad rte kvacit ||24||

There is no advaita without dvaita
as [there is no] ahetu [without] hetu.
There is no negation of something denoted by a term

unless that which is to be negated [exists].

Astasati caommentary to AM verse 27:
advaitam Sabdah svabhidheyapratyanikaparamarthapeksah, nafipiurvakhandapadatvat,
ahetvabhidhanavat, ity anumandt | natra kiicit atiprasajyate, tadrso naiio vastupratisedhanibandhanatvat

sarvatra pratisedhyat rte samjiiinah pratisedhabhavah pratyetavyah |127|

Because of the inference: ‘The word advaita depends on something real that is the opposite of that
which it itself expresses, on account of being a whole word prior to negation. Like saying ahetu’.
Here there is no unwarranted extension. Because such a negation has the negation of a really existing thing
as its support. In all cases it is to be acknowledged that there is no negation of something denoted by a term

unless that which is to be negated [exists].

SatyaSasanapariksa Purusadvaia chapter §31

SSP §31 7, 12-17

etenaiva istaviruddham cadvaitasasanam | uktam ca advaitasadhakanumanagamabhyam dvaitasya siddher
uktatvat | advaitaSabdah svabhidheyapratyanikaparmarthapeksah, nafi piurvakhandapadatvat;

‘ahetvabhidhanavat’, ity anumanavirodhac ca | tad apy uktam bhagavadbhih svamibhih —

advaitam na vind dvaitad ahetur iva hetuna |
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samjiiinah pratisedho na pratisedhyad rte kvacit || [aptami- §lo- 27] iti

SSP §31 English

Indeed, by this the teaching of non-dualism is also contradicted by inference. And [this] is said because
proof of dualism has [already] been stated by the inference and scriptural tradition which [were meant to]
prove non-dualism. And because [non-dualism] is contradicted by the inference: “the word ‘advaita’
depends on something real which is the opposite of that which it itself expresses, because the state of
the word [dvaita] is a whole concept prior to negation, like saying ahetu”. That is also said by the

blessed master [Samantabhadra] —

There is no advaita without dvaita
as [there is no] ahetu [without] hetu.
There is no negation of something denoted by a term

unless that which is to be negated [exists].

Here, Vidyanandins general point and argument, i.e. that a negated word presupposes the
existence of that which the negated word refers to, is taken from Samantabhadra, while
the syllogism to prove this is taken from Akalanka. With the exception of minor changes
in syntax (such as compounding the words advaita and sabda), the syllogism, which is
not found in the AM and which Vidyanandin makes his main argument in this short
paragraph, is taken from the AS. Also here Vidyanandin gives no reference to Akalanka
or the AS.

Aptamimamsa verse 62

ekasyanekavrttir na bhagabhavad bahiini va |

bhagitvad vasya naikatvam doso vrtter anarhate || [aptami- §lo- 62]

The “fault of residing” in a [certain] Non-Jain [doctrines] is:
The one [whole or universal] cannot reside in the many,
on account of not having parts. [In order to do so] it [must be] many.

[Then] it [the whole or universal] is not one because of consisting of parts.

Astasati commentary to AM verse 62:

tatra ekam anekatra vartamanam pratyadhikaranam na tavad ekadesena, nispradesatvat | napi
sarvatmand avayavyadibahutva prasamgat | athapi kathaiicit pradesavattvam, tatrapi vrttikalpano
‘navastha ca| tad ekam eva na syad iti | nayam prasango ‘nekante, kathaficit tadatmyat,

vedyavedakakarajiianavat 62

In that case, the unitary [whole], existing in many places and in each substratum, firstly, does not
[reside] [in its parts] partly, on account of having no parts. Neither does it [reside] [in its parts or
individuals] wholly, because [then there would be] adherence to a multitude of wholes. Now [if it is

conceded that] it somehow possesses parts, then the determination of [the whole of these parts]
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residing [in its parts partly or wholly] [remains] and there is infinite regress. It cannot be only one.
There is no adhering to this in the Anekanta[vada], because [according to the Anekantavada] there is
some identity [between the parts and the whole etc.], like cognition and the form of cognized and

cognizer [are in some ways identical].

Satyasasanapariksa Bauddha-chapter §24-26

SSP §§24-26 24, 6-24

nanu [na] paramarthah sthiladyakarah badhakasadbhavat | tatha hi — sthiilakaro ‘vayavi, sadharanakarah
samanyam | tatra caikasyavayavino ‘nekesv avayavesu samanyasyaikasya anekavyaktisu vrttih parair ista,
pratyasrayam kim ekadesena, sarvatmana va syat prakarantarabhavat | samavayah prakarantaram iti cet;
na; ayutasiddhesu vartate samavaitity anayor arthabhedabhavat | tatraikam anekatra vartamanam
pratyadhikaranam na tavad ekadeSena, nihpradesatvat | napi sarvatmand, avayavyadibahutvaprasamgat;

yavanto ‘vayavadayas tavanto ‘vayavyadayah syuh, tesam pratyekam sarvatmand vrttatvat |

atha pradesavattvam manyeta avayavyadinam tatrapi vrttivikalpo ‘navastha ca | tatha vavayavyadi
sarvam tad ekam eva na syad iti vrtter dosasya badhakasya bhavad iti cet; tad asat; bhedaikantavadinam

pratipaditadosopanipatat | syadvadibhir api

ekasyanekavrttir na bhagabhavad bahiini va |

bhagitvad vasya naikatvam doso vrtter anarhate || [aptami- §lo- 62] iti
tan prati taddosapratipadandt |

nanv evam vrtter dosah syadvadinam ca prasajyate iti cet; tarhi na@yam prasamgo 'nekante kathamcit
tadatmyat vedyavedakakarajiianavat | yathaiva hi jiianasya vedyavedakakarabhyam tadatmyam,
aSakyavivedanatvat “kim ekadeSena sarvatmana va” iti vikalpayor na vijiianasya savayavatvam bahutvam
va prasajyeta, anavastha va, tatha avayavyader apy avayavadibhyas tadatmyam asakyavivecanatvad eva
naikadeSena pratyekam sarvatmand va, yatas tathagatah sarvatha bheda iva avayavavayavyadinam

kathamcit tadatmye ‘pi vrttim disayet |

SSP §§24-26 English
[The Buddhists say:] Certainly, the forms, gross etc., are [not] real, because of the existence of negations.
[They] are as follows — The gross form is a composite whole. The common form is a universal. There, it is
maintained by the opponents that the one whole resides in [its] many parts [and] the one universal (resides)
in many individuals. Is [its] seat partly [with each part], or wholly [with each part]? Because there is no
other way. If it is objected: inherence is another way. [It is answered:] no, “it inhers” [means that] it resides
in inseparable [things]. Because thus the two adversaries do not have the status of separate objects. In that
case, the unitary [whole], existing in many places and in each substratum, firstly, does not [reside] [in
its parts] partly, on account of having no parts. Neither does it [reside] [in its parts or individuals]
wholly, because [then there would be] adherence to a multitude of wholes. There would be as many
wholes as there are parts. Because each [whole] [would] reside wholly [in each part].

Now, one may think that the whole etc. have parts. In that case, the is determination of [the
whole of these parts] residing [in all of its parts partly or wholly] [remains], and [the result is]
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infinite regress. And thus the whole etc. cannot be completely one, because of the existence of the fault
of residing which negates [that] [for the upholders of the Syadvada as well].

If it is argued thus, [then it is answered]: That is untrue, because of the occurring of the fault that is
set forth only for those who propound the doctrine of absolute difference [between the whole and its parts].
[For this fault is pointed out] by the Syadvadins as well:

The “fault of residing” in a [certain] Non-Jain [doctrines] is:

The one [whole or universal] cannot reside in the many,

on account of not having parts. [In order to do so] it [must be] many.
[Then] it [the whole or universal] is not one because of consisting of parts.

Because the fault of that [residing] is set forth with regard to those [Nyaya-VaiSesikas].

If it is objected: Certainly, the fault of residing then results for the Syadvadins. Then [it is answered]: there
is no adherence [to that] in [the doctrine of] non-absolutism, on account of [it positing] some identity
[between the whole and its parts], like cognition and the forms of known and knower. For, just as the
cognition has [some] identity with the forms of known and knower on account of it being impossible to
distinguish [one of] the two alternatives: “Does it [reside in them] partly or wholly?”, and there is no
adherence to cognition having parts or being manifold, nor infinite regress, just so there is [some] identity
of the whole etc. with [its] parts etc. because it is impossible to distinguish [one of the two alternatives].
Neither does it [reside in its parts] partly nor wholly, from which the followers of the Tathagata could
ascribe the fault of residing even [in the doctrine that posits] some identity of the parts and the whole etc.,
like [they do] in the [doctrine that holds them to be] completely different.

Verse 62, quoed by Vidyanandin here, is found in section 4 of the AM. This section deals
with the one-sided views of absolute difference and absolute identity, verse 62 refuting
the Vaisesika doctrine of the universal, which holds the universal to one and completely
different from the individuals in which it resides. The context in which this verse is
quoted is a discussion, starting in §18, concerning whether or not the gross forms, the
whole, the universal etc. really exist, or if they are mere mental creations.

Vidyanandin here utilizes the whole of the AS’s commentary on verse 62 of the
AM. The commentary of the AS is split into three parts, two of which are put in the
mouth of the Buddhist objector, the last used by Vidyanandin in §26 to answer the
Buddhist assertion that these faults apply to the Syadvadins as well. He thus has the
Buddhist declare the faults of the one-sided view of absolute difference, as these are set
forth in the AM and AS, and then shows that these objections do not apply to the
anekantavada, also here copying a sentence from Akalanka.

Vidyanandin’s utilization of the AS here, using the arguments of the AM and AS
to make clear the Jain doctrine of the universal and showing that it does not suffer from
the faults the Nyaya-VaiSesika universal suffers from, is quite ingenious. It would,

moreover, be very interesting to compare these paragraphs of the SSP with
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Vidyanandin’s commentary to verse 62 of the AM and its AS commentary in his
Astasahasri, as parts of the sections of the SSP following those that are copied from the
AS seem to be a commentary to the parts found in the AS. For example, having stated
that “There is no adherence [to the ‘fault of residing’] in [the doctrine of] non-absolutism,
on account of [it positing] some identity [between the whole and its parts], like cognition
and the forms of known and knower”, which is taken from the AS, Vidyanandin

continues:

“For, just as the cognition has [some] identity with the forms of known and knower on account of it being
impossible to distinguish [one of] the two alternatives: “Does it [reside in them] partly or wholly?”, and
there is no adherence to cognition having parts or being manifold, nor infinite regress, just so there is
[some] identity of the whole etc. with [its] parts etc. because it is impossible to distinguish [one of the two
alternatives]”.

This following sentence explains Akalanka’s comparison of the universal and the
individuals to cognition and the forms of cognizer and cognized, much like a commentary

would do.

AptamTimamsa verse 39 and 42

vadi sat sarvatha karyam pumvan notpattum arhati |

parinamapraklptis ca nityatvaikantabadhint ||39||

“If an effect is something completely existent, it cannot be a produced entity — just as purusa, i.e. the soul
(on the Samkhya philosopher’s showing) is not. On the other hand, to posit the possibility of a thing
undergoing transformation goes counter to the thesis that things are possessed of the character ‘absolute
permanence’” (Shah 1999: 41)

yady asat sarvatha karyam tanma jani khapuspavat |

mopadananiyamo bhiinmasvasah karyajanmani ||42||

“If an effect is absolutely non-existent, then it should rather never be produced just as sky-flower is never
produced, then there should rather be no fixed rule that this material cause will bring about that effect, then
there should rather be no confident feeling that this effect will be forthcoming out of that cause” (Shah
1999: 44)

Astasati commentary to AM verse 39 and 42:

na tavat satah karyatvam caitanyavat | napy asatah siddhantavirodhat, gaganakusumadivat | naparam
ekantaprakarantaram asit, vivartadeh pirvottarasvabhavapradhvamsitpattilaksanatvat | tad etat trailokyam
vyakter apiti nityatvapratisedhat | apetam apy asti vinasapratisedhat, iti anekantoktih

andhasarpabilapravesanyayam anusarati || 39 ||

Firstly, that which exists [completely] is not an effect, like the soul [is held by the Samkhya not to be an
effect]. The [completely] non-existent is also not [an effect], because it contradicts the established
conclusion [of the Samkhya themselves], like the sky flower [cannot be an effect as it is completely non-
existent]. Moreover, there is no other one-sided way [except for the effect to completely exist or not exist],
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because transformation being characterized by the destruction and arising of prior and posterior modes [of
the thing that transforms] [is the non-one-sided view] [because transformation is not compatible with the
one-sided permanence which is held by the Samkhya].

This very triple world vanishes on account of manifestation, because permanence is denied. It also
vanishes because destruction is denied. Thus the speech of the Anekanta[vadin] follows the analogy of the

blind snake entering a hole.

kathaiicit satah karyatvam, upadanasyottaribhavanat, sakrd api viruddhadharmadhyasanirakrteh | tatha
canvayavyatirekapratiteh bhavasvabhavanibandhandayah kim phalam apalapena? tadanyataranirakrtau
ubhayanirakrtih, abhedat | tan na asat karyam, sarvathanutpadaprasangat, khapuspavat | na tadrk
karanavat, sarvathabhiitatvat vandhyasutavat katharicid asthitGnutpannatvat iti yojyam | saty api
prabhavalaksane piirvapiirvasyottaribhavanam mrtpindasthasakosakusiladisu sakalalokasaksikam siddham
lsvamanisikabhih sadrsaparaparotpattivipralambhanavadharanavaklptim aracayatam ma upadananiyamo
bhiit, karanantaravat, tadanvayabhdavavisesat sarvatha vailaksanyat | niranvayasyapi tadrst prakrtir
atmanam karandntarebhyo yayd visesayatiti cet, nan atyantaviSesanupalabdheh | tadaviSesadarsane
sarvatha andhyam syat | tasmat iyvam asya prakrtir yaya pirvottarasvabhavahanopadanadhikaranasthitim
pratiksanam bibharti yatah ayam upadana niyamah siddhah | athapi kathaiicit upadananiyamah kalpyeta,
karyajanmani katham asvasah? tadatyantasatah karyotpatteh tantubhyah patadir eva na ghatadir iti
nirhetuko niyamah syat | piirvapiirvavisesat uttarottaraniyamakalpanayam anupadano ‘pi syat |
tathadarSanam ahetuh, atraiva vicarat | kathaficid ahitavisesatantinam patasvabhavapratilambhopalambhat
tadanyataravidhipratisedhaniyamanimittatyaydt pratiter alam apaldapena | tasmat

upalabdhilaksanapraptanupalabdhih anvayasyaiva, na punar abhayaripasya | ity alam prasamgena ||42||

SatyaSasanapariksa Samkhya-chapter §12:

§12 SSP 32, 1-13

tatha saty upalabdhiyogyatve saty anupalabdheh nasti pradhanam | tadabhdave tannimittaka mahadadayo ‘pi
na siddheyur iti sarvabhavah | tathapi vaiyyatyat mahadadisrstiprakriyocyate tadayam prastavyah - kim
idam mahadadikam pradhanasya karyam va parinamo vti, prathamampakse na tavat satastasya karyatvam,
sarvatha satah karanavaiyyarthat purusavat | yadi sat sarvatha karyam pumvan notpattum arhati | [aptami-

§lo- 39] iti vacanat | napy asatah |

asadakaranad upadanagrahanat sarvasambhavaabhavat |

Saktasya Sakyakaranat karanabhavac ca satkaryam || [samkhyaka. 9]

iti svasiddhantavirodhat | sarvathapy asatah utpattivirodhac ca | yady asat sarvatha karya tan ma jani

khapuspakavat | [aptami- Slo- 42] iti vacanat |

SSP §12 English

This being so, Pradhana does not exist, because there is no cognition [of Pradhana] even though [Pradhana]
is fit to be cognized. If that [Pradhana] does not exist, [then] also the Great etc.. which are caused by that
[Pradhana] cannot be proved. Thus there is non-existence of everything. If it, even though it is thus, is said,
on account of shamelessness, that the process of creation, mahat etc., [arises from Pradhana]”, then it is to
be asked: “Is this, mahat etc., an effect or a transformation of Pradhana?” In the first case, that [the Great

etc.], which exists, [can] not be an effect, because of the uselessness of [positing] a cause for that which
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exists completely, like the Purusa. Because it is said: “If the effect exists completely it is not able to be an
effect, like the soul”. And that which is [completely] non-existent [can] also not [be an effect], on
account of it contradicting your own established conclusion:

“The effect must be pre-existent in the cause
because the non-existent cannot act, because there is an apprehension of a material cause,
because the possibility of everything does not exist,

because the making of the possible [must be] of the possible and because a cause exists”

And because the arising of that which is completely non-existent [in the cause] is contradictory. Because it
is said: “If the effect is completely non-existent, it cannot be produced, just like the sky-flower [can never
be produced].”

Here Vidyanandin refutes two one-sided doctrines by using the arguments of
Samantabhadra and Akalanka. Only a very short sentence, saying that the completely
existing thing cannot be an effect on account of it contradicting the own doctrines of the
Samkhya, is copied from the AS’s commentary on verse 39 of the AM. But while
Akalanka does not identify the doctrine he refers to explicitly, Vidyanandin makes clear
that this doctrine is the satkaryavada by quoting verse 9 of the Samkhyakarika. It is
interesting to note that portion of the AS’s commentary on verse 39 of the AM here
copied by Vidyanandin refers to a point, i.e. that that which is completely non-existent
cannot be produced, which is not taken up by the part of AM 39 Vidyanandin quotes, but
which is taken up by the part of AM 42 quoted below.

While the verses of the AM and the AS’s commentaries to these deal with refuting
two one-sided views of causation, i.e. that the effect already completely exists in the
material cause and that the effect is not at all pre-existent in the material cause, these
views and arguments are only brought up here by Vidyanandin to refute the possibility of
the transformations being effects of pradhana/prakrti, thus taking the role of parts of a

greater argument.

AptamTmamsa verse 68

karyabhranter anubhrantih karyalingam hi karanam |

ubhayabhavatas tatstham gunajatitarac ca na ||68||

“And when their effects (viz. the basic elements earth, water, fire, air) thus turn out to be illusory
appearances, these atoms themselves follow suit, for the nature of cause is inferred from that of its effect.
Again, in the absence of all cause and all effect there also do not exist qualities, universals etc.. supposedly
residing in a cause or an effect” (Shah 1999: 61).

Astasati commentary to AM verse 68:
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caksuradibuddhau sthiilaikakarah pratibhasamanah paramanubhedaikantavadam pratihanti
tadviparitanupalabhir va | tatraitat syat bhrantaikatvad apratipattir iti cet, na, paramaniinam
caksuradibuddhau svabhavaman arpayatam karyalingabhavat tatsvabhavabhyupagamanupapatteh |

taddvayabhavat tadvrttayo jatigunakriyadayo na syuh, vyomakusumasaurabhavat ||69||

The perception of a unitary, gross form, when there is cognition by means of the eye etc., strikes down the
one-sided doctrine of [absolute] difference between the atoms. Or, [alternately], the lack of perception of
the opposite of that [unitary, gross form]'!” (strikes down the one-sided doctrine of [absolute] difference
between the atoms).

If it is objected: There is no perception [of the atoms] because the unity [of the gross form] is an
illusion. [It is answered:] no. Let that which possesses the own nature [of the atoms] deliver [itself up]
when those which are made up of atoms are cognized by means of the eye etc., because it is not found that
it is accepted that that [gross form] has the own nature [of the atoms] on account of that which has the
effect as its mark''® not existing.

The universals, qualities, activities etc., which reside in those [causes and effects, i.e. atoms and
gross forms] cannot exist, because both of those [cause and effect, i.e. atoms and gross forms] do not exist,

19 of the sky-flower (cannot exist) [on account of the sky-flower not existing].

just like the fragrance
SatyaSasanapariksa VaiSesika-chapter §24:

SSP §24 38, 25-39, 7

evam sambandhabhave na kimcit vastu bhedaikantavadimate vyavatisthate | tatha hi — tavat paramaninam

samyogabhave dvyanukdadiprakramendvayavino ‘nutpatteh karyarapabhiitacatustayabhavah, tadabhave

tatkaranacaturvidhaparamanavo ‘pi na sambhavyante; karyalingatvat karanasya | “karyabhranter

anubhrantih karyalingam hi karanam |” [aptami- Slo- 68] iti vacanat | tatha bhiitacatustaydsattve

paraparadipratyayapayat | “idam atah piirvena” ity adi pratyayapayac ca [na] kalo dik ca vyavatisthate |
tatha bheridandadyakasasamyogabhavat samyogajasabdasyanutpattih, sarvatravayavasamyogabhave
tadvibhagasyapy ayogad vibhagajasabdasyapy anutpattih; tayor anudaye Sabdajasabdasyasambhavah; iti

sakalasabdanutpatter akasavyavasthapakopdyad akasahanih | tatha buddhyanutpattau manaso ‘siddhih

SSP §24 English

Thus, since [all] relations do not exist, it is established that there is no really existing object in the doctrine
of those who propound one-sided difference. It is as follows — firstly, the fourfold elements, which have
being the effect [of the atoms] as [their] nature, do not exist on account of the whole not being found by
way of combination of two atoms etc. since conjunction of the atoms does not exist. The fourfold atoms,
which are the cause of those [elements], are not [thought] possible if the [elements] do not exist, on account
of the cause being that which has the effect as its mark. Because of the statement: “The atoms are illusory
on account of [their] effects being illusory. For the cause is that which has the effect as its mark”

[There are no existing objects according to the Vai$esika] because, in the same way, if the fourfold
elements do not exist, the cognition of remote and proximate etc. is lost. And space and time is not

established on account of the loss of cognitions such as “this is to the east of that” etc.. In the same way,

117 i e. there not being perception of the atoms.
118 ) X .
i.e. the cause, i.e. the completely different and unchanging atoms.

19 which is a guna (quality).
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sound that arises from conjunction is not found on account of the non-existence of conjunction of the drum,
the stick etc. and akasa. And sound arising from disjunction is also not found, because it is logically
unsound that there be disjunction of those [drum, stick etc. and akasa] if there is complete non-existence of
conjunction. Sound arising from sound is impossible since there is non-arising of those two [sound from
conjunction and sound from disjunction]. Thus there is abandonment of akasa because the means that
establish akasa are lost on account of no sound being found. In the same way, the qualities [of the soul],
knowledge etc. do not arise, because there is no proof of conjunction of the mind and the soul. The essence
of the soul is abandoned because the means that establish the soul [i.e. its qualities] do not exist if those
[qualities, i.e. knowledge etc.] do not exist. In the same way the mind is not proved since there is no arising
of knowledge, because the successive arising of [the five kinds of] [sensory] cognition is the mark of the
mind. On account of the saying: “the [five kinds of] [sensory] cognition not arising simultaneously is the

mark of the mind”.

Here too Vidyanandin has used a verse directed at a different doctrine than the one he is

currently discussing. Cf. the preceding verse in the Aptamimamsa:

ananyataikante ‘niinam sanghate ‘pi vibhagavat |

asamhatatvam syad bhiitacatuskam bhrantir eva sa ||67|

“If one maintains that the effect is absolutely non-distinct from atoms (that are to act as its cause), then
there arises the difficulty that these atoms should remain as much unrelated after their mutual conjunction
(that is to give rise to the effect in question) as they were in the early state of mutual disjunction; moreover,
in that case the four basic elements (viz. earth, water, fire, air) will turn out to be but illusory appearances”
(Shah 1999: 61).

Both Akalanka’s commentary and the preceding verse make it clear that the intended
opponent for the verse quoted by Vidyanandin is not the VaiSesika, as the VaiSesika do
not at all hold that the atoms are identical to the gross form, i.e. that the parts are identical
to the whole. Nor would they ever say that the unity of the gross form is merely an
illusion. As Shah (1999: 63) points out, the opponent might here be what he calls “the
empiricist Buddhist”, referring to the Sautrantika, though the positon here does not
accurately describe their position, even though they do not believe that the gross form
exists as something over and above the atoms.

This being as it may, the phrase Vidyanandin quotes from AM 68 still fits his
point against the Vaisesika well. Unlike when quoting verse 62 of the AM, which is also
directed against another school than the chapter in which it is quoted is concerned with,
Vidyanandin does not here at all utilize Akalanka’s commentary. He takes only the part
of the AM useful in the present context, and leaves the rest.

Though the verse of the AM is likely directed towards Buddhist philosophy, the
Vaisesikas do hold the elements to be the effects of the atoms. Thus Vidyanandin can
here utilize Samantabhadras point of the atoms not existing if the elements do not exist

because the effect is the mark of the cause. Vidyanandin, however, adapts the argument

89



to a different context, for while Samantabhadra’s argument is that the elements do not
exist if the effect is held to be non-distinct from the cause, which in this case is the atoms,
Vidyanandin, on the other hand, argues that the elements cannot exist since there is no
inherence, because the whole, i.e. the element, cannot inher in its parts, i.e. the atoms.
Then follows the argument of the atoms not existing on account of the elements not

existing.

Aptamimamsa verse 6:

sa tvam evasi nirdoso yuktisastravirodhivak |
avirodho yad istam te prasiddhena na badhyate || 6 ||

“And such an omniscient personage you alone are whose utterance is neither in conflict with logic nor in
conflict with scripture. As for the proof of such an absence of conflict, it is the circumstance that what you
seek to establish is never contradicted by what is known to be the case” (Shah 1999: 5).

Extract of Asta$ati’s commentary to AM verse 6
viprakarsy api bhinnalaksanasambandhitvadina kasyacit pratyaksam | so ‘tra bhavan arhann eva, anyesam

nyayagamaviruddhabhdsitvat |

Direct perception of anything, even that which is in the [remote] distance, by means of connection with

120

separate characteristics <", only you, the Arhat, [has that] with regard to these [things that are remote],

because the speech of others is contradicted by logic and scripture.

Satya$asanapariksa Carvaka chapter §24

SSP §24 19, 12-15

tad evam badhakabhavad asti sarvajiiah | sa ca syadvadi bhagavan arhann evanyayogavyavacchedena
nisciyate, tasyaiva yuktisastraviruddhavakyatvat | anyesam nyayagamaviruddhabhdsitvat | tatas tadukto
dharmo moksas ca vyavatisthate | tannirakarane carvakanam pramanabhavasya pratipaditaprayatvat |
pralapamatrasya ca preksavatam anddaraniyatvad iti sthitam drstestaviruddhatvat carvakamatam asatyam

iti |

SSP §24 English

Thus the omniscient [being] exists, on account of the non-existence of [any] negation [of its existence].
And, because the fitness of others is excluded, only the blessed Arhat, propounder of the Syadvada, is
ascertained [to be omniscient], on account of only him teaching that which is not contradictory to logic and
the scriptures. Because the speech of the others is contradicted by logic and the [scriptural] tradition.
Therefore the dharma and liberation declared by those [omniscient beings] is established. Because it has
been demonstrated that the Carvakas do not have [any] valid means of knowledge when denying them [the
dharma and liberation]. It is established: “Because that which is merely talk is not to be attended to by the

wise.” “The Carvaka-doctrine is untrue, because it is contradicted by perception and inference.”

120 phinnalaksana? The meaning of this is unclear.
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In his refutation of the Carvaka denial of the existence of omniscience, Vidyanandin here,
having established the existence of omniscience, argues that only the Jina is one whose
teaching is not contradicted by logic and scriptures. This idea is also found expressed in
verse 6 of the AM. It is interesting to not here that Vidyanandin does not at all seem to be
influenced by Akalanka’s commentary to this verse, as their formulations are quite
different. Vidyanandin uses the same terms as Samantabhadra (yukti-sastra) while
Akalanka uses the terms nyaya and agama. What separates this from the other instances
of influence from the AM discussed above is that Vidyanandin here does not quote the
AM even though he is clearly influenced by it. A more thorough comparison of the AM,
AS and SSP would probably reveal more examples like this.

Conclusions

The comparison of the above verses of the AM and the AS’s commentary on them with
the paragraphs in the SSP in which they are quoted has shown the different ways in which
Vidyanandin utilizes the arguments found in the AM and AS. In the case of verse 62 he
copies the whole AS commentary, but puts it into the mouth of the Sautrantika Buddhist;
with regard to verses 68 and 42 he does not use it at all; and in the remaining cases he
uses only parts of it. His use depends on the context and the point he is making.

The examination above, together with the influence of Akalanka pointed out in
Chapter 3, makes it clear that the influence of Samantabhadra and Akalanka on
Vidyanandin goes beyond that of supplying a model for refuting the rival schools and
tools with which to do it. Vidyanandin also uses them both as rich sources of arguments
to raise against the other Indian philosophical systems. The above comparisons also
makes clear, however, as does the investigation of Vidyanandin’s argumentation in the
SSP in general, that Vidyanandin is by no means bound by the arguments and models
provided by his predecessors. In order to full understand the extent of Samantabhadra’s
and Akalanka’s influence of Vidyanandin, a thorough examination and comparison of all
the relevant works of Samantabhadra, Akalanka and Vidyanandin is herefore needed.

As noted above, Vidyanandin has written a commentary on the AM and AS, the
Astasahasrt. It would be very interesting to compare the paragraphs examined above with
the relevant portions of the Astasahasri in order to see how much of the argumentation
found in the SSP which cannot be traced back to Samantabhadra and Akalanka can be

found there. Jain’s footnote'?!

to §31 of the Purusadvaita chapter, where verse 27 of the
AM is quoted, indicates that it contains similarities to the Astasahasri. This may be the

case elsewhere as well. As noted in Chapter 3, a comparison with the few translated

121 Cf. footnote 359.
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porions of Vidyanandin’s critique against Buddhism in his Astasahasri has revealed
portions in which the argumentation and wording of the SSP and the Astasahasr is
almost identical.'” Tatia’s introduction to Jain’s edition of the SSP, discussed in Chapter
1, also indicates that there may be many similarities between the SSP and the

Astasahasrt, and Jain also points out several other places in which the two are similar.'?

122 Cf. also footnote 927.
123 Cf. footnotes 448 and 470.
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5. Conclusions

This thesis has investigated the Satyasasanapariksa of Vidyanandin on the basis of the
English translation supplied in the appendix. This has been done through several steps. In
Chapter 1, the main focus was on the Satyasasanapariksa itself, its structure and content,
its previous treatment and how it has been approached in the making of the present thesis.
In Chapter 2, we gave a basic presentation of the doctrines of pramana and anekanta as
they developed in the Jain philosophical tradition, and placed Vidyanandin’s authorship
within this tradition. Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa’s use of the anekantavada in
polemics and its establishing of a model which came to influence later philosophers,
among them Vidyanandin, was also presented.

The third chapter, forming the main part of the thesis, investigated the arguments
employed by Vidyanandin in his refutation of non-jain philosophies. It also investigated
his presentation of these, comparing them to presentations found in secondary literature
and in some cases also the primary literature of the rival philosophies in question. Some
points were highlighted as in need of further research and investigation. In several cases,
Vidyanandin’s presentation of the rival philosophical systems against which he argues
differs from the presentations given of these systems in secondary literature and in the
texts of these schools themselves. These instances call for further study. This chapter also
pointed out the influence of Samantabhadra’s sydadvada model on Vidyanandin, and that
Vidyanandin does not always follow it.

Chapter 3 in several places also pointed out the influence of Akalanka on
Vidyanandin’s arguments. Though Akalanka is in some instances quoted, most of the
arguments which have influenced Vidyanandin give no reference to him. It was suggested
that a more thorough investigation of the collected works of Samantabhadra, Akalanka
and Vidyanandin would probably reveal even more such examples. Chapter 4 is a
contribution to the start of such a study, comparing Akalanka’s commentary (Astasati) on
a selection of the verses of Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa with the paragraphs in the
SSP in which these verses are quoted. As these paragraphs quote the AM, the influence of
Samantabhadra on the arguments employed there is explicit. The comparison conducted
in Chapter 4, however, also found several cases of strong influence from Akalanka,
showing that Vidyanandin in some places has copied entire sentences from Akalanka’s
Astasati.

This small contribution strengthens the claim that a thorough investigation of the
works of Samantabhadra, Akalanka and Vidyanandin is needed, as it reveals even more
influence from Akalarnka on the text of the SSP. As Vidyanandin has also written a

commentary on Akalanka’s Astasati, the Astasahasri, it was further suggested that the
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paragraphs investigated in Chapter 4 should also be compared to this work, as it is
possible that some of the arguments and sentences not tracable to the Astasati could be
found in the Astasahasri. For it has been poined out in Chapter 3 that such parallel
portions have been identified elsewhere in the SSP. Moreover, similarities between the
SSP and Vidyanandin’s Aptapariksa have been pointed out by Jain, as mentioned in
Chapter 1. This agains suggests the need for a thorough investigation and comparison of
all of Vidyanandin’s works.

It is hoped that the effors and contributions made in this thesis towards
investigating the Satyasasanapariksa of Vidyanandin will contribute to increasing the
interest and research into his work in particular, and this period of Jain philosophy in

general.

94



APPENDIX
TRANSCRIPTION AND TRANSLATION
OF VIDYANANDIN’S SATYASASANAPARIKSA
WITH NOTES
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Preface to the translation

The following translation is based on Gokulchandra Jain’s edition of the
SatyasSasanapariksa. The references to this edition, given for each paragraph of Sanskrit
text, are to the page and line of Jain’s edition. The ordering according to paragraphs and
their numbering follows that of Jain’s edition. In the few cases where Jain’s paragraphs
have been modified, this has been clearly indicated in the accompanying footnotes.Where
the editor has added to the Sanskrit text and indicated these additions with brackets these
brackets are included in the transliterated text, except for the cases in which the editor has
kept the reading of the manuscripts and added his amendation in brackets. In such cases
only the amendation of the editor is included, without brackets, and the reading of the
printed edition is quoted in a footnote.

The references to quotes from other works also follow Jain’s edition. Those texts
that have been available to me have been checked, and variant readings have been
recorded in footnotes. The identification of Bhamati (quoted in SSP 2, 13-16), identified
by Tatia (1964: 11, footnote 5), has been added. Those quotations that have not been

identified are marked as such. The following quotes have been checked:

- Aptamimamsa quoted in SSP 5, 3-4; 7, 9-10; 7, 15-16; 7, 20-21; 24, 15-16; 32, 5:
32, 12; and 38, 28.

- Bhagavadgita quoed in SSP 5, 23-24.

- Bhamati quoted in SSP 2, 13-16.

- Hetubindutika quoted in SSP 46, 7-14.

- Nyayasiitra quoted in SSP 23-24; 39, 7; 41, 18-19; 42, 4-5

- PraSastapadabhasya quoted in SSP 34, 5-7; 34, 8-22; 36, 27-28; and 38, 4.

- Sambandhavarttika quoted in SSP 8, 17-30 and 9, 4-5.

- Samkhyakarika quoted in SSP 30, 6-7; 30, 13-14; 30, 26-27; and 32, 8-9.

- Saundarananda quoted in SSP 21, 12-15.

- Slokavarttika quoted in SSP 3, 28-29; 4, 7-8; 45, 2-3; 46, 1; and 46, 18-22.

Prof. Shah has suggested that the quoted verses in SSP 13, 15-16; 17, 16-21; and 27, 15-
16 are from the Yuktyanusasanatika and not the Yuktyanusasana as the editor has
indicated. I have not had recourse to the Yuktyanusasana or the Yuktyanusasanatika, and
have therefore not had the opportunity to check this. It is however noted that Vidyanandin
specifically refers to Samantabhadra when quoting the Yuktyanusasana in SSP 23, 12-13
and 39, 12-13. He does not refer to Samantabhadra in SSP 37,22 and 37, 24, but the

extracts quoted there are from the verse that is quoted in SSP 39, 12-13. In the above
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mentioned verses, on the other hand, no reference to Samantabhadra is given. As [ have
not been able to check this, Jain’s references are not altered.

Prof. Shah has also identified the verse quoted in SSP 45, 27-28 as belonging to
Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika. As I have not had recourse to this work I have not been

able to confirm this. Prof. Shah’s identification is noted in a footnote to the verse.
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The SatyaSasanapariksa

Introduction

vidyanandiviracita satya$asanapariksa

“The investigation into the true teaching'**”

, composed by Vidyanandin.
SSP 1, 3-4
vidyanandadhipah svami vidvaddevo jine§varah |

yo lokaikahitas tasmai namastat svatmalabdhaye'® || 1 |

SSP English

Obeisance for him who is the king of those whose happiness is knowledge'*

, the master,
the lord of the wise, the lord of the conquerors'?’ and the only friend of the world, is for

understanding one’s own self.'*®

§1SSP 1,5-7
atha satyasasanapariksa | iyam eva pariksa yah “asyedam upapadyate na va”'* iti vicarah |
sa ca §asanasya satyatva evopapadyate tatraiva vivadat vaktur aptatvavat | na tu

P

asanatvamatre '*’tadabhavat vaktrtvamatravat |

SSP §1 English
Now, “The investigation into the true teaching”. Examining: “is this [definition]

applicable to this [defined thing], or is it not?”, this is indeed investigation."”! And that

12 The sense in which the title, Satyasasanapariksa, should be understood is “investigation into [which
teaching is] the true teaching”. Cf. SSP 1, 15 kim tu khalu sasanam syat satyam iti pariksyate (‘“verily,
which teaching may be the true one, is investigated”).

123 Ed. note: “tulana — jayanti nirjitaSesasarvathaikantavadinah | satyavakyadhipah §asvad vidyanandah
jine$varah || — pramanapariksa mamgalacarana |”. Trikha (2009: 152) translates as “Die simtliche in jeder
Hinsicht einseitige Argumente iiberwunded haben — die siegen! Die Herrscher iiber diejenigen, denen ganz
und gar wahre Rede eignet, die ihre Freude aus dem Wissen (schopfen), deren gebieter der Jina ist.” The
relevance of this verse here is the use of vidyananda, which is here clearly used in the plural and thus does
not refer to Vidyanandin, the author of the text. Cf. note to the translation of vidyananda.

126 Vidyananda can here also be read as referring to Vidyanandin, the author of the text. Trikha argues that
the Mangala verse of Vidyanandin’s Pramanapariksa (cf. editors note in footnote 125), justifies reading
vidyananda as a plural bahuvrihi compound (2009: 152). It can thus be assumed that Vidyanandin uses this
word in the same way in the opening verse of this text, making the reading of vidyananda as a bahuvrihi,
and not as referring to the author Vidyananda, preferable.

1271.e. Jinas or Tirthankaras.

128 This verse pays homage to the Jina or Tirthankara. Which one is not specified.

129 Cf. Nyayabhasya’s introduction to its commentary on verse 1.1.3 of the Nyayasiitra, which reads:
“laksitasya yathalaksanam upapadyate na veti pramanair avadharanam pariksa”. Cf. footnote 131.
130 ed. note: “vivadabhavat |’
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[investigation] is suitable only with respect to a teaching being true, on account of there
being dispute with respect to that, just like [investigation is suitable with regard to] the
reliability of a speaker. But it is not [suitable] with regard to only the “teachingness”,
because of absence of that [dispute with respect to that], like [there is no dispute

regarding the speaker] merely being a speaker.'**

§2SSP 1, 8-13
carvakabauddhase$varaniri§varasamkhyanaiyayikavaiSesikabhattaprabhakara$asanani
tattvopaplavasasanam anekanta$asanam cety aneka$asanani pravartante | na ca sarvany
api tani satyani bhavanti dvaitadvaitabhavabhavadiparasparaviruddharthapratipadanat | na
ca tatra na kimcidapi satyam syad ity arekitavyam ekantanekantayor dvaitadvaitayor
bhavabhavayor va tejastimirayor iva parasparam '**vipratisiddhayor dvayor api vidhivat
pratisedhasyapy asambhavena anyatarasya niyamena vidher upapatteh kasyacit

satyasyavas§yam abhyupagantavyatvat |

SSP §2 English

For here there are various teachings: “the teachings of the Purusadvaita'*, Sabdadvaita'®>,

L 136 138

and Citradvaita'?’, the teachings of the [materialistic] Carvaka'*®,

131 As Trikha (2009) points out, the formulation upapadyate na va in Vidyanandin’s definition of pariksa
(investigation), corresponds to the definition of pariksa in the Nyayabhasya’s introduction to its
commentary on verse 1.1.3 of the Nyayasutra, which reads: “laksitasya yathalaksanam upapadyate na veti
pramanair avadharanam pariksa” (2009: 154, my italics). Jha translates: “Examination is the investigation,
by means of argumentation, of the question as to whether or not the definition is applicable to the thing
defined” (Jha 1984: 97-98; italics in original).

132 just like it is suitable to investigate whether or not a speaker is reliable or not on account of there being
differing opinions on this, but it is not suitable to investigate the “speaker-ness” of the speaker as there is no
dispute regarding this (no one doubts that the speaker speaks, it is whether or not what he says is true that is
worth investigating as it is the object of dispute), just so investigation is only suitable with respect to
whether or not a teaching is true as there are differing opinions with respect to this, but it us not suitable to
merely investigate the “teaching-ness” of the teaching as there is no dispute regarding this. In other words,
examining whether or not the teaching is a teaching, or maybe rather what a teaching teaches, is not
investigation (pariksd). Investigating whether or not what the teaching teaches is true is, on the other hand,
suitable, as there are differing opinions concerning this.

According to Trikha (2009) the comparison with the reliability of a speaker has here probably been
chosen because Vidyanandin has dedicated a separate investigation to the question of a speaker’s reliability
in his Aptapariksa (Trikha 2009: 154).

133 ed. note: “viruddhayoh [

13 refers to the Advaita Vedanta.

13 refers to the grammatical philosophy of Bhartrhari who was the first to systematically equate brahman
(the Absolute) with language (sabda), arguing that everything arises as a manifestation of this Sabda-
brahman (Coward & Raja 1990: 34).

13 refers to the Yogacara school of Buddhist philosophy.

371t is not clear what the Citradvaita refers to. It is also mentioned in Tatia’s treatment of the Vijfianadvaita
in his “Sudies in Jaina Philosophy” (1951), which is based on Vidyanandin’s Astasahasri. But here it is
also dismissed as refuted by the same arguments that refute the Vijiianadvaita, and thus not presented.

138 Carvaka here refers to the materialistic school of philosophy, which is said to have been founded by
Brhaspati. It is also known as Lokayata. For a discussion of the existence of a materialistic and skeptical
branch of the Carvaka cf. footnote 140 below.

99



Bauddha'®, theistic and non-theistic Samkhya, Nyaya, VaiSesika, Bhatta [mimamsa] and
the Prabhakara [mimamsa], the teaching of Tattvopaplava'*’ and the Anekanta'*'-
teachings.”'*> And all those are not true, on account of giving ideas that are contrary to
one another, such as duality or non-duality, existence or non-existence etc..'*

[Still], there it is not to be suspected [that] “nothing can [then] be true”.'*
Because of the impossibility of negation [of both] of two [doctrines] that are mutually
contradictory like light and dark, such as one-sidedness and many-sidedness, dualism and
non-dualism or existence and non-existence, just like the affirmation [of both is
impossible]. Because an affirmation of one [of the two] is necessarily found, as some

truth is inevitably to be acknowledged. '*

9 Ljtt. “the Buddhists”. Here it refers to the Sautrantika.

0 Tattvopaplavavada literally translates as “the teaching on the destruction of the tattvas”. What is here
probably referred to is the kind of skeptical doctrine expressed in Jayarasi’s Tattvopaplavasimha (The lion
that destroys the principles).

Eli Franco (1994) has argued that the Tattvopaplavasimha should be understood as a part of the
Carvaka school, and that the view of this school as strictly materialistic must thus be given up. Rather, the
Carvaka consisted of a materialistic branch and a skeptical branch. Franco argues that this skeptical branch
evolved as a response to the philosophical development in India from the time of Dignaga, during which
epistemological issues became the main concern of Indian philosophers. The development of the
tattvopaplavavada was thus a response to the attacks of other philosophers against the Carvaka school’s
assertion of perception (pratyaksa) as the only valid means of knowledge. While Lokayatikas such as
Purandara responded to this by a limited acceptance of inference, others, such as Jayarasi, responded by
rejecting even perception (Franco 1994: 8).

Franco’s arguments for taking his position are that Brhaspati is the only philosopher which Jayarasi
quotes to show that his arguments are compatible with his own (ibid: 4). Jayarasi also explicitly says at the
beginning of the Tattvopaplavasimha that there are no discrepancies between his own philosophy
(tattvopaplavavada) and the philosophy of Brhaspati (ibid: 5). These arguments for considering Jayarasi
and his tattvopaplavavada as belonging to the Carvaka/Lokayata school are thus based on the impression
that Jayarasi himself seems to have considered himself as part of the Carvaka.

Another argument for doing so is that Jaina philosophers such as Anantavirya and Vidyanandin
explicitly associate a well known Carvaka/Lokayata fragment, which reads: “sarvatra
paraparyanuyogaparany eva brhaspateh sutrani” (ibid: 6) and which Franco translates as: “Everywhere
(i.e. throughout the text) the suitras of Brhaspati have the sole purpose of questioning [the opinions or
doctrines] of others” (ibid: 6), with Jayarasi (ibid: 6). An example of such an association is the following
quote from Vidyanandin’s Tattvarthaslokavarttika: “tattvopaplavavadinah paraparyanuyogaparatvad ”’
(2002: 80), “Because the purpose of the Tattvopaplavavadin is solely the questioning of [the doctrines] of
others” (My translation).

It thus seems reasonable to say that the tattvopaplavavada should be considered as a part of the
Carvaka school, even though they in the SSP are treated separately just like the SSP treats the two
one of them (the Sautrantlka) as merely Bauddha (Buddhist) without any further spec1flcat10n In the same
way the materialistic Carvaka is here referred to simply as Carvaka, while the skeptical branch of Carvaka
is referred to as the tattvopaplavavada, just like the idealistic branch of Buddhism is merely referred to as
Vijiianadvaita (non dualism of consciousness).

141 Refers to the Jaina doctrine.
"> It is here implied that these are the teaching that will be presented and discussed in the following
chapters. This list quite accurately represents the layout of the SSP, with the exception of the Vaisesika
being dealt with before the Nyaya. The end of the SSP is however missing. It ends during the discussion of
Mimamsa. Thus the section concerning the Tattvopaplava- and Jain doctrines are lost.
143 Sle. since these teachings contradict each other, they cannot all be true.

*1i.e. even though the teachings mutually contradict each other, one should not conclude that none of the
doctrines are true. .
145 As already stated (in SSP 1, 10-11), when two doctrines contradict each other it is not possible for them
both to be true. It is however not to be assumed that they are then both false, as one of them may be
affirmed. This is a principle set forth by the Nyaya, “parasparavirodhe hi na prakarantarasthitih”
(Kusumaiijali quoted in Radhakrishnan 1966b: 113 footnote 3). “For, in the case of two mutually
contradictory [judgements], it is not established that there is another way” (My translation). Radhakrishnan
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SSP §3 1, 14-17

tatha ca tatra kim tu khalu §asanam syat satyam iti pariksyate idam eva hi satyasasanasya
satyatvam nama yad drstestaviruddham | pratyaksanumanadipramanaviruddhasyapi
satyatve na kimcid asatyam jagati syat | "*“tadaviruddhasyapy asatyatve kim api na satyam
syat | ato ‘vyaptyativyaptyasambhavasambhavad adustam idam satyalaksanam

upalaksyate |

SSP §3 English

And thus, in such a situation, “verily, what teaching may be the true one?” is
investigated.'” For that which is not contradicted by perception and inference'*, only that
is that which is called the truthfulness of the true teaching.'* If something which is
contradicted by the valid means of knowledge'’, such as sensory perception, inference
etc.. were true, nothing in the world can be untrue."”' And if something which is not
contradicted by those [valid means of knowledge] were untrue, then nothing can be true.
This definition of truth is regarded as not being incorrect, because of the impossibility of

being too wide, being too narrow and inapplicable."”

§4SSP 1, 18-19
tac ca drstestaviruddhatvam anekantasasane eveti tad eva satyasasanadhavim arodhum

iste, ekantasasanam tu sarvam asatyam eva drstestaviruddhatvat | tatha hi —

SSP §4 English

writes: “Two contradictory judgements cannot both be false, nor can they both be true. A is either B or not
B. One or the other of two contradictories must be true since no other course is possible” (1966: 113).

146 ed. note: “pramanaviruddhasya |”

7 In such a case (i.e. when one is presented with two contradictory doctrines) one determines which one is
true by means of investigation (pariksa, defined in §1 above).

148 i.e. the valid means of knowledge (pramana) perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumana), here
referred to as drsta (perceived) and ista (accepted) respectively.

149 i.e. it is that which makes the true teaching true. Being drstestaviruddha (not contradicted by perception
and inference) is here set forth as the criteria of truth.

30 pramana [from pra+ma (to measure)] is a technical term referring to valid epistemological means.
Pratyaksa (sensory perception) and anumana (inference) are here mentioned as examples of pramanas. The
number of pramanas accepted varies from school to school. Cf. Chapter 2.

151 i.e. something that did not conform to these criteria were to be considered to be true, then nothing could
be untrue as it one would not have any means for disproving anything.

132 avyapti, ativyapti and asambhava are the three kinds of fallacies possible with respect to a definition, as
defined by the Nyaya. Ativyapti, being “too wide”, is when the attribute used to define a phenomenon also
occurs in other kinds of phenomena, such as if one defines a cow as a horned animal (a characteristic which
also occurs in other kinds of animals). Avyapti, “too narrow”, is when the attribute only cover a portion of
the kind of phenomena one is trying to define, such as if one defines a cow as a white animal. Asambhava,
inapplicable, is when the attribute does not exist in the phenomena one is trying to define, such as if one
defines a cow as an animal with uncloven hoofs (Radhakriahnan 1966b: 47). The point here is that as these

fallacies do not apply to this definition of truth, it is not incorrect.
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And that state of not being contradicted by perception and inference is [found] only in the

154

non-one-sided teaching. Only it is qualified'” to ascend the tree™ of the true teaching.

And the one-sided teaching is wholly untrue, because it is contradicted by perception and

155

inference . For it is as follows —

Parabrahmas$asanapariksa

The investigation into the teaching of the Parabrahmadvaita'*.

SSP 1,22

tavat parabrahmadvaitam drstestaviruddham eva | idam hi brahmavadimatam —'*’

SSP 1, 22 English
Firstly, the Parabrahmadvaita is indeed contradicted by perception and inference. For this

is the doctrine of the '**Brahmavadins —

[pirvapaksa]

The opponent’s side.

SSP §5 1, 22-24

133 3rd. sg. pres. atmanepada of the root 7s. Lit. “goes”. “It goes to attain...”. Ts is a transitive verb in
Sanskrit, but it is difficult to find a corresponding transitive verb to represent it in English.

'3 Dhavi, here with the feminine accusative singular ending -im, cannot be found in any dictionary. Dhava,
which is a masculine noun, has two entries in the MMW, one as meaning man, husband, lord or possessor,
the other as referring to one of two plants, the Grislea Tomentosa or the Anogeissus Latifolia. According to
Trikha (2009) the Grislea Tomentosa is a bush with red flowers, while the Anogaissus Latifolia is a rubber
tree that can reach a height of up to 24 meters. He further, mentioning dhatakt as a feminine alternative for
dhava in referring to the Grislea Tomentosa, suggests that dhavi may here refer to a tree and thus
metaphorically express an exhalted point of view, or that it may be a feminine version of dhava here in the
sense of “possessing” (157).

Here Trikha’s first suggestion has been adopted. It is difficult to see why this word should be in the
feminine if dhavi should mean “possessor”, as the subject of the sentence is clearly the anekantavada,
which is masculine. Interpreting dhavi as meaning tree is also problematic, as it has not been recorded
anywhere as having this meaning. It still seems preferable to read satyasasanadhavim as “the tree of the
true teaching”, perhaps metaphorically characterizing the “true teaching” as a lofty tree with branches
(doctrines) that only the anekantavada is qualified to climb.

155 This last paragraph makes clear the purpose of the rest of the treatise. Having ascertained that a true
teaching may be ascertained among the mutually contradictory teachings by means of investigation, and
having defined the conditions for the state of truth, Vidyanandin declares that only the Jain doctrine is
worthy of this position. The purpose of the rest of the treatise is to prove this by means of investigation
(pariksa).

16 j.e. “the non-dualism of the Supreme brahman”. This teaching is referred to as Purusadvaita in the
introduction and designates the Advaita Vedanta.

157 Amended. This opening part is included in the piirvapaksa by the editor. It is strictly speaking not part of
the purvapaksa (opponent’s side) as it states that the Purusadvaita is contradicted by perception and
inference. It has therefore been separated from the rest of §5 (in which it was included by the editor), which
starts the purvapaksa.

158 j.e. those who hold the doctrine of brahman.
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deSakalakaravyavacchinnanirvyabhicarasakalavasthavyapipratibhasamatram
akhandajfiananandamrtam ayam parabrahmaikam evasti na tu dvitiyam | ekam

evadvitiyam brahma ity ady amnayat | [chando- 6.2.1.]

SSP §5 English
Only this Supreme Soul alone, which is not delimited by space, time and forms,

constant'”’

, pervading all states, consciousness-only and [characterized by] perfect
knowledge, bliss and immortality, exists. A second does not [exist]. Because the sacred

tradition'® [says] “Only brahman alone [exists], having no second” etc..

SSP §6 2, 1-6
katham ekam eva parabrahmasti, parasparam bhinnanam nanatmanam'®' pratiter iti cet,
na, ekasyapi tasya bhute bhiite vyavasthitasya jalesu candravat anekadha

pratibhasasambhavat | tad uktam —

eka eva tu bhiitatma bhite bhiite vyavasthitah |
ekadha bahudha caiva dr§yate jalacandravat | [amrtavi- upa- pa- 12 pr- 15] iti

SSP §6 English

If it is objected, “How can the Supreme Soul alone exist, when there is cognition of
[objects that are] different from one another and have various natures™®, [It is answered:]
no, because appearing as many is possible even though that [Supreme Soul], contained in
all existing things, is one'®, just like the moon [appears as many in many different

vessels] in [different vessels of] water [but is seen to be one in the sky]. It is said —

But only One soul exists, it abides in all beings.

It is seen singly and manifoldly, like the moon in waters.

139 Nirvyabhicara is not found in the MMW. It is made up of the negating prefix nis and vyabhicara, and
should literally mean “non-deviating”. Avyabhicara (vyabhivara negaed by prefix a, “non-deviating”) is
however found in the MMW, where it is also recorded as an adjective with the meaning “constant”. This
meaning has been adopted here.

1% j.e. the Veda

19l ed. note: “nanasvariipanam ghatapatadyarthanam |”

12 Nanatmanam could here also be read as referring to “the various souls”. It has been found better to
follow the suggestion of the editor (cf. ediors note in footnote 161) and see the intended (but not directly
expressed) subject here as the various objects, which are described as parasparam bhinnanam (mutually
different) and nanatmanam (having various natures). This reading seems preferable because the objections
raised in this chapter against the non-dualism of brahman do not restrict themselves to the perceptions of a
variety of souls, but variety in general. A further advantage of this reading is that the objection raised here
then explicitly states two levels of variety or difference which can be raised against the Brahmadvaita, not
only the difference between the various objects but also the fact that the various objects are not uniform, i.e.
they have various natures.

193 .e. the one Supreme Soul appears as many, just like the one moon appears as many when it is reflected
on different waters.
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SSP §7 2, 6-8
tatha prthivyadayo ‘pi na tatas tattvantarani'®, tadvivartatvat | tac

165

coccavacacaracararlipaprapaficasyasya tata'® eva janmadibhavat | tathaivoktam bhagavata

badarayanena — janmady asya yatah [brahmasii- 1.1.2]'% iti |

SSP §7 English

Thus earth etc.'®” are not different tattvas than that [Supreme Soul], because they are
unreal modifications'® of that [Supreme Soul]. Because the origination etc.'® of this
visible world of high and low'”’, movable and immovable'”! forms is only from that
[Supreme Soul]. Just so it is said by the Blessed Badarayana, “[brahman is that] from

which [springs] the origination etc.. of this [world]”'">.

SSP §8 2,9-10

atha katham prapaficadhyavasayavidhvamsanakarat paramapurusat janmaditi cet; na;

anadyavidyasacivad eva tasmat'” tasya bhavat |

SSP §8 English
If it is objected: “How is origination etc.. of the world from the Supreme Spirit which

causes the destruction of the determinate cognition'’ of the world?”'” [It is answered:]

164

ed. note: “’bhinnatattvani |”
165

ed. note: “paramapurusat |

1% The context of this verse in the brahmasiitra is: athato brahmajijiiasa | janmadyasya yatah |
Sastrayonitvat | (brahmasiitra 1,1.1 — 1,1.3). “Now, from this is the desire to know brahman. It is that from
which [springs] origination etc.. of this [world], and its source is the $astras (translation here follows that of
Ghate 1960: 53). Sankara, Ramanuja, Nimbaraka, Vallabha and Madhva, all agree, in their commentaries
on the brahmastra, that this verse describes Brahman as “that from which spring the origination etc., of
this world” (Ghate 1960: 53).

17 refers to the five elements (paficabhiita): earth, fire, water, air and ether?

18 yivarta is a technical term referring to an unreal transformation, as opposed to parinama which is an
actual material transformation. Penna (2004c) explains: “Vivarta is an apparent change. When a thing
changes itself into another thing, it is parinama (actual change). Milk becoming curds is parinama and a
rope appearing as snake in dim light is vivarta. Vivarta is another name for superimposition or
adhyasa...According to the Advaita concept, the creation is vivarta of the Absolute Consciousness or
Brahman. It is against the parinama theory of the Samkhya which states the creation to be an effect of
Prakrti, the primordial cause, and against the Arambhavada of the Naiyayikas which propounds that the
creation is a product from atoms.” (417).

199§ e. arising, sustaining and destruction

"0 high and low is here meant to express the idea of diversity.

17I'j.e. living and not living.

172 The translation of this quote follows that of Ghate 1960: 53. Cf. footnote 166.

173 ed. note: “paramapurusat |”

1" Adhyavasaya is here translated as “determinate cognition”. Bartley (2005) explains that “Adhyavasaya
involves the structuring of the information supplied by the senses in such a way that it can be converted into
action and be communicated” (10, italics and bold in original). It thus corresponds to vikalpapratyaksa
(conceptual perception) as opposed to nirvikalpapratyaksa (non-conceptualized perception). This
distinction is styled by Matilal (1986) as a “time honoured distinction found in the entire classical literature
on the Sanskrit philosophy of perception” (312-13), and is especially frequently used in the Bauddha
chapter of the SSP. Adhyavasaya is here used as a synonym for vikalpapratyaksa.
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no. Because the existence of that [world] arises from that [Supreme Soul] assisted by

beginningless '"ignorance.'”’

SSP §9 2, 11-17
avidya tarhi dvitya syad iti cet; tad asat; tasyah'”® sadasattvavicarabhyam

pramanapadavim avigahamanayah, anirvacyatvat | tad uktam —

anirvacyavidyadvitayasacivasya prabhavato
vivarta yasyaite viyadanilatejobavanayah'” |
yataScabhiid viSvam caram acaram uccavacam idam

namamas tad brahmaparimitasukhajfianam amrtam | [Bhamati 1'*] iti

SSP §9 English

If it is objected: “ignorance must then be the second”'®. [It is answered:] that is wrong.
Because, as the investigation of its [i.e. ignorance’s] state of existence or non-existence
does not enter into an epistemological object'™, [ignorance] is indescribable [with respect

to existence or non-existence]'®. It is said —

The use of adhyavasdya here, i.e. not only the seeing (cognition) of the world, but the determinate
cognition of the world, seems to imply that what is destroyed (when one realizes brahman) is not the seeing
of the visible world as such, but its determinate cognition.

175 the objection here is that as brahman is the cause of the destruction of the world, since once there is
realization of Brahman the vivarta (unreal modification), and thus the appearance of the world, ceases. How
can it then be the cause of the unreal world as well? In other words, how can one and the same thing be
both the poison and the antidote?

176 Avidya is a key concept in Advaita Vedanta, and is, along with the concepts of maya (illusion) and
adhyasa (superimposition) used to explain the appearance of plurality and subject-object consciousness.
Tatia (1951), while examining Sankara’s understanding and use of avidya, explains: “The world is an
illusion in the sense that it is a compound of truth and untruth. The unreal is superimposed upon the real.
This superimposition or adhydsa, as it is called, is the prius of experience...Our common experience is
based on this adhydasa...The transcendental error can, in brief, be defined as the mutual identification of the
not-self and the self. This transcendental error is called avidya...Thus there is beginningless, endless, naural
(naisargika) adhyasa (superimposition) of the nature of wrong cognition (mithyapratyayariipah), the cause
of agency and enjoyment (of the individual souls) and patent to all” (121-22).

177 1.e. while origination of the world is from brahman assisted by the beginningless ignorance, its cessation
is from brahman alone. In the words of the above metaphor, the poison and the antidote are thus not
identical.

178 ed. note: “avidyayah
17 Amended. Printed edition reads “viyadanilatejo’vanayah |”. Ap (water) is missing from the enumeration
of the five elements (paiicabhiita). The first line is also one syllable shorter (33 syllables) compared to the
second line (34 syllables). Adding ap thus makes the enumeration of elements complete and rectifies the
discrepancy with respect to the amount of syllables.

"% This verse is the introductory prayer verse of Vacaspati Mi$ra’s Bhamati, a commentary to the
Sankarabhasya on the Brahmasitra. This identification was made by Dr. Srinivasan and Tatia (1964: 11).
181 .. since brahman is assisted by avidya (ignorance) there must be at least two things that exist: brahman
and avidya, which results in dualism.

182 pramanapadavim is a bahuvrihi compound, lit. ’that which has valid means of knowledge as its path”,
i.e. an epistemological object. It here refers to vicara (investigation). The implication is that avidya
(ignorance) is not an epistemological object.

"% Since avidya, not being an epistemological object, cannot be said to exist or not-exist, the objection is
refuted. Cf. SSP Parabrahmapariksa §34-41 for a presentation of the Advaitin Stre§vara’s arguments on
this and Vidyanandins refutation of this idea.

2
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The powerful one, assisted by twofold ignorance'®* which is indescribable, of which
ether, wind, fire, water and earth'® are unreal transformations, from which arose
everything moving and non-moving, great and small, that brahman, which is unlimited

happiness, knowledge and immortality, we bow to.

SSP §10 2, 18-22
nanv evam api vivartavivarte dvaitasya bhavat katham advaitasiddhir iti cet; na;
vivartanam rajjau'*® bhujangakaravat mayariipanam eva tasmin'®’ pratibhasanat |

tad uktam —

yasmin rajjubhungavat tribhuvanam bhati bhraman nirbhaye |

so ‘ham nityaniramayamrtavapuh samsarasarah param | [source not found] iti

SSP §10 English

If it is objected: even so, how is non-dualism proved from the existence of dualism if
unreal modification is unreal modification [of brahman, which is its substratum]?”'* [It is
answered:] this is not so, because the appearance of the unreal transformations in [the
Supreme Soul] only have the nature of illusion'®, like the form of a snake in a rope'. It

is said —

18 the twofold avidya (ignorance) here refers to karanavidya or milavidya, the cause- or root-ignorance, i.e.
the primal ignorance which is the root cause of all superimposition, and karyavidya or tilavidya, the
derivative- or effect-ignorances which depend on the root-ignorance. These latter ignorances are sublatable
by cognitions of the objects to which they relate, i.e. ignorance of a stick, which leads to the cognition of it
as a snake, is sublatable by knowledge of the stick. Primal ignorance, on the other hand, is only sublatable
by realization of brahman (Sastri & Raja 1933: xxvi-xxvii, 247).

185 avanaya is not found with this meaning in the MMW, which gives it as an equivalent of avandya
(‘;placing down”). From the context it should however be read as referring to the element of earth.

18 Amended in accordance with alternate ending supplied by the editor. Printed edition reads: “rajvo”.

ed. note: “paramapuruse |’

' the objection seems to be that vivarta (unreal transformation) presupposes that it is the unreal
transformation of something, i.e. brahman, which is its substrate. Thus there is dualism between brahman
and its unreal modifications, the former being the substratum of the latter.

18 Maya (illusion) is a very important concept in Advaita Vedanta philosophy. In the Rgveda it is used in
the sense of a supernatural power which Indra uses to assume his many forms. In the Mahabharata it
generally designates the power of God. It is first in the SvetaSvataropanisad that the term is used in a way
which has philosophical connotations, but Sankara was the first to develop a full-fledged mayavada (maya-
doctrine) (Kharwandikar 2004c: 397). Sankara himself never seemed to try to draw a clear distinction
between maya and avidya (Tatia 1951: 126). The two concepts are thus linked and in many respects
overlapping. According to Tatia (1951) Sankara seems to postulate mdaya mainly for explaining the
origination of the world appearance, while avidya is postulated to explain the individual’s attachment to this
appearance (126).

Sankara (in his commentary on the Brahmasiitra) explains the nature of the illusory appearance
(vivarta) in the following way: “It is maya pure and simple, that the Great Self (Afman) appears as the
threefold states (viz. waking, dreaming and dreamless sleep) even as a rope appears as a snake and the like”
(Sankarabhasya on Brahmasiitra II. I. 9. quoted in Tatia 1951: 125; italics in original).

1% just like the snake is not real, the unreal modifications are not real, they simply appear in the Supreme
Soul like the snake appears in the rope. Even though the snake, caused by ignorance of the rope, is not real,
it is still experienced as such. In the same way, even though the world is not real, it is experienced as such
because of ignorance. The objection thus does not disprove the argument. The example of the snake in the
rope is used by Sarnkara in his commentary to the Brahmasitra (cf. note to the translation of maya as

187
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The fearless"' one in which the world appears like a snake from a rope because of
confusion, that ‘I’ [Supreme Soul], whose essence is eternal, pure and immortal, is the

essence of the world.

SSP §11 2, 23-29

sakalo ‘py esa vivartah satyam avidyayam pratibhati, na tv avidyanivrttau | sa
cavidyanivrttir eva moksah | tasya copayo brahmasaksatkara eva | so ‘pi
$ravanamananadhyanair bhavati | tathaiva srutih — atma va"* are' drastavyah $rotavyo

mantavyo™* nididhyasitavyah [brhada- 2.4.5.] tatha smrti$ ca —

§rotavyah Srutivakyebhyo mantavya$ copapattibhih |

matva ca satatam dhyeya ete dar§anahetavah | [source needed] iti

SSP §11 English

When there is ignorance, all the unreal modifications appear. But not when there is
cessation of ignorance. And that cessation of ignorance is liberation. And the means for
[attaining] that [liberation] is only the realization of brahman. And that [realization] is
achieved by means of hearing [the words of the Upanisads explained], contemplation [on
their meaning] and meditation [on their meaning]. Indeed, thus is the revelation: “The
soul is to be realized'”. It is to be heard, contemplated and meditated on”. And thus the

tradition [says] —

It is to be heard from the words of revelation. It is to be contemplated by means of
arguments'”. Having contemplated [thus], it is to be continuously meditated on. These

are the causes of realization [of brahman].

SSP §12 2, 30-3,2

tatropanisadvakyanam parabrahmani tatparyavadharanam $ravanam | §rutarthasya yuktya

vicaranam mananam | Sravanamananabhyam niScitarthasya manasa paricintanam

dhyanam | tac ca nityanityavastuvivekah Samadamadisampattir atramutra ca vairagyam

illusion above), and is according to Kharwandikar (2004c) one of the two most common illustrations used
in explaining maya (398).

1 Clearly refers to brahman, here described as fearless, perhaps because it alone exists. Since nothing else
exists, it has nothing to be afraid of (?).

2 here used in the sense of eva?

19 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “re”.

19 Amended. Printed ed. reads “anumantavya”. This does not fit what is said above in the same paragraph
and in the smrti quote below.

%5 drastavya literally means “is to be seen”. Here it is used in the same sense as saksatkara.

1% j.e. it is to be contemplated on by means of logical arguments.
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mumuksutvam iti sadhanacatustayasampannasya sampadyate | tasmim$ ca

brahmasaksatkarah | tatra ca parabrahmaikibhavalaksanamoksapraptir iti |

SSP §12 English

There'”’, “hearing” is understanding that the words of the Upani$ads refer to the Supreme
Soul. Contemplation is consideration of the meaning of that which is heard by means of
logical argument. “Meditation” is reflecting upon the ascertained meaning [attained] by
means of hearing and contemplation with the mind. And that [meditation] is achieved for
one who has accomplished the fourfold accomplishment: (1) the power of separating
eternal and the impermanent objects, (2) the attainment of calmness, self control etc., (3)
freedom from all worldly desires both here [in this world] and there [the other world] (4)
the desire to be liberated. The realization of brahman is in him [the one who has
accomplished the fourfold accomplishment and thus hearing, contemplation and
meditation]. And in that case [when there is realization of brahman] there is obtaining of

liberation, which is characterized by becoming one with the Supreme Soul.

[uttarapaksa]

The refutation.

SSP §13 3, 4-7

tad etad advaitaikantaSasanam pratyaksaviruddham; pratyaksena
desakalakarabhedaviSistanam kriyakarakanam
sthanagamanadigramaramakarituragadirupanam nanabahirarthanam
tadvisayavicitrapratibhasavi$esanam paramarthanam parasparato vyavrttanam
prasphotam adhyavasayat | bhedavabhasina ca pratyaksenadvaitasya viruddhatvat |

sarvathaikasmin bhedapratyaksasyanupapatteh |

SSP §13 English
This one-sided teaching of non-dualism'® is contradicted by sensory perception.
Because there is clearly'” determinate cognition, by means of sensory perception, of

various external objects which are real, characterized by being different with respect to

17 i.e. in the verse quoted above. Tatra (there) often introduces a commentarial paragraphin which a verse,
a set of terms etc. is explained. The rest of this paragraph is a commentary explaining the terms sravana,
manana and dhyana.

18 i e. the teaching that presents nondualism as the only truth.

19 Prasphota (from pra + sphu, “to burst open”, “to split”) is not given in the MMW. Prasphotana
(“splitting”, “bursting”, and thus “to make manifest”) however, is. As the form prasphota is not attested in
the dictionary, there are also several possibilities for interpreting its role in this sentence: 1) prasphota is the
subject qualified by the genitives and pratyeksena. This would then form a factual statement to which
adhyavasaya is simply added. 2) adhyavasaya is qualified by the genitives and pratyaksena, while

prashotam is an adverb qualifying adhyavasaya meaning something like “clearly” or “evidently” (from the

108



place, time and shape, which are actions and facors pertaining to actions*”, have the
forms of elephants and horses etc. in villages and gardens that are standing, walking etc.
and which [give rise to] various manifold cognitions which are different from each other
and whose objects are those [various external objects], [i.e.] because non-dualism is
contradicted by sensory perception which illuminates®' difference. Because sensory

perception of difference is not found in that which is completely unitary.

SSP §14 3, 8-13

nanv ekasminn api kriyakarakabhedapratyaksadeh sambhavat svapnasamvedanavat
katham advaitam [pratyaksa®”*]viruddham iti cet, na, svapnasamvedanasyapy ekatve
tadvirodhasya **tadavasthatvat ** tatranyad eva hi kriyavi§esasamvedanam
svavasanottham, anyad eva ca karakavi§esasamvedanam pratyaksam, na punar ekam eva,
taddhetuvasanabhedabhavaprasamgat| jagraddasayam iva svapnadidasayam api pumso
‘neka$aktyatmakasya kriyakarakaviSesapratibhasavaicitryavyavasthiteh| kasyacid
ekartipasyatmagaganader apy anekantavadinam
anekakriyakarakavi$esapratibhasalambanatvasiddher viruddham eva

tatpratyaksenadvaitam |

SSP §14 English

If it is objected: [This is not correct], because sensory perception of the difference
between actions and factors pertaining to actions etc. is possible even in that which is
[completely] unitary, like when [actions and factors pertaining to actions are perceived in

one] dream-cognition®”

. How [then] can non-dualism be contradicted [by sensory
perception]?” [It is answered:] no. Because the contradiction of that [oneness] remains
the same®” on account of that [perception of manifoldness] even in the case of the

oneness of dream-cognition. For even there [in a dream], the cognition of a particular

meaning “to make manifest” attested for prasphotana). 3) prashota is the object of adhyavasaya, the sense
being something like ’because there is determinate cognition of (this relationship is for some reason
expressed by the accusative instead of the genitive, as would be expected) splitting/manifestation of....”,
then followed by the genetives and pratyaksena. Alternative 2 clearly seems to be the preferable reading,
and has here been chosen.

29 In the sanskrit grammatical tradition, five karakas (factors participating in an action) are enumerated.
They are 1) kartr (agent), 2) karman (object), 3) apadana (point of departure), 4) sampradana (recipient)
and 5) adhikarana (substrate or locus) (Bartley 2005: 74-75). According to Panini, the agent (kartr) is
independent in the sense that it takes precedence over the other karakas and bestows particular roles on the
other karakas (Coward & Raja 1990:164).

! qvabhasin (from ava + bhds, “to shine”). Sensory perception “is that which shines on difference”, i.e. it
illuminates difference.

22 pratyaksa seems here to have been added by the editor.

% Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tadavasthatvat”. Cf. SSP 3, 16 §15 above for the same phrase.

204 same structure as in SSP 3, 15-16 §15 above.

203 i e. different actions and factors pertaining to actions are seen in a dream, though the different actions
and factors pertaining to actions are not real in the sense that they are not cognitions of external objects. It
all happens in one consciousness.

2 tadavasthatvat, the state of stability (i.e. remaining the same) as that (which it previously was).
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action, arising from one’s own impressions®”, is different, and the perception which is a

cognition of particular factors pertaining to actions is different*”

. Again, they are not
one®”. Because [otherwise there would be] adhering to the non-existence of different
impressions [which act as] the causes of those [dream-cognitions]*"’. Because it is
established that the soul, whose nature is characterized by manifold powers®"', [processes]
a variety of cognitions of particular actions and factors pertaining to actions in the sleep
state just as in the waking state.”’* Non-dualism is contradicted by the sensory perception
of those [actions and factors pertaining to actions] because, for the Anekantavadins®",
there is no proof of any one form, [be it] the self, the sky etc., being the object of

manifold cognitions of particular actions and factors pertaining to actions.

SSP §15 3, 14-19
nanu bhedavabhasidam pratyaksam bhrantam, indrajaladipratyaksavad iti cet; tad etad
bhrantataram, uktadosapariharat| sarvathaikasmin bhrantasya ‘bhrantasya va
bhedapratyaksasya drstantabhavenasambhavat| bhrantenapi **“tenadvaitavirodhasya
|215

tadavasthatvat
bhrantam, badhakasadbhavat| na hi “karoti kumbham kumbhakaro dandadina, bhunkte

yatha kathaficid uktam apy etad ayuktam, yasmad indrajaladikam eva

paninaudanam” ity adi kriyakarakabhedapratyaksam bhrantam badhakabhavad iti

balabaladayo ‘pi pratipadyante | tad uktam bhattakalankadevaih —

indrajaladisu bhrantam irayanti na caparam |

api candalagopalabalalolavilocanah | [nyayavi- 1| 52]

SSP §15 English
If it is objected: Surely, this sensory perception which illuminates difference is erroneous,

like sensory perception of magic etc.. [It is answered:] This very [statement] is even more

27 Grimes (1996) explains vasana as “a latent potency or residual impression which clings to an individual.
It is also called samskara.” (338). Here an impression one has had in the waking state is meant, the point
being that the sensation of a particular action etc. in a dream arises from impressions one has had in the
waking state.
208§ e. arisen from a different impression.
29 dream perception is thus not one, because the specific actions and factors pertaining to actions seen in
the dream arise from different impressions.
219 The implication here is clearly that the Advaitin will not want to say that different vasanas are not the
cause of dream-cognition. I have not been able to ascertain whether or not the Advaitavedanta has a
doctrine which states that this is the case.
21 the role of this description of the pums (soul) as anekasaktyatmaka (whose nature has manifold powers)
is not quite clear here. The point may simply be that it is capable of performing the complex task of
E)rocessing the various cognitions in the sleep state just as in the waking state.

12 just as a person processes different impressions in the waking state, so he also processes different
impressions in the dream state.
213 e. the Jains, “those whose teaching is anekanta (non-absolutist)”
214 ed. note: “bhedapratyaksena | )
215 The structure here is similar to the structure in the answer in SSP 3, 8-9 §14 Advaita-chapter, only here
the instrumental is used.
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erroneous, because of not avoiding the fault that has already been mentioned*'®. Because
sensory-perception of difference, erroneous or not, in that which is completely unitary is

217 Because the

logically impossible on account of there not being [any] example
contradiction of non-dualism remains the same, even with that [perception of difference]
being erroneous®'®. In whatever way it is said, [such as comparing ordinary sensory
perception with a magic trick] from which®" only the magic etc. is erroneous because

there exists negation [of it] [by a later cognition], it is unsuitable*

. For the [ordinary]
sensory perception of the difference between actions and factors pertaining to actions [as
in] “the pot maker makes the pot with a stick etc.. and eats the porridge with the hand”
etc., is not erroneous because there is no negation [of it by any later cognition]. Even

children and women realize that.**' It is said by the learned lord Akalanka —

Even the eyes of the outcasts, cowherds, fools and the lustful proclaim error in the case of

[cognitions of] magic etc., but not [in the case of] other [cognitions].

SSP §16 3, 23-25
nanv atrapi badhakam asty eveti cet; tad asat;
pratyaksavisayabhedanyathabhuitaparamabrahmadvaitasadhakasya kasyacid api

pramﬁnasyésambhavﬁt | visayanyathatvasadhakasyaiva badhakatvopapatteh Suktau

SSP §16 English
If it is objected: certainly there is negation [by a later cognition] even in the case of this
[ordinary perception of difference]***. [It is answered:] That is not true. Because of the

impossibility of any valid means of knowledge which proves the non-dual Supreme Soul

1 i.e. this has already been disproved by a previous argument. Seeing difference in that which is one alone

is st111 not possible. It being an illusion makes no difference.
*'7 The argument given in SSP 3, 6-7 and 3, 7 (§13) is taken up again here, because it also applies to the
objection raised in SSP 3, 14-15 in the current paragraph. The point seems to be that perception of
difference in that which is completely unitary, i.e. that it appears as many, is not possible, not even if the
E)erceptlon is false.

'% i.e. the fault remains even though the perception is erroneous. The structure here is very similar to the
structure of the answer in SSP 3, 8-9 §14 Advaita-chapter above.
*19 ] e. the perception of a magic trick etc..
220 i e. no matter how the Vedantin tries to claim that normal sensory perception is erroneous, be it by
comparing it with dream perception (as in §14) or with a magicians trick (as is done in this paragraph), it is
unsuitable, i.e. the argument does not hold.
22! Unlike a magic trick or an illusion, ordinary perception is not disproved later. When one sees a serpent in
a piece of rope, the serpent is proven to be non-existent upon inspecting the rope. But ordinary perception,
such as that of a potter making a pot with a stick or eating porridge with his hand, is not disproved by a
later cognition. This is the difference between ordinary perception and erroneous perception (such as magic
etc.).
222 i e. there is negation even of normal sensory perception referred to in Vidyanandin’s example with the
potter above.

111



which is different from the difference®” which is the content of sensory perception.
Because that which proves the opposite of an object [of cognition] is the negator [of that
cognition], just like the cognition of mother of pearl [is the negator of] the [erroneous

prior] cognition of silver in mother of pearl.”*

SSP §17 3, 26-4,9
nanu ca pratyaksam eva paramabrahmasadhakam, aksivisphalananantaram

nirvikalpakasya sanmatravidhivisayatayotpatteh, sattayas ca paramabrahmasvariipatvat |

asti hy alocanajianam?®” prathamam nirvikalpakam |

balamikadivijianam sadréam §uddhavastujam | [mi- §lo- pratyaksa- §lo- 120%*]

iti vacanad iti cet; tad etat sutaram pratyaksabadhitam; sakalaviSesarahitasya sarvatha
nityasya niravayavasya vyapakasya sanmatrasya paropavarnitasya jatucid apy
ananubhavat | aksivisphalananantaram api
pratiniyatadeSakaladrastavyatvadiviSesaviSistasyaiva sattadisamanyasya saksatkaranat;
apratiniyatadesasya drastur ananyasyadar§anat, anyatha pratityapalapaprasamghat |
dandakundaladyakarakundalinor iva samanyaviSesayor
anyonyapariharenavasthananupapatteh; anyatarasyabhave ‘nyatarasyapy abhavac ca | tad

uktam —

nirvi§esam na samanyam bhavet?”’ kharavisanavat |

samanyarahitatvac ca viSesas®®® tadvad eva hi | [mi- §lo- akrti- §lo- 10]

22 i e. plurality
2% According to Tatia’s introduction, the point here is that if one could prove that brahman was different
from the objects of the everyday world, one would end up proving both the objects and brahman, just like
mistaking a shell for silver ends up proving the existence of shell and silver as two different entities (Tatia
1964: 14). The point seems to be that this would result in dualism.

This does not seem to be the point being made here. The point seems simply to be that the badhaka
(the negator) of a cognition is another cognition which shows the opposite of that cognition, i.e. “the
negator” is a subsequent cognition which disproves a prior cognition, just as, when one has mistaken
mother of pearl for silver, the later cognition of mother of pearl (when one investigates if it is really silver)
negates (i.e. opposes) the prior (mistaken) cognition of silver with respect to the mother of pearl. Thus a
negation of sensory perception of difference and diversity in general would depend upon a subsequent
cognition of the non-dual brahman being everything, and this is not found. Thus ordinary sensory
perception of diversity is not proved to be erroneous.

It may be argued that Tatia’s reading would be a further consequence of the fact that the negator of
a cognition must be a different subsequent cognition, or that it might be implied. While this may very well
be, it still does not seem to be the point Vidyanandin was here trying to make. The point being made here
seems to be much more basic: if one wants to disprove cognition of difference, one needs a cognition which
negates it. Seeing as there is no such cognition, difference is not negated.
22 Amended according to variant readings recorded by the editor. Printed ed. reads: “alocanajfianam”.
Tailanga’s edition reads “alocana jiianam”, recording “alocanam jfianam” as an alternate reading.
“Alocanajiianam” or “alocanam jfianam” is clearly preferable.
*2° Tailaga’s edition has this verse as 112.
>’ Tailanga’s edition of the Slokavarttika reads: “bhavec chasavisanavat”.
228 Tailanga’s edition of the Slokavarttika reads: “visesas”.
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SSP §17 English

If it is objected: Certainly there is sensory perception that proves the Supreme

229

Brahman®*, because there is arising of indeterminate cognition*’, which has pure

existence as its positive object”’, immediately after opening®* the eyes. Because the

nature of the Supreme Brahman is [pure] existence. Because of the saying —

For the indeterminate perceptual cognition, which arises from the pure®’ objects and is

234 t 235

like the cognition of a child, a dumb man etc.””, arises firs

[It is answered:] then this is negated by sensory perception and [thus] easily overcome,

because there is no experience at all of [something] that is free from all particularity>,

completely eternal, indivisible, [all-]pervading, existence-only and has a character as that

237
t

which is described by the opponent™’. Because, even immediately after opening the eyes,

the universal, existence etc., which is indeed characterized by particularity with respect to

a definite place, time, object™®

etc., is seen. Because there is no seeing of that which is
not different from the seer and which does not [occupy] a specific [point of] space

[relative to the seer].” Because otherwise there would be holding to a denial of

229 e. the assertion that there is no pramana (valid means of knowledge) which proves brahman is not valid
29 Cf. footnote to the verse quoted from the Mimamsasiitra below for an explanation of the concept of
nirvikalpapratyaksa (indeterminate cognition) in the Vedanta. Cf. also the footnote 174.

B yidhivisaya. Karmadharaya compound. Cf. SSP §19 4, 16-18

32 yisphalana is not found in MMW, and information on vi + sphal is scarce in the MMW. Perhaps best to
see it as somehow derived from vi + sphar (to open [wide])? But Whitney mentions sphdalana as a
derivative of sphal, not sphar. From the context it is anyway clear that visphalana should be read as
“opening”, thus reading aksivisphalananantara as “immediately after opening the eyes”.

23] e. the non-conceptualized objects themselves.

2% According to Shah (1968: 242) the analogy here offered by Kumarila is misleading, as it might be
understood as saying that the determinate, thought-involving cognition of a person that does not know
conventions is a case of indeterminate cognition. It is not. Such a cognition, though nameless (as the person
in question is ignorant with respect to conventions), would surely not be thoughtless, as thought is the
assimilation of a present experience to past, similar experiences. And this is found in the cognition of the
dumb and children. For Kumarila, who recognizes the categories substance, quality, action and universal
and distinct and objectively real, indeterminate cognition is a cognition that perceives all the categories in
an undifferentiated form, i.e. though they are different they are not categorized as such (ibid: 242). The
Advaitins, not accepting the categories as real, do not agree to this definition of indeterminate cognition. To
them, indeterminate cognition is a primary awareness of an object that takes place prior to the determinate
perception of it. This primary experience cognizes mere existence (sattamatra). Many Advaita thinkers
thus, like the Buddhists, regard indeterminate cognition as the only source of true knowledge (ibid: 243).

3 i e. this indeterminate, non-conceptual cognition is the pramdana (valid means of knowledge) that proves
brahman.

%6 the impossibility of seeing something that is completely free from particularity is expounded in SSP 4, 2-

9.
27 ].e. there is no experience of anything which has the characteristics of brahman as described by the
Vedantins.

28 ]it. “that which is to be seen”, i.e. an object.

% i.e. this pure existence is never experienced as not relative to time, place etc., not even in indeterminate
cognition immediately after opening the eyes. A universal, such as Existence etc., is always seen as existing
in a specific place, at a specific time and as a specific object. That which is seen, even immediately after
opening the eyes, is always experienced as being something different than the seer (i.e. the one who has the
cognition) and as occupying a specific space (which is different from the space occupied by the seer). In
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experience. Because the establishing of a universal or a particular by excluding the one or
the other is not found, just like a snake and the form of a staff, a coil etc.**, because the

non-existence of the one is in the non-existence of the other?*!. It is said —

For the general cannot exist without specific characteristics, just like a donkey’s horn**

[does not exist]. And it is likewise with the particular with respect to not having general

[traits]**.

SSP §18 4, 10-11
tato na pratyaksam paramabrahmasadhakam pratyuta tadbadhakam eva syat, vidhivat

parasparavyavrtter apy adhyaksatah pratiteh |

SSP §18 English

Therefore, sensory perception does not prove the Supreme Brahman. On the contrary, it

244 -

negates it, because, just as identity™ is cognized through observation, [so] mutual

exclusion too is (cognized through observation)*”.

other words, even indeterminate cognition is never free from the subject-object duality. Pure existence
(which would not be tied to a specific time, place etc.) is thus never cognized.

9 the point of this example seems to be that a snake, having the forms of a stick, a coil of rope etc., and the
forms of a stick, a coil etc. are mutually dependent. The snake must have a form of some kind, and in order
for the forms to exist, something must possess them. If there was no such thing as a staff-shaped thing, the
staff-shape would not exist. Thus a form and a thing possessing form are mutually dependent. Likewise the
universal and particular are mutually dependent.

The phrase dandakundaladyakarakundalinor iva can also be interpreted in a different way by
reading kundalin as “one who wears an ear-ornament” instead of meaning “snake”. Dr. Srinivasan has thus
suggested reading the example as: “just like [as if there is excluding of one or the other] of the form of a
staff-ear-ornament etc.. and someone wearing [such] ear-ornaments.” The sense is then that there is no
general without the particular and no particular without the general, just as there can be no notion of a
person wearing earrings without having the notion of earrings and no notion of earrings without a notion of
a person who wears them. If one has no notion of earrings one cannot possibly have the notion of a person
who wears them. Likewise, if one has no notion of anyone wearing earrings one cannot recognise anything
as earrings since this notion presupposes that one has a notion of someone wearing the thing in question on
his/her ears. The two concepts are inseparable, just like the states of “general” and “particular”.

Though the example of the earrings and the person wearing earrings would fit the context, it seems
unclear why the specific form, “staff shaped” should be specified for the earrings. It is also not clear why
the form (akara) of the earring is specifically referred to. If the example referred to an ear-ornament and a
person wearing an ear ornament, it would suffice for it to read something like *kundalakundalinor iva, as it
is the earring and the person waring them, and not the form of the earring specifically, which is relevant to
the point. This reading has therefore not been adopted.

1 .e. all things must have both common properties and particular properties (cf. SSP 4, 6-9). It is not
possible to exclude one of them. A thing that has no particular properties cannot have general
characteristics, and vice versa. The argument is directed against the here not explicitly formulated
interpretation of brahman as only having common properties, as all specific things, and thus particular
properties, are said to be unreal. It was argued above that brahman, which has pure existence (i.e. existence-
ness) as its nature, is perceived by indeterminate cognition. Brahman is real, but the particulars, the separate
individual things that are cognized by determinate cognition, which arises after indeterminate cognition, are
not real. Vidyanandin here argues that this is not possible as a thing with no specific characteristics cannot
exist.

2 the donkey’s horn is, like the sky-flower (khapuspa), a standard example of something that does not
exist. Both the donkey’s horn and the sky-flower are used as examples of this throughout the SSP and in
texts quoted in the SSP. Other common examples include khacitra (a picture in the sky) and kakadanta
(crow’s tooth).

# i.e. it must have general traits
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SSP §19 4, 12-24

nanu na pratyaksam advaitabadhakam tasya >**vidhatrtvena niseddhrtvabhavat |

ahur vidhatr pratyaksam na niseddhr vipascitah |

naikatva agamas tena pratyaksena prabadhyate | [brahmasiddhih]*’

iti vacanad iti cet; tad asamgatam; pratiniyatarthavidhivisayasya pratyaksasyagamasya va
niseddhrtvopapatteh, kevalavidhipratipatter eva anyapratisedhapratipattirupatvat,
kevalabhiitalapratipatter eva ghatabhavapratipattiriipatvasiddheh | na hy ayam pratipatta
kimcid upalabhamanah parartipaih samkirnam upalabhate, yatah pramanantarat
*tatpratisedhah sadhyate | tato vidhatreva pratyaksam upanisadvakyai ceti
niyamasyasambhavah, anyatha tato vidyavadavidyavidhananusamgat | so ‘yam
avidyavivekena sanmatram kutascit pratiyann eva “na niseddhr pratyaksam anyad va” iti
bruvanah katham svasthah ? katham va pratyaksader niseddhrtvabhavam pratiyat ? yatas
*tatpratipattih tasyaiva ‘bhavavisayatvasiddheh | pratyaksader vidhatrtvapratipattir eva
niseddhrtvabhavapratipattir iti cet; tarhi siddham bhavabhavavisayatvam tasya®' | tatha ca

pratyaksenadvaitaikanto badhyata eveti katham tat tasya®' sadhakam syat |

SSP §19 English
If it is objected: “Certainly, sensory perception does not negate non-dualism, because it
[sensory perception] is an affirmer on account of it not being a negator.”* Because of the

saying —

The wise say that sensory perception is an affirmer, not a negator. Therefore the tradition

is not contradicted by sensory perception with respect to the oneness [of brahman]*”.

#* yidhi usually means “rule” or “affirmation”. Here it seems to be contrasted with parasparavyavrtti
(mutual exclusion), and has thus been translated as “identity”

3 i.e. both identity and difference are cognized, and not just identity. Thus sensory perception contradicts
the monism of the Vedanta.

26 ed. note: “vidhivisayakatvena |”, i.e. “state of having a positive object”. Vidhatr (from vi + dha) literally
means something along the lines of “arranger”. In this context it clearly acts as the opposite of nisedhr
(negator) and thus means “affirmer”.

7 The reference supplied by the editor is here incomplete.

28 ed. note: “paramapurusanisedhah |”

9 ed. note: “vidhatrtva |”

20 ed. note: “pratyaksasya

»1ed. note: “advaitasya |”

%2 e. sensory perception cannot negate non-dualism because sensory perception cannot negate anything, it
can only affirm things. The point is that one can never see the non-existence of anything. One can never see
the non-existence of a jar on a table. If the jar is not there, one simply sees the table, not the non-existence
of the jar. Sensory perception can thus only affirm things, not negate them. Cf. editors note to vidhatrtvena
in footnote 246.

‘”
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[It is answered:] that is unsatisfactory, because it is found that that which has a specific
positive object as its object, be it tradition or sensory perception, is a negator. Because the
mere cognition of a positive [object] has the nature of cognizing the negation of another
[object]®*. Because it is proved that the mere cognition of earth has the nature of
cognizing the non-existence of a jar.” For, a perceiver, while perceiving some thing,
does not perceive it is mixed with other forms, from which** the negation of that [object]

257

[would require to be] ascertained through another valid means of knowledge™’. Therefore

the rule: “sensory perception and the word of the Upanisads only affirm” is impossible.

Because otherwise?*®

it will result in the affirmation of ignorance like [there is
affirmation] of knowledge.”’ The [person] that somehow?**’ experiences existence only by
discriminating ignorance®' [from knowledge], [at the same time] says “sensory
perception or another [valid means of knowledge such as the scriptural tradition] is not a
contradictor”. How is this sound?*** Because how can one know the non-existence of the
state of being the contradictor belonging to sensory perception **’etc.?***, from which®

the knowledge [of sensory perception etc. not being a negator] [would be known] by

3 je. the tradition, which is revealed in the Vedas, cannot be contradicted by sensory perception with
respect to the oneness of brahman. Vidyanandin thus here has the Advaitin shift the proof of the non-dual
brahman over to scripture, dismissing sensory perception as capable of negating it.

»4].e. both sensory perception and scriptural tradition both affirm and negate, as affirmation is also
negation, i.e. the affirmation of one thing entails the negation of other things. A cognition which affirms a
pot is simultaneously the negation of a pen, a boat etc. (i.e. all the things that the pot is not), i.e. a cognition
of one thing also has characteristics of absence of other things. This applies to tradition (scripture) as well
as sensory perception. When the scriptures affirm one thing, they simultaneously deny other things.

»3i.e. when there is no jar one only sees the ground. Thus the cognition which affirms the presence of mere
earth is simultaneously the negation of the pot.

26 e. if there was perception of the object being mixed with other forms. This use of the relative pronoun
is difficult to transfer to English. This statement is added to the main clause, i.e. that things are not cognized
as mixed with other forms, by means of the relative pronoun in a way that is not found in the English
language.

»7 the point seems to be that the cognition of a jar is not seen as mixed with other forms (such as a pen
etc.), thus negation is entailed in (i.e. is an aspect of) affirmation. Had the cognition of a pot been mixed
with other cognitions, sensory perception would not be able to negate the presence of other forms by
cognizing a specific form, i.e. cognition could then not tell whether or not there is a pen on the table by
cognizing a pot there, as the cognition of the pot would somehow be intermixed with the cognition of a pen
etc.. Negation would then require a valid means of knowledge other than pratyaksa (sensory perception).

238 i e. if this rule that sensory perception (pratyaksa) only affirms is accepted

29 .e. Ignorance is the absence of knowledge. But if the view that perception only affirms is accepted, the
result would be that avidya (ignorance) would have to be seen as a separate positive object, which would
not fit well with the Advaita position, which maintains that avidya is indeterminable with respect to
existence and non-existence (Cf. Advaita-chapter purvapaksa §9 and uttarapaksa §§34-5).

% kutascit here indicates that this is here only stated for the sake of argument. It is not really possible (to
know existence only), but it is the position of the opponent.

261§ e. removing ignorance

262 e. how can this be true? How can such a position be maintained?

263§ e. the other pramanas

264 e. if this position is maintained, how can it be known that perception does not negate? In other words,
how is the contention “pratyaksa (sensory perception) is a negator” negated?

265 §.e. if it were to be known
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means of that [state of being the affirmer], because it is proved that [affirmation] has non-
existence as its object.**

If it is objected: Cognizing that sensory perception etc. is not a contradictor is
merely cognizing that (sensory perception etc.) is an affirmer.**’ [It is answered:] then it is
established that that [sensory perception] has existence and non-existence as its content.>®
And thus the extremist non-dualism is negated by sensory perception. How can that

[sensory perception] be the proof of that [non-dualism]?

SSP §20 4, 25-5, 5

nanv anumanam tatsadhakam asti “vivadapannam sarvam paribhasantahpravistam,
pratibhasasamanadhikaranatvat, yat pratibhasasamanadhikaranam tat
pratibhasantahpravistam; yatha pratibhasasvariipam, pratibhasasamanadhikaranam ca
sarvam” iti nirdustatvad*” dhetoh pratibhasamatrarupaparamabrahmasiddhir iti cet; tad
etad svavadhaya *"’krtyotthapanam brahmavadinam, pratibhasasamanadhikaranatvad
dhetoh sarvasya pratibhasantahpravistatvena purusadvaitasiddhau hetusadhyadvaitasya

durnivaratvat | tad uktam svamisamantabhadracaryaih —

hetor advaitasiddhis$ cet dvaitam syad dhetusadhyayoh |

hetuna ced vina siddhir dvaitam vanmatrato na kim | [aptami- §lo- 26] iti

SSP §20 English

If it is objected that: Certainly, inference is the proof of that [non-dualism]. “All [objects]

271 272

that have entered into the dispute*’* enter within cognition*”, because they are

274

coincidental with cognition”". That which is coincidental with cognition enters within

266 e. if such a knowledge (of perception etc. not being the negator, only the affirmer) is to be found, it
must then be found in affirmation, as there cannot be any perception of perception not being a negator (as
such a perception would entail perception being a negator as it would negate “negatorness” with respect to
perception), this must then be found in affirmation (which Vidyanandin has shown to also have negating
content). But if that is the case the anekanta view of perception is accepted and the Vedantin’s argument is
void.

267 .e. if the Vedantin argues that cognizing that pratyaksa (sensory perception) affirms somehow also

entails that it is not a negator.

268 i e. then the Jain view of perception as having both existence and non-existence as its object (i.e. being

both an affirmer and a negator sui generis) is admitted, and the Vedantins argument is void, as perception

can then, in practice, negate.

29 nirdusta is not given in MMW. Dusta (ppp of the root dus), meaning wrong, spoiled, corrupted etc., is
iven. On account of the context it is here reasonable to read nirdusta as “not wrong”, “uncorrupted” etc..
70 ed. note: “krtya — pisaciniti | <’krtyasabdenatharvamantraih pavake homavidhanena krtena puruso yo

niskramati sah kartuh Satrum vyapadayati yadi va Satrur balavan bhavati japahomadanais tada sa
enotthapita tam eva vinasayati | *° — nitiva- sam- ti- pr- 135 |”

7! i.e. that which is cognized, the content of cognition. Though sarvam is here in the singular, the sense of
the statement is much clearer in English if translated in the plural, as sarvam here refers to all objects.

72 ie. the existence of these objects is what is here disputed.

3 j.e. they do not have a separate existence outside that of cognition. They exist only in the cognition.

> pratibhasasamanadhikaranatva, lit. “having the same substratum as cognition”, i.e. all things always

appear through cognition. There is some uncertainty regarding the use of the term samanadikarana here.
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cognition, just as cognition itself. And everything is coincidental with cognition*>*7°,

There is proof of the Supreme Brahman whose form is cognition only, on account of the
premise [in this inference] not being false.””’ [It is answered:] Then this [argument] is the
summoning of an evil spirit that [ends up] harming oneself for the Brahmavadins *’*
because, if the Purusadvaita is proved by means of all [objects] being coincidental with
cognition on account of a premise, [i.e.] being coincidental with cognition, dualism of the
premise and that which is to be proved is unavoidable.”” 1t is said by the teacher, Master

Samantabhadra —

If the establishment of non-dualism is made on account of a premise, there must be
dualism of that which is to be proved and the premise. If [non-dualism] is established
without a premise, why [is then] not dualism [established] on account of mere words [as
well] 22

LR T3

The MMW gives the meaning “grammatical agreement in case with (comp)”, “common or same
govemment or case-relation”, “common substratum”, “being in the same case relation with (instr. or
comp)”. Tatia (1964: 15), however, clearly here reads samanadhikarana as synonymous with
samandadhikaranya (which is not found in the MMW). Samanadhikaranya is used in SSP 5, 12-13 and 5,
13-16 in §21 below. Bartley (2005) explains samanddhikaranya in the following way: “in logic,
samanadhikaranya means co-occurrence of two or more items (for example an individual substance and its
properties) in the same substrate. In grammatical usage, it means the reference to one object by terms that
have different grounds for their application (pravrtti-nimitta)” (129; diacritics added, bold added, italics in
the original). There is also the question of whether samanadhikarana and samanadhikaranya should here be
taken as synonymous or if Vidyanandin deliberately uses samandadhikaranya in SSP 5, 12-13 and 5, 13-16
in a sense that is distinct from the sense in which he uses samanadhikarana in the preceding sentences.

Thus it is possible to read samandadhikarana as meaning “having the same case ending” (and also
reading samandadhikaranya in SSP 5, 12-13 and 5, 13-16 as having this meaning). This is the meaning
found in the MMW for samanddhikarana. The idea is then that the object and the cognition are expressed
through the same case ending, i.e. they are the same.

I have here chosen to translate pratibhdasasamanadhikarana as “coincidental with cognition”,
following Bartley’s explanation of samanadhikaranya as used in logic, and to treat samanadhikarana and
samanadhikaranya as synonymous as they seem to be used to express the same idea.

3 i.e. and thus everything has the nature of cognition

%76 this is a syllogism. 1) pratijiia (proposition): all things that are here in question exist only within

cognition. 2) hetu (premise): because they are coincidental with cognition. 3) udaharana (explanatory

example with a general statement): that which is coincidental with cognition only exists within it, just as

cognition itself. 4) upanaya (application): and all things are coincidental with cognition.

277°Cf. SSP 13, 1-2 for Dharmakirti’s argument of sahopalambhaniyama, which resembles the Advaitin’s
ratibhasasamanadhikarana argument here.

8 svavadha (sva + vadha, “harmful to one’s self”), krtya (an evil spirit), i.e. then this argument is like
summoning an evil spirit in order to harm someone else, only to have this evil spirit harm oneself instead.
i.e. (to use a more modern metaphor) the argument backflres
9 .e. if this hetu (premise) were to be correct, then it establishes dualism of premise and subject, thus
negating non-dualism. Coincidentality must necessarily entail difference. Even if two things are
coincidental they are still two different things. The argument backfires because it traps the Advaitin in a
loop. The argument to prove non-dualism presupposes the distinction between sadhya (that which is to be
proved) and sadhana (proof). But if there is such a distinction the argument fails because such a distinction
would prove that there is indeed dualism. However, if there was non-dualism, there would be no distinction
between the two. The argument could then anyway not work as it presupposes such a distinction.

20 Cf. also Akalanka’s commentary to this verse in his Astasati:

vad asiddham tat na hitepsubhir ahitajihasubhir va pratipattavyam | yatha Sinyataikantah tatha casiddham
advaitam | atra nasiddho hetuh | tatsiddhir yadi sadhanat, sadhyasadhanayos tarhi dvaitam syat | anyatha
advaitasiddhivat dvaitasiddhih katham na syat? svabhilapamatrad arthasiddhau sarvam sarvasya siddhyet

26|
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SSP §21 5, 6-18
nanu hetor advaitasiddhav api na hetusadhyayor dvaitam bhavisyati, tadatmyopagamat |
na ca tadatmye sadhyasadhanayos tadbhavavirodhah; **'sattvanityatvayor api tatha

bhavavirodhanusamgat | kalpanabedad iha sadhyasadhanadharmabhede®”

prakrtanumane
‘pi katham avidyopakalpitahetusadhyayos tadbhavavighatah; sarvatha visesabhavad iti
cet, na; Sabdadau **’sattvanityatvayor api kathamcit tadatmyat sarvatha tadatmyasiddheh,
tatsiddhau sadhyasadhanabhavavirodhat | kim ca na samyag idam sadhanam viruddhatvat,
pratibhasatadvisayabhimatayoh kathaficid bhede sati samanadhikaranatvasya pratiteh
sarvatha pratibhasantah pravistatvasadhanat svavisayasya®* | na hi Suklah patah ity adav
api sarvatha gunadravyayos tadatmye samanadhikaranyam asti, sarvathabhedavat |
“pratibhasasvartipam pratibhasate” ity atrapi na pratibhasatatsvariipayor
llaksyalaksanabhutayoh sarvatha tadatmyam asti; pratibhasya
sadharanasadharanadharmadhikaranasya svasvartupad asadharanadharmad kathaficid
bhedaprasiddheh, anyatha tatsamanadhikaranyayogyat “suvarnam suvarnam’ iti yatha,
sahyavindhyavad va | tad evam yat pratibhasasamanadhikaranam tatpratibhasat kathaficid
arthantaram; yatha pratibhasasvartipam; pratibhasasamanadhikaranam ca sukhaniladi

sarvam iti sadhyaviparitasadhanat hetor nadvaitasiddhih |

SSP §21 English

[If it is objected:] Certainly, even if the establishment of non-dualism is from a premise,
dualism of that which is to be ascertained and the premise will not arise, because [their]
identity is accepted. And there is no contradiction with respect to the natures of those, i.e.
proof and that which is to be ascertained, if there is identity, because [otherwise] even
contradiction of the natures of ‘existence’ and ‘permanence’ would result. Since
difference of the characteristics of that which is to be ascertained and the proof [appears]
because the difference is [merely] imagined in this world [because of ignorance], how

then is there removal of the sate of difference of the premise and the proof, which are

“That which is not proved [by a premise] is not fit to be ascertained by those desirous of reaching the
advantageous or those desirous of giving up the disadvantageous. Just as one sided voidness [is not
proved], just so non-dualism is not proved. A premise is not proved with respect to this [non-dualism]. If
[non-dualism] is proved on account of a premise, then let there be dualism of the premise and that which is
to be proved! In the opposite case [i.e. if non-dualism is not proved on account of a premise], why cannot
dualism be proved in the same way as non-dualism is proved? There would be proving of everything for
everyone if a matter/object is proved on account of one’s own words only.” (my translation)

21 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “sattvanityatvayor”. For the end of the Advaitin’s argument to make sense
the dvandva compound must be made up of sattva and nitya, as the Advaitin would indeed see the two
states of existence and impermanence as contradictory.

22 ed. 1|10te: sattvam asattvavyavrttyatmakam, anityatvafi ca nityavyavrttyatmakam iti vyavrttibhedat tayor
bhede |”

2 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “sattvanityatvayor”. This has been amended to match the amendation in the
argument of the Vedantin. The discussion does not seem to make sense otherwise. Cf. footnote 288.

¥ The placing of this genitive at the end is unusual. There seems to be no special reason for why it should
not be placed with the other genitives.
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fictitiously arranged by ignorance, in the undertaken **inference?**® Because the
particular is completely non-existent.*’

[It is answered:] no. Because complete identity is unproved even from some
identity being established between the existence and permanence of a word etc.”,
Because, if that [complete identity] were established, there [would be] contradiction of
the states of that which is to be established and the proof.**

Moreover, the proof [in the Advaitin’s syllogism] is not correct, because it is
contradictory®”. Because the experience of co-occurrence [is only possible] if there is
some difference between the supposed cognition and the object of that [cognition]*".
Because there is no proof of that which is its own object entering completely within

cognition*? 293

. For even though there is not™ complete identity between the quality and the
substance even in a case such as “the cloth is white”, just like there is not complete
difference [between the quality and the substance in such a case], there is **co-
occurrence.” Even in this [statement] “Cognition itself shines”*, there is not complete

identity between cognition and the nature of that [cognition], i.e. that which has the mark

25§ e. the syllogism in SSP 4, 25-5, 1.

28 rhetorical question.

7 The idea thus seems to be that there is identity between everything, including, of course, the premise and
that which is to be proved in the Advaita syllogism because particularity (i.e. difference) is illusory.

288 Tatia (1964: 15) does not amend the text to read sattvanityayor, and takes sattvanityayor to refer to the
Buddhist inference of the momentariness of a word from its existence. He writes: “Even in the Buddhist
philosopher’s inference of ‘momentariness’ of a word (§abda) and the like from their ‘existence’, the
probans (viz existence) and the probandum (viz momentariness) are not felt as absolutely identical” (ibid:
15). I find it difficult to make this reading make sense. If sattvanityayor should refer to a Buddhist inference
in the Jain answer, then so should the sattvanityayor in the Vedantin’s objection. But this does not seem to
make any sense.

On the other hand, this senction of Tatia’s introduction is taken directly from pp 184-185 of his
“Studies in Jaina Philosophy” (Cf. Chapter 1). This section of Tatia’s book seems primarily to be based on
Vidyanandin’s AstasahasrT (and not at all on the SSP). Thus there might be more information available in
the AstasahasrT which could resolve this matter. Tatia’s references to the Astasahasri are however scarce at
best. In addition to this I do not have recourse to a copy of the Astasahasr1, nor do time constraits allow for
this most difficult text to be used in this investigation of the SSP. Also, Tatia does not mention how the first
occurrence of sattvanityayor (in the Advaitin’s objection) should then be interpreted. Based on the
information currently available to me I thus find my amendation and reading preferable.

% i.e. if they are completely identical, one of them cannot be said to be the proof while the other is that
which is to be proved. Such a distinction presupposes that there must be some difference between the two.
20 i.e. because it suffers from the fallacy of viruddha, i.e. when the premise contradicts the proposition to
be established (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119).

»! because if they were completely identical, they could not be coincidental. In order to be coincidental,
they must be two separate things. They are neither completely different, nor completely identical.

2 e. being completely identical to cognition

2 the na here seems to qualify sarvatha tadatmye, and not the verb form asti. If it were to qualify asti the
argument does not seem to make any sense. Reading it as qualifying sarvatha tadatmye fits the context.

24 for a discussion of the relation between the terms samanddhikarana and samanadhikaranya cf. footnote
274.

% just as there is not complete identity between the guna (quality, here “white”) and the dravya
(substance, here “cloth”) in a statement such as “the cloth is white”, they are not completely different
either, as the cloth has whiteness. If they completely identical the one would be reducible to the other,
which is not the case. Still there is co-occurrence. Thus it is shown that co-occurrence does not entail
complete identity.

2%j e. when cognition itself is the content of cognition. This is the drstanta (example) in the Advaitin’s
syllogism in §20 above. This may be raised here by the Advaitin, claiming that when cognition is the
content of cognition, there must surely be complete identity of cognition and its content, i.e. the laksya (that
which has the mark) and laksana (the mark).
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and the mark. Because cognition, which is the support of both common and non-
common®’ attributes, possesses its own nature, which is a non-common attribute*®, [and
thus] establishes some difference.” Because otherwise®” it [would be] unsuitable that
they should coincide, as [in the case of statements such as] “gold is gold” or “the Sahya is
the Vindhya®'” *** Thus, that which coincidental with cognition is in some ways a
different object than cognition, such as cognition itself. And everything, happiness, blue
etc., is coincidental with cognition™® [and thus] non-dualism is not established, because

the proof is contrary to that which is to be established [by the Vedantins].

SSP §22 5, 19-20
athagamas tatsadhako ‘sty eva sarvam vai khalv idam brahma [maitra- 4| 6] ity ady
agamasya paramabrahmasadhakasya sadbhavad iti cet; tad api svavadhaya

krtyotthapanam eva, advaitatadagamayor dvaitaprasamgat |

SSP §22 English

If it is now objected: The tradition is indeed the proof of that [non-dualism], because of
the scriptural tradition, [with statements such as] “Everything is really this brahman” etc.,
really is the proof of the Supreme Brahman. [It is answered:] Then this is the summoning
of an evil spirit that [ends up] harming oneself for the Brahmavadins®”, because then

[there would be] adhering to dualism of non-dualism and its scriptural tradition.

SSP §23 5,21-27
yadi punar agamo ‘py advayapurusasvabhava eva na tato vyatirikto yena dvaitam

anusajyate iti matam,

274 e. attributes shared with other kinds of things and attributes not shared with other kinds of things.

2% j.e. an attribute which is not shared with other kinds of phenomena but is specific to cognition.

2% The idea that there should here be complete identity is here refuted, as what is really being cognized here
is not the act of cognition as such, but its specific (non-common) nature, i.e. cognitionhood. Cognition also
has other characteristics, such as existence, which are common, i.e. which it shares with other kinds of
phenomena. So also here there is some identity and some difference between the mark (laksana) and that
which has the mark (laksya).

3% e. if one does not agree to there being both identity and difference

3! the names of two mountains

2 1f two things are to coincide, they must have some difference and some sameness. If they are completely
different, how can they then coincide? Nor can they be said to coincide if they are absolutely identical as
coinciding presupposes the existence of at least two separate things that coincide (as shown in SSP 5, 10-
12), just as there can be no logical proposition or judgment consisting of two completely identical terms
(such as gold is gold) or two completely different terms (the Sahya is the Vindhya). Thus it would be
improper for them to coincide if they were identical. )

303 here Vidyanandin has adopted the syllogism presented on behalf of the Advaitin in SSP 4, 25-5, 1 (§20
above). 1) pratijiia* (proposition): *all things are in some way different from cognition*. 2) hetu* (premise):
*because they are coincidental with cognition®. 3) udaharana (general statement and example): that which
is coincidental with cognition is in some ways different from it, just as cognition itself., 4) upanaya
(application): and all things, such as happiness, blue etc., are coincidental with cognition. The hetu and the
upanaya are the same as in the Advaitin’s syllogism.

3% i.e. the argument backfires. Cf. footnote 278.
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tirdhvamiilam adhah §akham a§vattham prahur avyayam |

chandamsi yasya parnani yas tam veda sa vedavit | [bhagavadgi- 15. 1] iti vacanat|

tada brahmavat tadagamasyapy asiddhatvam syat sarvathapy asiddhasvabhavasya
siddhatvavirodhat, siddhasiddhayor bhedaprasakteh |

SSP §23 English
Moreover, if it is thought that: tradition only has the nature of the [Supreme] Spirit that
has no second. It [tradition] is not different from that [Supreme Spirit], by which*®

dualism [would be] clung to, because of the words —

They say that there is an imperishable fig tree that has its roots upwards and branches
downwards and which has sacred [Vedic] hymns as its leaves. He who knows that [tree],

he is a knower of the Veda.>*

Then [it is answered:] the tradition of that [non-dualism] must also be unproved, just like
brahman, because that which has a nature that is unproved is in complete opposition to
that which has the state of being proved®”’, because [otherwise] there [would be] adhering
to’” [the tradition having] different [natures], [one that is] proved and [one that is]

unproved™”.

SSP §24 5, 28-6, 3

kim ca sarvam vai khalv idam brahma [matra- 4 | 6] ity ady amnayad api dvaitasiddhir
eva syat, sarvasya prasiddhasyaprasiddhena brahmatvena vidhanat | sarvatha
prasiddhasya vidhanayogad aprasiddhavat®'® | kvacid atmavyaktau
prasiddhasyaikatmyariipasya brahmatvasya sarvatmasv anatmabhimatesu ca vidhanat |

dvaitaprapaficaropavyavacchede ‘pi tadagamad

395 e. if it was different from brahman.
3% This verse is quoted to support the Vedantin’s claim, i.e. that brahman and the Veda (dgama) are the
same. Brahman is the tree whose leaves are the Vedic texts.
397 .e. that which has a nature that is unestablished cannot have the state of being established. So if tradition
has brahmaness (which is not established) as its nature, it too must then not be established.
398 prasakti is not given in the MMW. It is, however, derived from the same root and prefix as prasamga

ra + saiij), and is here used in the same way.
39§ e. if the nature of the tradition is brahman-ness, then the tradition is also not proved, since brahman is
not proved to exist. It can then not prove the existence of brahman, as the proof and that which is to be
proved cannot both be unestablished. If it is not agreed that there is an absolute difference between that
which is proved and that which is not, i.e. that a thing is not either proved or not, then the Advaitin would
have to accept that the tradition has a dual nature, i.e. both established and unestablished. The last point
seems to suggest that this would involve dualism, though this is not explicitly stated.
*%d. note: “yatha sarvatha’prasiddham kharavisanadi na vidhiyate |”. Just as the donkey’s horn, which is
unknown, is not predicated in any way.
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vyavacchedyavyavacchedakasadbhavasiddheh katham advaitasiddhih [?] amnayasya
paramabrahmasvabhavatve na tatas tadadvaitasiddhih | svabhavasvabhavavatos

tadatmyaikantanupapatteh |

SSP §24 English

Moreover, dualism is established from the tradition [with statements like] “Everything is
really this brahman” etc., because “everything”, which is well known, is predicated’' as
brahman, which is not known. Because it is unsuitable that that which is completely
known should be predicated, like (it is unsuitable to predicate) that which is [completely]
unknown.*"?

Even if there is exclusion of the superimposition of the dual world on account of
the [non-dualist] tradition’" because brahman-ness, which has a homogenous form, is
well known in some individual soul, [and thus] it [can be] predicated in all souls and that
which is thought to be non-soul, how is non dualism proved from proving the existence of
that which is excluded [i.e. dualist manifoldness] and that which excludes [i.e. the non-

dualist tradition]?*™*

3 yidhana (formed from from prefix vi and the root dhd, meaning “to distribute”, “apportion”, “grant”,
“arrange”, “perform”, “establish” etc.) is found with many meanings in the MMW, such as “disposing”,
“arranging”, “possessing”, “order”, “measure”, “arrangement”, “rule”, “method” None of these seem to fit
very well here. Tatia (1964: 17) summarizes the beginning of this paragraph as follows: “Moreover, the
meaning of the proposition ‘All that exists is the Absolute’ (sarvam vai khalvidam brahma) is not
unqualified monism. In it the subject is all existents’ which are revealed to us in knowledge and thus a
known factor. The predicate is unknown. In all judgements the subject is a known fact and the predicate
must be unknown. If the predicate were equally known with the subject, it wouls not be judgement or a
proposition. So the very form of a proposition implies that the subject or the predicate cannot be identical”.

It seems clear from the context that vidhana should here be read as meaning “predicating” or
“describing” (sarvasya prasiddhasyaprasiddhena brahmatvena vidhandat thus meaning “there is
predicating/describing of ‘everything’, which is known, as possessing brahman-nature, which is unknown”,
or, in other words, “’everything’, which is known, is predicated/described as having brahman-nature, which
is unknown”, aprasiddhena brahmatvena here being instrumental predicate). This seems to be Tatia’s
interpretation as well, though his explanation of this passage does not explicitly make clear how he would
translate vidhana. The point Vidyanandin seems to be making is that the subject and the predicate of a
proposition cannot be identical, because the subject must be known while the predicate must be unknown.
Otherwise it is not a proposition, merely a meaningless statement.

Vidhana is however not found with the meaning “predicate” or “describe”. None of these meanings
are found in the MMW. The closest equivalent is perhaps the meaning of vi + dha as “to establish”. I have
here chosen to translate vidhana as “to predicate”, following my reading of Tatia and the context.

312§ e. if the predicate is already known with respect to the subject, it is not a proper proposition. If both the
predicate and the subject are completely known (i.e. thus also known with respect to each other), there is no
point in making the statement, just like the predicate cannot be completely unknown. Thus it is implied in
the very form of a proposition that the subject and predicate are not completely identical (cf. footnote 311).
As they are not identical there is some difference, and thus dualism is established by means of this agamic
statement.

313 e. the scriptural passage quoted above (sarvam vai khalv idam brahma)

314].e. even if the meaning of the predicate (brahmaness) is the self-identity which is realized in some
individual self, and this self-identity is then asserted of everything (all souls and all that is not soul). Seen
thus, the point of the statement is the negation of plurality as real (and not stating brahman as a positive
characteristic belonging to everything). If the statement is seen thus, it does not lead to dualism on account
of a subject-predicate relationship. Even if this argument were accepted and the scriptural passage is not to
be interpreted as a subject-object relation between all things and brahman, but rather that the realization of
brahman in one’s own individual self is extended to all things (souls and that which is assumed to be non-
soul), negating the existence of the empirical world and thus avoiding dualism of subject and predicate, it
would still result in dualism because the establishing of non-dualism is simultaneously the exclusion (i.e.
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And even if the tradition has the nature of the Supreme Brahman, the proving of
the non-dualism of that [brahman] is not on account of that [either], because one-sided

identity®" of that which possesses a nature’'® and the nature itself is not found®"’.

SSP §25 6, 4-6

atha svasamvedanam eva purusadvaitasadhakam iti cet; na; svasamvedanatmanor
dvaitaprasamgat | na hi svasamvedanam api sadhanam atmano ‘nanyad eva;
sadhanatvavirodhat, anumanagamavat sadhyasyaiva sadhanatvopapatteh,

prakrtanumanagamayor iva svasamvedanapratyaksasyapi sadhana[tva®'*|syabhavat |

SSP §25 English

If it is now objected: self-cognition proves the non-dualism of the [Supreme] Spirit.*"* [It
is answered] no, because then there [would be] adhering to dualism of the self/soul and
self-cognition.’® For even self-cognition, being the proof, is certainly not identical’**' with
the self [which is that which is to be proved], just like inference and tradition [cannot be
identical to that which is to be proved]. Because it is contradicted by having the nature of
proof, on account of it being found that that which is to be proved has the nature of being

the proof.’”> Because even self-cognizing cognition is not the proof [of non-dualism], just

negation) of the entire world. If the tradition were to establish non-dualism, it would then also negate the
world, which is characterized by dualism. The result would be a dualism between the negator and the
negated.

3159 e. complete identity only

316 in this case the Veda (tradition)

37 in this case “brahman-ness” is the nature in question. Just as “cowness” and a cow (which possesses the
nature of cowness) are not completely identical, so “brahman-ness” and that which possesses it cannot be
completely identical. On the other hand they cannot be said to be completely different. The relationship is
one of both identity and difference sui generis (jatyantara), which is not compatible with non-dualism.

%18 the ending —tva has here been added by the editor as the point being made is not that that there is no
proof (sadhanasyabhavat) but that self-cognizing cognition (svasamvedanapratyaksasya) is not the proof
(sadhanatvasyabhavat).

319 The term svasamvedana is encountered in the discussion of how it is that a person knows that he knows.
In other words, is cognition/knowledge self-cognizing, or does it require another cognition etc. in order to
be known? While the Naiyayikas hold that knowledge/cognition is cognized by another cognition (called
anuvyavasaya) and the Bhatta Mimamsakas hold that it is inferred, the Buddhists, Prabhakara Mimamsakas
and Vedantins accept that knowledge/cognition is self-cognized, though there are significant differences of
opinion among them as regards how exactly this works (Matilal 1986: 142-44).

The details of its use here are a bit difficult to understand. The argument here seems to be that the
self/soul (atman), being identical to brahman and having the nature of cognition, proves brahman by self-
cognition. In other words, the self/soul, which has the nature of cognition and brahman (all three, i.e.
atman, brahman and cognition sharing the same nature), is cognized by self-luminous cognition, thereby
proving brahman. The point thus seems to be that cognition, which cognizes itself, also cognizes the
self/soul and brahman.

320 e. the self-cognition and the soul/self which is established by this self-cognition cannot be completely
identical.

321 ananya, lit. non-different

322 e. if the sadhya (that which is to be proved) and sadhana (proof) are identical, the sddhya having
sadhanatva (“proof-ness”, i.e. the nature of proof). As both sadhya and sadhana have sadhanatva it would
be a case of the proof proving itself, which is not valid.
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like the undertaken inference’* and tradition [cannot be the proof of non-dualism as it

cannot be identical with the non-dual brahman which is that which is to be proved].***

SSP §26 6, 7-8

istahaniprasamgac ca’” |

SSP §26 English

proved], because of the non-existence of [it having] a nature that can be reached from its
self. Because otherwise any disagreement with respect to that [would be] unsuitable.**’
Because [then there would be] adhering to the abandoning of that which is desired [by the

regarded as] established.*”

SSP §27 6, 9-15

nanu®’ vijianadvaitam na svato ‘vasiyate, tasya®' ksanikasyaikaksanasthayitasya
niram§$asyaikaparamanurtipataya sakrd apy anubhavabhavad iti cet; na; purusadvaitasyapi
nityasya sakalakalakalapavyapitaya sarvagatasya ca sakaladeSapratisthitataya sakrd apy
anubhavabhavavisesat | “svatah siddham brahma” ity upagame; dvaitam api svatah

sakalasadhana’bhave ‘pi kim na siddhyeta; tattvopaplavamatram va nairatmyam va

323 i.e. the Advaitin’s inference in §20 above.

324 i.e. just like the two pramanas (valid means of knowledge) anumana (inference) and tradition (being a
case of aptavacana, “word of an authoritative person”) cannot function as sadhana (proof) if they are
identical with the sadhya (that which is to be proved), neither can svasamvedana (self-cognition). The
sadhana and sadhya can never be identical. And as they cannot be identical, the argument will result in
dualism (dvaita).

3% ed. note: tulana — “taddhi samvedanadvaitam na tavat svatah siddhyati purusadvaitavat, svaripasya
svatogater abhavat, anyatha kasyacit tatra vipratipatter ayogat, purusadvaitasyapi prasiddher
istahaniprasamgac ca | aptapa- pr- 182 |. This argument is also found in Vidyanandin’s Aptapariksa, where
it is used against the Vijiianadvaita (Samvedanadvaita).

326 here the objection has been skipped. One could expect there to have been an objection along the lines of
“nanu purusadvaitam svatah siddhyatiti cet;”’, whereupon a refutation of this would follow. Here this idea is
merely refuted without any such supposed objection.

327 1f it could be proved from itself then it would be universally accepted, as it could not be contradicted by
anyone (seeing as it is self evident).

328.e. the doctrine of the Vedantins

329 com—

regarded as well known, as they too could claim that it is self-evident.

330°ed. note: tulana — “nanu ca purusadvaitam na svato ‘vasiyate, tasya nityasya sakalakalakalapavyapitaya
sarvagatasya ca sakaladeSapratisthitataya va’nubhavabhavad iti cet; na; samvedanadvaitasyapi
ksanikasyaika-ksanasthayitasya niramsasyaikaparamanuriipataya sakrd apy anubhavabhavavisesat | aptapa-
pr- 182 |” This too is a modified version of the argument found in the Aptapariksa (used against the

Vijiianadvaita). Cf. footnote 325.
31'ed. note: “yatha hi vijianadvaitavadinoktam — ‘svarlipasya svatogater’ [pra- va- 1|5] iti nopapadyate

tathaiva |
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svabhilapamatravi§esat® ? sarvasya sarvamanorathasiddhir api durnivara syat | evam
parabrahmasadhakasya kasyacid api pramanasyabhavat bhedagrahipratyaksasya

badhakabhavo vyavatisthata eva, etad anyasyapi badhakasyayogat®>|

SSP §27 English

is no experience, even once, of that non-dual consciousness, which is momentary and

334

impartite, as having the durability of a single moment and the nature of a single ***atom.

regarding the non-existence of [any] experience, even once, of the permanent non-dual
Soul which is within everything as pervading the totality of all parts and the whole of
time and abiding in the totality of space.’”

If one agrees [with the statement] “Brahman is proved from itself”, even though
there is no proof, [then] cannot even dualism be proved from itself? Or [cannot then] the
Tattvopaplavamatra®®, or the Nairatmya®’ [be proved from themselves], because there is
no difference [between this and] your own mere prattle. The fulfilment of all the wishes
of everyone is unavoidable ***. Thus the non-existence of [any potential] negators of the
sensory perception which grasps difference is established, on account of the non-
existence of any valid means of knowledge which proves the Parabrahman. Because any
negator [of this sensory perception] other than those [valid means of knowledge] is

unsuitable™”.

SSP §28 6, 16-20
syad akutam — vivadapannam pratyaksadi mithyaiva, bhedapratibhasatvat,

svapnapratyaksadivad iti; tad asat; prakrtanumane

332 ed. note: “katham na siddhyet ?”.

3 Amended according to sandhi rules. Printed ed. reads: “badhakasya ayogat
34 Paramanu is, according to Vasubandhu, the smalles possible particle of riipa (matter) (Radhakrishnan
1966a: 616-17), and is rendered as “atom” throughout this translation.

333 just as there is no experience of anything momentary and atomic etc., there is no experience of anything
that is permanent and all-pervasive etc.. In order to experience something that is in all places and all times
one would have to be able to experience all places and all times simultaneously, which is not possible. The
two are equally impossible to experience. The objection is here turned against the Vedantin. The
characteristics of the Vijiianadvaita are simply replaced by the characteristics of the Purusadvaita.

336, “[the doctrine that] only [accepts] the annihilation of the principles”. Cf. §2 in the Introduction to the
SSP where Vidyanandin states that this doctrine will be examined in the Satya$asanapariksa.

337 “the doctrine of no self”, i.e. Buddhism

38 saying that something can be proved from itself is not proving it, but merely saying that it is so. And if
this is accepted, then it can be done with anything, and inevitably leads to everyone having it their own
way.

3% i.e. bhedagrahipratyaksa (sensory perception that grasps difference) being negated by anything else than
a valid means of knowledge is unsuitable. Thus, it having been shown that no valid means of knowledge
negate it, it is firmly established.

2
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paksahetudrstantabhedapratibhasasyamithyatve tenaiva®* hetor vyabhicarat |
tanmithyatve tasmad anumanat sadhyaprasiddheh | parabhyupagamat
paksadibhedapratibhasasyamithyatve ‘pi na dosah iti cet; na;
svaparabhyupagamabhedapratibhasena vyabhicarat | tasyapi parabhyupagamantarad
amithyatvad dosabhave sa eva tadbhedapratibhasena vyabhicarah iti na kvacid

vyavatistheta |

SSP §28 English

The intention [of the Advaitin] may be: “Perception etc. that has entered the dispute is
incorrect, because it cognizes difference, like in dream perception [cognizes
difference]”*"'. [To this it is answered:] This is not true. Because, if the cognition of
difference between the subject, the premise and the example in the inference that is
undertaken [above] is not incorrect, the premise is erroneous.*** Because that which is to
be ascertained®® is not established through that inference if that [cognition of the
difference of the proposition, premise and example] is incorrect.

If it is objected: “There is no fault in [assuming] the cognition of difference of the
subject etc. not being false, because it is accepted by the opponent.”* [It is answered:]
no. Because [the premise is then] erroneous® on account of the cognition of difference of
that which is accepted by ones self and that which is accepted by the others.**® If there is
no fault because also that [statement] is not wrong on account of something else that is
accepted by the opponents, [then] this is by no means logically tenable [as this would
only lead to the premise being] erroneous®’ on account of cognition of difference of
that™®.

39 tenaiva (“indeed by that) here refers to prakrtanumane paksahetudrstantabhedapratibhasasyamithyatve,

i.e. “indeed, by that [being the case]”. It is superfluous in the English translation of the sentence as the
meaning is clearly rendered without it, and as I have found no way to include it in the English which is not
awkward it has been excluded from the translation.

*! This is an inference. 1) Pratijia (proposition): Perception etc. that has entered into the dispute is
certainly incorrect; 2) hetu (premise) because it cognizes difference ; 3) drstanta (example) like perception
etc. in a dream [cognizes difference]. The upanaya (application) and nigamana (conclusion) are here taken
for granted and not explicitly stated.

2 i.e. the hetu (premise) suffers from the fault of hetuvyabhicara, the presence of the hetu (premise)
without the s@dhya (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119), i.e. in order for the inference to be valid the cognition of
difference between the proposition, premise and example in the inference itself would have to be non-
erroneous cognition of difference, as the proposition, premise and example of an inference cannot be
identical. But this being the case would result in the premise being incorrect, making the inference invalid.
343 i e. that cognition of difference is incorrect

344 ].e. the difference is accepted by the opponent (i.e. the Jains) and can thus be admitted for the sake of
arsgument by the Advaitin

3yyabhicara, i.e. hetuvyabhicara. Cf. footnote 342.

6 j.e. also this depends upon an acceptance of a cognition of difference, and since the inference is
supposed to prove that all cognitions of difference are invalid, this argument would only end up proving the
inference wrong.

37 yyabhicara, i.e. hetuvyabhicara. Cf. footnote 342.

¥ j.e. this would only lead to a second acceptance of difference. If it would then be claimed that this also is
not wrong because of yet another thing accepted by the opponent, this would lead to a third acceptance of
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SSP §29 6, 21-23

ka$cid aha — brahmadvaitasyamithya **samvinmatrasya svatah siddhasya
kriyakarakabhedapratyaksadinam badhakasyabhavat tesam®° bhrantatvam tato na
tadvirodhakatvam iti; tad api na sadhiyah, tatha sati badhyakabadhakayor bhedat™"

dvaitasiddhiprasamgat |

SSP §29 English

Some say: Those [perceptions of the difference between actions and factors pertaining to
actions etc.] are illusory because the sensory perceptions of the difference between
actions and factors pertaining to actions etc. do not negate the non-dual brahman, which
is true, [characterized by] pure cognition and proved from itself. Therefore that [brahman]
is not contradicted”.”? [To this it is answered:] That is not any better, because then there
[would be] adhering to dualism being proved on account of there being difference of that

which is to be negated and that which negates.

SSP §307, 1-11

na ca paropagamamatrat tayor badhyabadhakabhavah, paramarthatas tadabhavapatteh |
tatah sakalabadhakabhavat abhrantena pratyaksena prasiddho ‘yam bhedah katham
advaitam na virundhyat | tayoh® parasparavirodhat | tata eva bhedam advaitam
virundhyad iti cet; na; advaitasyabhyupagamamatratvat, tatsadhakapramanabhavasya
prag evoktatvat, bhedasya ca pramanasiddhatvat, tadgrahipratyaksasya badhakabhavat
abhrantatvena sadhitatvat | na hi kasyacid abhyupagamamatram pramanasiddham
kriyakarakabhedam pratirunaddhi, ksanikabhyupagamavat [*** tad evam
sakalabadhakavaidhuryad abhrantapratyaksaprasiddhakriyakarakabhedah, so ‘yam
advaitaikantapakse virudhyata eveti siddham paramabrahmadvaita§asanam

pratyaksaviruddham iti | tad uktam srisvamisamantabhadracaryaih —

difference, etc.. etc.. Such a line of argumentation would only lead to infinite regress and the establishment
of difference.

3 Amended. Printed text reads “amithya savin”. Savid is not found. The variant reading “dvaitasya samvi-"
is recorded in a footnote. It is unclear if the alternate reading reads dvaitasya instead of advaitasya, but this
is not so important as reading dvaitasya would make no sense. There is also no reason to omit amithya.
Samvid (cognition) is, however, a preferable reading to savid, and has here been adopted.

30 ed. note: “’kriyakarakadinam |’

351 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tatha sati badhyabadhakayor bhedat, dvaitasiddhiprasamgat |”. The comma
between bhedat and dvaitaprasiddhiprasamgat has been removed.

352 .e. since those perceptions of difference etc. do not negate brahman, they are illusory. Thus brahman,
being true, consciousness-only and self-proved, is not negated. Since only one of them can be true (as they
contradict each other), perception is thus negated.

333 ed. note: “bhedabhedayoh |”

¥4 The sentence na hi kasyacid abhyupagamamatram pramanasiddham kriyakarakabhedam pratirunaddhi,
ksanikabhyupagamavat | is also foundin the Astasati’s commentary to verse 24 of the AM. Cf. Akalafika’s
Astasatt quoted and translated in footnote 358.
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advaitaikantapakse ‘pi drsto bhedo viruddhyate |

karakanam kriyayas ca naikam svasmat prajayate | [aptami- §lo- 24]

SSP §30 English
And the relation between those two, i.e. that which is negated and that which negates,
[can] not merely be accepted [for the sake of argument because it is accepted] by the
opponent. Because it [will] result in that [relation] really not existing.*>® Therefore, since
there is no negation [of sensory perception of difference], this difference is well known
by means of non-erroneous sensory perception. How can non-dualism not be
contradicted? For those two [non-dualism and dualism, i.e. difference] mutually
contradict each other.

If it is objected: “Indeed, therefore non-dualism can contradict difference” .
[It is answered:] No; because non-dualism is merely admitted for the sake of argument,
because the non-existence of [any] valid means of knowledge or proof of that [non-
dualism] has been previously stated, and because difference is proved by valid means of
knowledge, on account of there being no negation of sensory perception which grasps
that [difference]. Because [difference] is proved by non-erroneous [perception]. For, the
mere admitting of something for the sake of argument does not contradict the difference
between actions and factors pertaining to actions, which is proved by means of valid
means of knowledge, just like momentariness, which is admitted for the sake of
argument, [does not contradict that which is established by means of valid means of
knowledge].* Thus, on account of the absence of all negations, there is difference
between actions and factors pertaining to actions, which is known by means of non-
erroneous sensory perception. This very [difference] is contradicted in the view of one-
sided non-dualism. Thus the teaching of the non-dualism of the Supreme Brahman is
proved to be contradicted by sensory perception. It is said by the teacher $risvami

Samantabhadra —

3% j.e. the argument that was used in SSP 6, 18-19 (i.e. that the difference in question is merely
acknowledged for the sake of argument) will not work here either, because the Advaitin’s real position will
still be that there is no such relation, and thus brahman cannot negate the perception of difference. For that
which negates and that which is negated cannot be completely identical.

3% j.e. if bheda (difference) and advaita (non-dualism) are mutually contradictory, then non-dualism can
contradict (i.e. disprove) the perceived difference.

7 This is rejected. As perception of difference is established to be true, it can negate brahman. But
brahman is not established by any valid means of knowledge, so it cannot be used to negate perception of
difference. Merely being admitted for the sake of argument does not put anything in the position to negate
that which has been established by means of valid means of knowledge.
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The difference between actions and the factors pertaining to action which is seen is
contradicted in the view of the one-sided non-dualism. A thing cannot be produced from

itself.>>

SSP §31 7, 12-17

etenaiva istaviruddham cadvaita§asanam | uktam ca advaitasadhakanumanagamabhyam
dvaitasya siddher uktatvat | **advaitasabdah svabhidheyapratyanikaparmarthapeksah, nafi
purvakhandapadatvat; ‘ahetvabhidhanavat’, ity anumanavirodhac ca | tad apy uktam
bhagavadbhih svamibhih —

advaitam na vina dvaitad ahetur iva hetuna |

samjfiinah pratisedho na pratisedhyad rte kvacit | [aptami- §lo- 27] iti

SSP §31 English

Indeed, by this the teaching of non-dualism is also contradicted by inference. And [this] is
said because proof of dualism has [already] been stated by the inference and scriptural
tradition which [were meant to] prove non-dualism.’® And because [non-dualism] is

contradicted by the inference: “the word ‘advaita’ depends on something real which is the

338 Cf. Akalarika’s commentary to this verse in his Astasat:

sadadyekantesu dosodbhavanam abhihitam | advaitaikantabhyupagamat na tavata anekantasiddhir iti cet,
na, pratyaksadivirodhat | na hi kasyacid abhyupagamamatram pramanasiddham kriyakarakabhedam
pratirunaddhi, ksanikabhyupagamavat | na svato jayate parato va | api tu jayate eveti susuptayate,
pratipattyupayabhavat | tasmat yat drstaviruddham tat na samaiijasam, yatha nairatmyam viruddhyate ca
tathaiva advaitam kriyakarakabhedapratyaksadibhih || 24||

“The arising of faults in the one-sided doctrine of existence etc. is declared. If it is objected: The many-
sided doctrine is not proved at the same time, because one-sided non-dualism is accepted. [It is answered:]
no, because [one-sided non-dualism] is contradicted by perception etc.. For it is not so that the mere
acceptance of something refutes the difference between actions and he factors pertaining to actions, which
is proved by pramanas, just like the mere acceptance of momentariness [does not refute continued
existence]. [If there is one-sided non-dualism] [a thing] cannot arise from itself nor from [anything] else,
but yet one repeatedly imagines {susuptayate denominative of intensive from svap? Unclear} that it does
indeed arise, because there is no way for [this] to be perceived [if there is one-sided non-dualism]. That
which is contradicted by perception, that is not true. Therefore, just as [the doctrine of] no self is
contradicted [by perception], just so don-dualism (is contradicted) by perceptions of the difference between
actions and the facors pertaining to actions etc.” (my translation). See also Chapter 4.

The meaning of the last line of AM verse 24 (naikam svasmat prajayate) thus seems to be that if there is
non-dualism nothing at all can arise, i.e. causation is rendered impossible. Nothing can arise from itself, and
since the difference between actions and the factors pertaining to actions is denied, it cannot arise from
something else as the existence of “something else” implies dualism. Or rather, it implies the various
factors pertaining to actions and a dualism between those factors and action.

339 ed. note: “tulana — astasa-, 161 |”. According to the editor this is also found in the Astasahasti. In
addition to that, this inference is also found in Akalanka’s AstaSati. Cf. footnote 364 where Akalankas
commentary on this verse is given in full and translated.

3% i e. the Advaita position has already been shown to be contradicted by inference as the inferences raised
by the Advaitins in defense of their position have been shown to really prove dualism. Cf. the two advaita
syllogisms that have been presented and shown to really prove dualism, namely the syllogism concerning
everything being identical to cognition (presented in §20 above) and the syllogism concerning the falsity of
perception of difference on account of it being like dream perception (presented in §28 above). Likewise it
has been shown that the scriptural tradition of the monists also proves dualism (cf. §22-24 above).
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opposite of that which it itself expresses, because the state of the word [dvaita] is a whole
concept prior to negation,*' like saying ahetu’”*?, That is also said by the blessed master
[Samantabhadra] —

There is no advaita without dvaita as [there is no] ahetu [without] hetu. There is no

negation of something denoted by a term®* unless that which is to be negated [exists].***

SSP §32 7, 18-19
tatha brahmavadinam dharmanusthanam na pratistham iyarti, tesam
punyapapasukhaduhkhehaparalokavidytarabandhamoksasambhavat, tattvopaplavavadivat

| tathaiva svaminah prahuh —

karmadvaitam phaladvaitam lokadvaitam ca no bhavet |

vidyavidyadvayam na syad bandhamoksadvayam tatha | [aptami- §lo- 25]

SSP §32 English

Thus, the religious practice of the Brahmavadins does not reach an exhalted position.
Because it is impossible [that there could be] merit and demerit, happiness and suffering,
this world and the other world, knowledge and [its] opposite or bondage and liberation
for them®, just like [none of these things are possible for] the Tattvopaplavavadins®®.

Indeed, thus it was declared by the master [Samantabhadra] —

There cannot be duality of karma [good and bad], duality of results [of that karma]
[punya and papa], nor duality of worlds [this world and the other world]. The pair of

31 .e. the word advaita (non-dual) can only make sense if dvaita (dual) refers to something real (i.e.
something which really exists). For a negation to make any sense that which is negated must be something
real. Just like the term aheru (not a premise) presupposes the existence of hetu (logical premise).

362 This is a syllogism: 1) pratijiia (proposition): The word advaita depends on something real that is the
opposite of that which it itself expresses; 2) hetu (premise): on account of being a whole word prior to
negation 3) udaharana (explanatory example with a general statement): just like saying ahetu. This

igference is also found in the Astasati. Cf. footnote 364.

~=

samyjiiin, “that which is referred to by a term”. From samjiia, “term” or “name”
%% Cf. Akalarika’s commentary to this verse in his AstaSat:

advaitam sabdah svabhidheyapratyanikaparamarthapeksah, nanipiurvakhandapadatvat, ahetvabhidhanavat,
ity anumandt | natra kificit atiprasajyate, tadrso naiio vastupratisedhanibandhanatvat | sarvatra pratisedhyat
rte samjiiinah pratisedhabhavah pratyetavyah |27||

“Because of the inference: ‘The word advaita depends on something real that is the opposite of that which
it itself expresses, on account of being a whole word prior to negation. Like saying ahetu’. Here there is no
unwarranted extension. Because such a negation has the negation of a really existing thing as its support. In
all cases it is to be acknowledged that there is no negation of something denoted by a term unless that
which is to be negated [exists]” (my translation). See also Chapter 4.

393 e. if there is non-dualism, these concepts cannot exist

3% those who propound the teachings of the Tattvopaplava (lit. destruction of the tattvas), which is a
sceptical that denies that one can have any definitive knowledge. The charge is thus that the Advaitins are

no better than the Tattvopaplavavadins.
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knowledge and ignorance cannot exist, thus [it is also] with the pair of bondage and

liberation®’.

SSP §33 7, 23-29

etena yad uktam vedantavadibhih “ekam eva brahma nanatmyataya drsyate,
brahmavivartah prthivyadayah, brahmapraptir moksah, Sravanadibhih brahmasaksatkara”
ity adi, tat sarvam bandhyastanandhayasaurtpyavyavarnana***vadupeksam arhati, kenapi
pramanena brahmasiddher abhavat, anyatha pramanaprameyadvaitaprasamgat®® |
bhrantena pramanena tatsiddhau svapnopalabdhadhumadina
paramarthapavakadisiddhiprasamgat | candramaricijalasannidhivi$esat
parinamajjalapudgalavikaratvat paramarthenaiva pratibimbena candrapratipatteh |
bhrantena pramanena pramanam antarena va brahmadvaitasiddhau, tatha
dvaitanairatmyadisiddhir api durnivara syat | tatha dvaitadvaitayor
badhakasadhakabhavad vedantinam drstahanir adrstakalpanyam kevalam upahasaya

jayate |

SSP §33 English

By this [rejection of these paired concepts], that which is said by the Vedantavadins:
“There is only one brahman [which] is seen as various selves. The earth etc. are unreal
transformations of brahman. Liberation is the obtaining of brahman. The realization of

brahman is by means of hearing etc..””"”

etc., all this deserves disregard, just like the
description of the beauty of the child®”' of a barren woman. Because there is no proof of
brahman by means of any valid means of knowledge. Because otherwise®’ there [would

be] adherence to dualism of the valid means of knowledge and the objects of [that]

37 Cf. Akalafika’s commentary to this verse in his Astasat:

pramanapratyanikam svamanisikabhir advaitam anyad va kificit phalam uddisyaracayet, anyatha tat prati
pravartandyogat preksavrtteh | tatha hi punyapapasukhaduhkhehaparalokavidyetarabandhamoksavisesa-
rahitam preksapirvakaribhir anasrayaniyam | yatha nairatmyadarsanam tatha ca prastutam || 25||

“Let non-dualism, or [any] other [doctrine] which is opposed by the valid means of knowledge, practice
after having shown some fruit [that can result from this practice]. Because otherwise it is unsuitable to
make [any] effort towards that [practice], on account of that conduct [merely] being a public show [as it has
no fruit]. For it is as follows: that which is devoid of difference between virtue and sin; happiness and
suffering; this world and the other world; knowledge and ignorance; and bondage and liberation is not to be
taken recourse to by intelligent practitioners. Just as it is with the no-self (doctrine), so it is with the subject-
matter [here] [i.e. non-dualism]” (My translation).

368 ed. note: “esa bandhyasuto yati khapusphakrtasekharah | mrgatrsnanmasi snatva $asasrngadhanur dharah
U ityadi vyavarnanavat |”.

% ed. note: “riipena dvaitaprasangat |”.

370 of. SSP 2, 24: “tasya [moksasya] copayo brahmasaksatkara eva | so pi §ravanamananadhyanair bhavati
L” stanadhaya not found in the MMW. Formed from stana (breast) and dhaya (suckling). So, that which
suckles the breast, i.e. a child.

372 j.e. if there was proof of brahman from any valid means of knowledge
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knowledge. Because if there is proof of that [brahman] by means of illusory®” valid
means of knowledge, there [would] be adhering to there being proof of real fire by means
of smoke in a dream etc..”’* Because the ascertainment of the moon is by means of a
really existing reflection, on account of a change taking place in the water particles which
are transformed by consequence of proximity to the cluster of the moon’s rays.”” If the
non-dualism of brahman is proved by means of illusory valid means of knowledge or
without valid means of knowledge, then it is unavoidable that even dualism and non-self
etc. is proved.””® Then, on account of there not being anything that proves non-dualism
and negates dualism, the Vedantins abandon that which is seen’’’ and assume that which

is not seen. This only creates ridicule (for the Vedantins).

SSP §34 8, 1-14

kim ca yady ekam eva parabrahmasti tarhi tad eva kuto na pratitipatham avatarati, yadi va
prapaficah kharavisanavad abhavartipah kutas tarhi sa eva “ahamahamikataya
pratitipatham apanipadyate iti prsthah spastam®™® acastam parah avidyaya tathti cet; tad
asat; avidyaya eva paropavarnitasvarupayah’” vyavasthapayitum aSakteh,
vikalpananatikramat | avidyaya asattve, mithyapratitihetutvanupapatteh, sata eva
**0adrstadosasamskarayantramantratantradeh
svapnendrajaladimithyapratitihetutvapratipatteh | tasyah sadriipatve dvaitasiddhih
prasakter iti | avidyayah sadasattvabhyam anirvacyatve katham “avidya samsaradasayam
asti, samsarasyavidyavilasatvat; muktidasayam tu nasti, mukter avidyanivrttirtipatvat” iti

§isyam prati pratipadyeta | tada tasyah®' sadasattvabhyam vacyatvasambhavat | tatha

ER T3 ER RT3

373 bhranta, strictly speaking, means “wrong”, “erroneous”, “confused” etc.. The sense in which it is used
here is however best conveyed by translating it as “illusory”. The point is that the pramanas (valid means
of knowledge) do not really exist. They only seem to exist, just like smoke in a dream seems to be real
though it really isn’t (Cf. footnote 374)

374 ].e. it is also not possible to say that brahman is then established by means of illusory pramana (valid
means of knowledge), which are illusory because they, like everything else, are merely vivarta (unreal
transformations) of brahman, as this would be like establishing real fire by means of the cognition of smoke
in a dream, which is preposterous.

35 The Advaitin might contend that the ascertainment of the moon by means of its reflection is proving
something from an illusory pramana (valid means of knowledge). Anticipating this, Vidyanandin states that
it is not. For when one ascertains the moon by means of its reflection, the reflection is real (not illusory),
because a real transformation (parinama, here as the present active participle of pari + nam, parinamat,
which refers to an actual, material transformation as opposed to vivarta, which is only a seeming
transformation) occurs in the water particles (jalapudgala) on account of their contact with the moon’s rays.
The reflection is thus not an illusory pramana, but a proper pramana.

376 if one does not need real pramanas (valid means of knowledge) or any pramanas at all to establish the
non-dualism of brahman, then this must apply to the establishment of dualism or the theory of no-self
(Propounded by the Buddhists) as well. Thus these may also be proved in the same way.

3'7{.e. sensory evidence.

37 Amended. Printed edition reads: “sprstam acastam parah”. This does not make much sense. Changing
sg;.rs,tam (touched) to spastam (clear, evident) makes much more sense.

3" Amended. Printed edition omits visargah.

ed. note: “punyapapariipakarma |”

381 ed. note: “avidyayah |”.

380
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capratipadane vineyanam katham moksaya pravrttih, samsaramoksasvariipanavabodhat |

“anirvacyavidya” ity avidyasvartipakathanam idam svavacanaviruddham —

yavaj jivam aham mauni brahmacari ca matpita |

mata mama bhaved avandhya **smarabho ‘nupamo bhavan | [source not found]

iti vacanavat | anirvacyasabdenavidyabhidhane®? canarthakavacanataya

nigrahasthanatvapatteh |

SSP §34 English

Moreover, if the Supreme brahman alone exists, then why does it not descend into the
path of cognition?® Or, if the world has a non-existent nature, like the donkey’s horn,
then it is asked: “why does it force its way onto®® the path of cognition through self-

3869”

assertion The opponent must clearly answer: “It is thus because of ignorance”. [To

this it is answered:] that is not true, on account of the inability to establish ignorance,

t*7. because it does not overcome the

which has a nature as that described by the opponen
alternatives [of existence or non-existence]. Because it is not found that [it] is the cause of
incorrect cognition if ignorance is non-existent, on account of it being seen that only that
which exists, the unseen’®, a fallacy, an impression®®, a magical diagram, a magic
formula, a spell etc. is the cause of incorrect cognitions, such as dreams, illusions®”
etc..’””. [And] because there [would be] adhering to proof of dualism [of brahman and
avidya]*” if that [ignorance] has the nature of existence. If ignorance is indescribable as

393

existing or non-existing”””, how then can the student be taught: “Ignorance exists in the

state of transmigration, because the transmigratory state is the manifestation of ignorance.
But it does not exist in the state of liberation, because liberation is that which has the

394

cessation of ignorance as its nature”? Because then™" that [ignorance] is describable as

existing and non-existing. And if the students are not taught thus, how can there be effort

382

t

ed. note: “bhavan smarabhah kamatulyakantih tathapi anupamah upamarahitah iti svavacanaviruddham

83 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “anirvacyasabdenavidyanabhidhane”. The negation does not fit the point
being made.
38 i.e. why is it not cognized?
3% intensitive of @ + pad (“‘enter”, “arrive”).
3 ahamahamika lit. means “one who [says] ‘me [first], me [first]!’”. L.e. why do the objects of the world
more or less force their way into our cognition? The point here is that, if it is so that brahman exists and the
world does not, why then is the world so clearly seen while brahman is not?

37 j.e. such an ignorance as that which is described by the opponent cannot be established.
3 §.e. the workings of karma. Cf. SSP §32 above.

%9 see § 14 for samskara as the cause of dream perception
3% “illusions” should here be understood as magical illusions. Indrajala (Indras net) refers to an illusion
induced by magical power.
1 .e. an incorrect perception must have an existing cause, such as those listed up, or it would not arise.
2 Cf. §9 in the piirvapaksa above.
%3 Cf. §9 in the purvapaksa above.

394 .e. the student is taught thus.
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towards liberation? Because [then there would be] no knowledge of the nature of the
transmigration and liberation. “Ignorance is indescribable [as real or unreal]**. This
statement concerning the nature of ignorance is contradicted by its own words.** It is like

saying —

I observe the vow of silence for life, and my father is celibate. My mother is barren. You,
whose beauty is [like that of] the God of Love, are incomparable [in beauty].**’

Because, since the word “indescribable” refers to ignorance, the point of defeat™®

occurs
[for the Advaitin] because [the Advaitin’s statement concerning ignorance being

indescribable is] meaningless speech™”.

SSP §35, §36 & §37 8, 15-9, 7*°
nanu vastuny eva pramanapravrttir navastuni | tato ‘smabhir vastuvrttam apeksyavidya

vyavasthapyate | tad uktam —

brahmavidyavad istam cen nanu doso mahan ayam | 175 |

niravidye*” ca vidyaya anarthakyam prasajyate |

navidyasyeti avidyayam evasitva prakalpyate | 176 |

]402

brahma[dvara]*” tv avidyyam na kathaficana yujyate |

% stated by the Advaitin in the purvapaksa. Cf. §9 in the purvapaksa above.

3% je. the statement is self-contradictory. Cf. SSP 8, 14 below.

37 All these are self-contradictory statements, just like the statement of the Advaitin.

3% Nigrahasthana, the last of the 16 categories of the Naiyayikas, is the point at which the opponent is
defeated (Penna 2004b: 293-4).

3% here the self-contreadictory statement, as ignorance clearly can be described by the word
“indescribable”, is called “meaningless speech” (anarthakavacana) and identified by Vidyanandin as a
Eoint of defeat (nigrahasthana).

% The occureence of nanu (certainly) at the start of §35, the following fad uktam (it is said), which
introduces a lengthy quote from an Advaita text, and the iti kascit (someone saying) at the start of §37
makes it clear that this is an Advaitin objection sretc.hing from the start of §35 to the end of §36.
Vidyanandin’s answer starts in §37. These three paragraphs are thus best read as one, and have therefore
here been grouped together.

41 Amended. Printed edition reads “niravadye”. The alternate reading supplied by the editor (niravidye)
should here be preferred. This reading is also in accordance with Mahadevan’s (1958) edition of the
Sambandhavartika (Cf. footnote 402).

42 Amended. Printed edition reads “brahmal[dhara]”, i.e. “supporting brahman” (which seems to express the
intended relationship the wrong way around). The reading of the printed edition is the amendation of the
editor. All three manuscripts read “brahmadvara”. The variant reading seems to imply a negation, which
does not here fit into the argument. The preferred reading thus seems to be be “brahmadvara”, “by means of
brahman”, i.e. describing avidya as having brahman as its locus.

T.M.P. Mahadevan’s edition of the Sambandhavartika reads “brahmadrstya”. He translates this line
in the following way: “From the standpoint of brahman, however, this nescience is by no means
intelligible”. Mahadevan , however, does not give any alternate readings at all throughout his edition of the
text, so it is not known if this is the dominant reading of the existing manuscripts of the Sambandhavartika
or not. Mahadevans edition is based on the Anandasrama edition, series no. 6, which he has compared to
the “aranyavrttisambandhokti”, a commentary on the Sambandhavartika. Two other commentaries have
also been used, but they contain only isolated words and phrases from the text (Mahadevan 1958: v). I have
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yato ‘nubhavato ‘vidya brahmamity anubhiitivat*® | 177 |

ato manotthavijfianadhvasta sapy anyathatmata** |

brahmany avidite badhan*” navidyty upapadyate | 178 |

nitaram capi vijiiate mrsa[dhir] nasty badhita |

avidyavan avidyam tam na niripayitum ksamah | 179 |

vastuvrttam ato ‘peksya ‘“**navidyti nirtipyate |

vastuno ‘nyatra mananam vyaprttir na hi yujyate | 180 |
avidya ca na vastvistam managhatasahisnutah |

407

avidyaya avidyatva*” idam eva ca*® laksanam | 181 |

managhatasahisnutvam asadharanam isyate | [sambandhava- 175b-182a]*”

na caivam apramanikayam avidyayam kalpyamanayam kascid doSah, tasyah samsarinah
svanubhavasrayatvat | dvaitavadina eva drstadrstarthaprapaficasya pramanabadhitasya

kalpanayam anekavidhayam bahuvidhadosanusamgat | tad apy uktam —

tvatpakse bahukalpyam syat sarvam manavirodhi ca | 182 |

kalpyavidyaiva matpakse sa canubhavasams§raya | [sambandhava- §lo- 182b-183a]*"

iti kascit, so ‘pi na preksavan, sarvapramanatitasvabhavayah svayam avidyayah

svikaranat | na hi preksavan sakalapramanatikrantariipam avidyam vidyam va svikurute |

not had recourse to these editions. As there has thus been no way of determining if the readings found in the
SSP manuscripts are likely to be mistakes made by Jain scribes (copying either the SSP or editions of the
Sambandhavarttika), Vidyanandin himself or if these readings represent alternate readings of Advaita
manuscripts, and since the idea intended by the Sambandhavarttika can be expressed by modifying the
reading of the SSP manuscripts, I do not consider it necessary to change the reading to that of Mahadevan.
403 Amended. Printed edition reads “anubhiitimat”. Reading “vat” is here preferred.

44 Mahadevan’s edition reads the last quarter of this verse as “sapyety athatmatam”, which he translates as
“it also attains selfhood”. In the explanatory notes, Mahadevan writes: “When destroyed by pramana,
nescience attains brahman-hood and gets resolved there” (1958: 91, italics in original).

%% Mahadevan’s edition here reads “bodhat”. He translates the first line as “When brahman is not known
through valid cognition, that there is nescience is unintelligible” (1953: 92). The reading of the SSP does
not change the main point of the verse, and is thus kept.

46 Amended. Printed edition reads “na vidyeti”.

47 Amended according to sandhi rules. Printed edition reads “avidyatve”.

4% Mahadevan’s edition reads tu instead of ca.

4% the numbering and dandas have here been amended according to the Sambandhavartika (ed. by T.M.P.
Mahadevan, University of Madras 1958). The pairing of the lines has however not been changed, as it has
no bearing on the meaning, and as this is also how the verses are given in Mahadevan’s edition of the text.
49 Numbering and dandas amended according to Mahadevan’s edition (1958).
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SSP §35, §36 & §37 English

[If it is objected:] “Surely, the application of the valid means of knowledge is only with
regard to really existing things, not unreal things. Therefore, having examined reality,
ignorance is established by us [as indescribable with respect to existence or non-

existence]*'". It is said [by Sure§vara]*'* —

If it is desired that brahman possesses ignorance, certainly this is a great fault*". If [the
soul], which is without ignorance [as it is identical to brahman], [is said to possess
ignorance], [this is also a great fault].*"* And [if the third option is maintained]*", the

uselessness of knowledge is maintained.*' [175b-176a]

No*". Having abided in ignorance, [it is merely] imagined [by the soul] [that] “ignorance
is of that [brahman]*'®”. This ignorance [existing] by means of brahman is in no way
suitable. [176b-177a]

Because ignorance is proved by experience, like the experience “I am brahman”.*"” From
this, that [ignorance], which is destroyed by knowledge which arises from valid means of
“%knowledge, has a nature that is different [from brahman].**! [177b-178a]

I This sentence is slightly puzzling. The sentence tato ‘smabhir vastuvrttam apeksydvidyd vyavasthapyate
could be read as declaring avidya (ignorance) as being a really ex1stmg thing, i.e. “therefore, having in view
the real existence [of ignorance], ignorance is established by us”. This reading seems unlikely as this
clearly seems to be an Advaitin objection, and the Advaita do not consider avidya to be a really existing
thing as, as the quote from the Sambandhavarttika in §35 and the following discussion make clear, it is not
considered to be the object of any valid means of knowledge. It has thus been considered best to read the
sentence as meaning that avidya is established by the Advaitins as indescribable as to existing or not
existing after having examined reality. This consideration, or rather investigation, is then presented in the
quote from the Sambandhavarttika. The wording here also to some degree corresponds to verse 180a of the
Sambandhavarttika (quoted below), which reads vastuvrttam ato ‘peksya navidyeti niriipyate (“Because of
this, ignorance is not perceived on examining reality”).
412 the following verses are all from the Sambandhavartika (175b-182a), an Advaita text written by
Sures$vara. The point which is here discussed is the question concerning the nature of avidya (ignorance),
i.e. these verses attempt to establish that neither brahman nor the jiva is the locus of ignorance, and that
ignorance is not an independent entity, cf. Mahadevan’s translation and comments on verse 175b-176a
(1958) and Tatia’s inroducion to the SSP (1964: 20) for the identification of these three possibilities, the
two latter being rather cryptically referred to in the verse itself. Sure$§vara concludes that ignorance is not an
object of pramana (valid means of knowledge). Mahadevan’s translation (Sambandhavartika ed. by T.M.P.
Mahadevan, University of Madras 1958) has been consulted in the translation of these verses.
3 such a notion would not only entail that brahman is composed of parts, but would also make avidya
1§norance) eternal. Such a position can thus not be maintained by the Advaitins.

.as the jiva (soul) is identical to brahman, it too cannot be the locus of ignorance for the same reasons.

1 e. the poss1b111ty of avidya (ignorance) being an independent entity

®j.e. if ignorance is said to be an independent entity, it could not be removed by knowledge. Ignorance
Would then also be eternal, which would mean that liberation, which is the removal of ignorance by means
of knowledge, would be impossible.
74 e all three possibilities are denied.
¥ i.e. that brahman is its locus
this answers the question which arises as a consequence of the preceding statement. If avidya
(ignorance) is not an independently existing entity, but merely imagined, how then is it established? The
answer to this is that it is established by experience, just like ones identity with brahman is established by
experience. So, even though it cannot be proved by means of pramana (valid means of knowledge), it is
clearly experienced by the individual and thus cannot be denied.

419
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If brahman is not known, on account of affliction, ignorance is not known. Even more so

if [brahman] is known.*”* Un-negated false knowledge does not “*exist.** [178b-179a]

An ignorant man is not able to perceive that ignorance. Because of this, ignorance is not

perceived on examining reality.*” [179b-180a]

The operation of valid means of knowledge* outside of really existing things is not
suitable. And ignorance is not accepted to be a really existing thing, on account of not

enduring the assault of the valid means of knowledge**’. [180b-181a]

Since ignorance has ignorance-ness, this indeed is the definition. Not enduring the assault
of the valid means of knowledge is accepted to be [its] uncommon**® property.*”* [181b-
182a]

And thus there is no fault if ignorance is postulated as not [known by means of any] valid

means of knowledge, since it depends on the own experience of the transmigrating

0 here manas=pramana.

1 ILe. as it is proved by experience and not by pramana (valid means of knowledge), it can later be
negated. Anything that is known by means of pramana cannot later be negated (as it is established by
pramana). But since ignorance is known by experience, this problem does not arise.

422 .e. if brahman is known then there is no ignorance to be known. Thus ignorance cannot be known when
brahman is known either.

423 i.e. one can never have knowledge of falsity that is not negated. False knowledge can be experienced as
un-negated (i.e. before one knows that it is false). But for false knowledge to become the object of one’s
knowledge it must be negated. If it is not negated, one does not know it to be false. And thus one does not
have knowledge of false knowledge, one only has knowledge of a knowledge one believes to be true. This
relates to the statement concerning the impossibility of knowing avidya if one does not know brahman. If
one does not know brahman, one cannot know that the impressions are false knowledge. The impressions
are experienced, but one does not have knowledge of the ignorance. That is why the previous verse stated
that ignorance is known from experience (anubhava), as opposed to being known through valid means of
knowledge (pramana).

44 this verse explains why avidya (ignorance) cannot be known by means of pramana (valid means of
knowledge). This is so because this is impossible if brahman is known (as one then no longer has
ignorance) and if brahman is not known (as one then does not know that which is avidya as false). Thus
knowledge of avidya would presuppose knowledge of reality (i.e. brahman). But when there is knowledge
of reality, there is no longer any avidya to be known. In effect, avidya can thus never be known through
pramana.

423 clarifies the previous point, i.e. “mrsadhir nasty abadhita”. Mahadevan explains: “The ignorant do not
have valid cognition of nescience and its relation, for there is no pramana; and if there be pramana,
nescience will cease to be nescience. Nor do the wise cognize nescience, for there is no nescience for them.
So, nescience is established only through the witness-self” (1958: 93, italics in original)

26 here mana=pramana

7 managhatasahisnutah (mana-aghata-asahisnuta), i.e. it does not stand up to the scrutiny of the valid
means of knowledge.

428 j.e. a property which is specific to avidya (ignorance), which it does not share with other phenomena.
# i.e. the uncommon property of avidya (ignorance) is not being able to stand the scrutiny of the valid

means of knowledge. Thus it is shown that avidya per se cannot be known.
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being.* Because, in the manifold postulations of the world, with objects that are seen
and unseen, which are negated by valid means of knowledge, [undertaken] by the dualist,

the result is manifold faults. It is said —

In your doctrine there are many postulations, and all are contradicted by valid means of

knowledge. In our doctrine, only ignorance, connected with experience, is postulated**”.

[It is answered:] Someone [who speaks like this] is not a wise man, because he himself
accepts ignorance, which has a nature that is beyond all valid means of knowledge. For
no wise man would accept ignorance or knowledge which has a form that transgresses all

valid means of knowledge.

§38 SSP 9, 9-13

na ca pramananam avidyavisayatvam ayuktam; vidyavad avidyaya api kathamcid
vastutvat | tatha vidyatvaprasamgabh, iti cet; na kimcid anistam yatha yatravisamvadas
tatha tatra pramanata | [siddhivi- 1| 19] ity akalankadevais apy uktatvat |
bahiprameyapeksya tu kasyacit, samvedanasyavidyatvam badhakapramanavaseyam
katham apramanavisayah, tadbadhakam punar arthanyathatvasadhakam eva pramanam

anubhilyata iti vastuvrttam apeksyaivavidya niriipaniya |

SSP §38 English

And it is unsuitable that the the valid means of knowledge do not have ignorance as their
object. Because ignorance is, like knowledge, in some ways an objectively existing thing.
If it is objected: then there is adherence to [ignorance having] the nature of knowledge.*?

[It is anwered:] That is in no way undesirable*”

434

. Because it is said by lord Akalanka: “So
far as [the cognition] corresponds™* to [its object], [it has] ‘pramananess’.”** Some
cognitions are [regarded as] characterized by ignorance with regard to external objects of
knowledge. [This ignorance] is ascertained by means of valid means of knowledge which
negate it. How is it [then] not the object of valid means of knowledge? Because it is

experienced that a valid means of knowledge is that which negates that [ignorance] and

430 i.e. the fault of contradiction with respect to ones own teaching (raised against the Advaitins by
Vidyanandin in §34 above) thus does not apply, for even though avidya (ignorance) is not the object of
pramana (valid means of knowledge), it depends on the own experience of transmigrating beings.

3! in comparison, the Advaitin only has to postulate one thing, i.e. avidya (ignorance), which is not
contradicted by pramana (valid means of knowledge) as it is not an object of pramana.
#32j.e. if it is maintained that avidya (ignorance) is a really existing thing, it becomes positive, i.e. it
becomes endowed with vidyatva (knowledge-ness).

433 i .e. that is not against the Jain contention.

B4 avisamvada, “non-contradictory”, “non-discrepant with” etc., i.e. “corresponding to”.
3 i.e. a cognition is to be regarded as valid as long as it corresponds to its object.
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shows the opposite state of the case of an object. Thus, on examining reality, ignorance is

[found to be] perceptible [and thus an object of valid means of knowledge]**°.

SSP §39 9, 14-16
na ca kathamcid vidyavato ‘py atmanah pratipattur avidyavattvam virudhyate yato ‘yam
mahan dosah syat | napy avidyastinyatve kathamcid vidyanarthakyam prasajyate,

tatphalasya sakalavidyalaksanasya bhavat |

SSP §39 English

The wise man possessing ignorance is not contradicted on account of [his] self being the
possessor of some knowledge, from which*’ [there would be] great fault. And it is not so
that there [would be] adhering to a moderate degree of knowledge being useless [with
regard to establishing ignorance] in the case [of someone] not [completely] free from
ignorance, because the fruit of that [moderate degree of knowledge], which has the
characteristic [characterizing all knowledge] exists [even for one possessing ignorance

and a moderate degree of knowledge].**

§40 SSP 9, 17-22

na cavidyayam eva sthitva “asyeyam avidya” ity prakalpyate, sarvasya vidyavasthayam
eva avidytaravibhaganiniScayat, svapnadyavidyadasayam tadabhavat | tatas
catmadvaraivavidya ayuktamati | yasmad anubhavat “avidyavan aham asti” ity
anubhavavan atma tatah** eva kathamcit pramanotthavijianabadhitad avidyapi saivety

atmatavirodhabhavat | na catmani kathamcid vidite**” ¢

py avidyeti nopapadyate,
badhavirodhat | kathamcid vijiiate ‘pi vavidyti nitaram ghatate | viditatmana eva

tadbadhakatvavinisciteh kathamcid badhitaya buddher mrsatvasiddher |

SSP §40 English

6 i.e. avidya (ignorance) is an object of the valid means of knowledge (prameya). And since the sphere of

pramana (valid means of knowledge) is only objectively existing things, avidya is in some ways an

objectively existing thing. Avidya is established by pramana by the falsity of a cognition etc. being

established by pramana, thus establishing avidya. This is the only way that ignorance can be established.
The final sentence, vastuvrttam apeksyaivavidya niriipaniya, closely corresponds to the assertion

made on behalf of the Advaitin at the start of §35 (vastuvrttam apeksyavidya vyavasthapyate) and verse

180a of the Sambandhavarttika (vastuvrttam ato ‘peksya navidyeti niriipyate) quoted above.

“7j.e. if this was contradicted by that. )

8 now the contention put forth by the Advaitin in SSP 8, 25-26, “avidyavan avidyam tam na nirtipayitum

ksamabh |”, is refuted. There is no contradiction in possessing both knowledge and ignorance. And this

moderate degree of knowledge has the same characteristic feature as all knowledge, and is thus able to

establish ignorance. Thus the ignorant man can cognize ignorance.

#9 Amended according to alternate reading supplied by the editor. Printed edition reads “tat”. Tatah,

corresponding to anubhavat is preferable.

#0 when Tatia quotest his passage he reads avidite. This does not seem preferable.

140



Having stood in only ignorance, it is not suitable [for him to say] “this is his [i.e. “my”’]
ignorance”, because ascertaining the distinction between ignorance and the other [i.e.
knowledge] of all things**' [can take place] only in the state of knowledge. Because of the
absence of that [ascertaining] in ignorant states such as dreams etc..**

Therefore ignorance, which is unsuitable, is indeed known through the self.**
Because the experience from which the soul is the possessor of the experience: “I possess
ignorance”, that [experience] is in some ways not negated by the cognition arising from
the valid means of knowledge. Because there is no contradiction of the natures [of
ignorance and knowledge] [in saying] “that indeed is ignorance”.**

And it is not so that ignorance is not found in the soul possessing some
knowledge, because [the soul that possesses some knowledge also possessing ignorance]
is not contradicted by negations. Ignorance is by all means possible even in [the soul] that
[possesses] some knowledge, because it is ascertained that only the soul that [possesses]
knowledge is the negator of that [ignorance] on account of the cognition, which in some

ways is negated, being proved wrong.**

SSP §419, 23-25
na ca kathamcid avidyavan eva naras tam avidyam nirtpayitum ksamah,
“Ssakalapreksavadvyavaharavilopat | yad api pramanaghatasahisnutvam asadharanam

laksanam avidyayah, tad api pramanasamartyad eva niScetavyam iti na pramanatikranta

447 448 ‘

kacid avidya nama, yad abhyupagame brahmadvaitam tu™’ viruddhyate

SSP §41 English
And [it has previously been said by the Vedantin that] a man that possesses even some

ignorance is not able to ascertain ignorance. [This is false] because [then there would be]

#1 . this is true with regard to all things.

#2].e. just as one is not able to realize that a dream is a dream while one is dreaming (but is able to do so
when one is awake), one is not able to realize what is ignorance and what is knowledge if one is completely
ignorant, i.e. unless one possesses some knowledge. Thus, only one possessing knowledge is able to
ascertain ignorance.

3 i.e. the soul can indeed know avidya (ignorance).

4 the argument seems to be that ignorance is known when the self has the experience “I am ignorant”. This
experience, “I am ignorant”, is not contradicted by knowledge arising from pramanas (valid means of
knowledge). As it is not contradicted by pramanas, there is not complete difference between avidya
(ignorance) and vidya (knowledge), i.e. Vidyanandin’s contention that avidya (ignorance) in some ways
possesses vidyatva (knowledge-ness) is not contradictory. There is also no contradiction between the
natures of knowledge and ignorance in the factual statement “this indeed is ignorance”, in which avidya is
an object of knowledge and thus in some ways possesses vidyatva.

#3 i.e. only the self/soul which possesses knowledge can know ignorance, because recognizing ignorance
requires knowledge. Only one who possesses some knowledge can know that a cognition is erroneous.
#6 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “sakalapreksavad vyavaharavilopat |”

7 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “na”. This does not seem to make any sense.

“8 ed. note: “tulana — astasaha- pr- 162-163 |”
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destroying of worldly life for all intelligent people*®. That which is [said by the
Vedantins to be] the uncommon characteristic mark of ignorance, i.e. that it does not
endure the assault of the valid means of knowledge, that [characteristic mark is really] to
be ascertained by means of the valid means of knowledge. Thus, nothing which exceeds
the valid means of knowledge is named ‘ignorance’. But on accepting this the

Brahmadvaita is contradicted.

[iti purusadvaita$asanapariksa]

Thus is the investigation into the Purusadvaita teaching.

[Sabdadvaitasasanapariksa]

Investigation of the Sabdadvaita teaching.

SSP §42 10, 2-10

tad etena Sabdadvaitam api nirastam, purusadvaitavat tasyapi
nigaditadosavisayatvasiddheh | prakriyamatrabhedat tadvyavasthanupapatteh,
svapaksetarasadhakabadhakapramanabhavavi$esat, svatah siddhyayogat
gatyantarabhavac cety alam atiprasamginya kathaya | sarvathaivadvaitasya

drstestaviruddhatvenasatyatvasya vyavasthitatvat |

brahmavidyapramapayat sarvam vedantinam vacah |

bhavet pralapamatratvan navadheyam vipascitam ||

brahmadvaitamatam satyam na drstestavirodhatah |

na ca tena pratiksepah syadvadasyeti ni§citam ||

SSP §42 English

The Sabdadvaita is also refuted by that [same argumentation], because it is proved that it
is the sphere of the declared faults*, like the Purusadvaita, on account of the difference
[between them] being only methodology. Because there is no proof for the establishment
of that [Sabdﬁdvaita] on account of there being no difference [with respect to the
Purusadvaita] regarding the non-existence of valid means of knowledge that prove their
own doctrine and disprove the other doctrines, because it unsuitable that it could be
proved from itself, and because of the non-existence of any other way [in which it could

be established]. Enough with unwarranted discussion! For [its] untruthfulness is in all

49 i.e. this would contradict everyday experience, as there are many people who possess some ignorance
that are able to ascertain ignorance (i.e. recognize that they have been mistaken about something).
#0 i e. the same arguments that have been raised against the Purusadvaita apply to the Sabdadvaita.
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ways established by [the fact that] non-dualism is contradicted by perception and

inference.

On account of the annihilation of the foundation of brahman and ignorance®',
the entire speech of the Vedantin’s is not to be attended to by the wise, because it is
merely talk.

The Brahmadvaita-doctrine is not true, on account of it being contradicted by perception

and inference. It is settled: The Syadvada is not refuted by that [Purusadvaita doctrine].

[iti Sabdadvaitasasanapariksa]

Thus is the investigation of the Sabdadvaita-teaching.

#1 as accepted by the Purusadvaita.
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Vijiianadvaitas§asanapariksa

inference.

[piirvapaksa]

The opponent’s side.

§1 SSP 11, 4-6
svasamviditajiianasyaiva vastuta na tu bahirangasyarthasya, jadasya pratibhasayogat,

vedyavedakalaksanasya paraparikalpitasya vyabhicaritvat |

SSP §1 English

For it is as follows: Firstly, this is indeed accepted by the Vijiianavadins: Only the
internal, self-cognized cognition is real, but the external object is not, because inanimate
matter is not fit for cognition, because the defining characteristics of the cognized and

cognizer ** postulated by the opponents*” are erroneous.

§2 SSP 11, 7-10
[tatra*] tavat sautrantikaparikalpitatajjanmatadripyatadadhyavasayah na pratyekam

vedyavedakalaksanam; caksusa*>® samanarthasamanantaravedanena** Suktikayam

#2 The two paired concepts vedyavedaka (cognized-cognizer) and grahyagrahaka, which are used
synonymously throughout this chapter, refer to the two forms (@kara) of cognition, i.e. the
grasped/cognized form or the object-form which is apprehended by awareness, and the grasper/cognizer
form or “awareness” which apprehends the object-form (Matilal 1986: 151, 186-7). While the Sautrantikas
these forms, and thus also the existence of external objects, as unreal, because cognition is held to be
unitary (Shah 1968: 166; Matilal 1986: 187). According to Soni grahyagrahaka is used by Maitrya to
distinguish between nimitta and darsana. Further, he explains vedyavedaka to refer to the subject and object
characteristic of cognition (Soni 2003: 697), i.e. the subject and object form (@kara) of cognition.

3 para (“other”, here meaning “opponents”) more specifically here refers to the Sautrantika and the
Nyaya, whose views are refuted in §2 and §3 below respectively. Both the Sautrantikas and Naiyayikas
infer the existence of external objects from the cognized or grasped form of cognition (Matilal 1986: 187).
#* tatra seems here to have been added by the editor.
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rajatadhyavasayena®’ ca vyabhicarat | “*kamaladyupahatacaksusah $ukle $ankhe

pitakarajiianasamanantarajfianena ca vyabhicarat |

SSP §2 English
There, firstly, that [cognized aspect of cognition] arises from that [external object], that
there is sameness of form [beween the cognized and the external object] and that there is

determinate cognition of that [exernal object], is postulated by the Sautrantika.*® Each

45 ed. note: “caksusa ghatajfianam jayate na tu tat caksurgrahakam |”. “The cognition of the pot is caused to

arise by the eye, yet that [cognition] is not [considered to be] the grasper of the eye”.

#6 ed. note: “samanarthe yat piirvajiianad utpannam anantarajfianam tat ptrvajfianad utpannam atha ca
purvajiianakaram tathapi nottaram jianam ptirvam janati, jianam jfianasya na niyamakam iti siddhantat
“The immediately adjoining cognition which arises from a previous cognition with respect to the same
object, that [cognition] arises from a previous cognition. Still the later cognition does not cognize the
previous cognition [from which it has arisen], because of the established conclusion: ‘a cognition does not

overn cognition’”

>7 ed. note: “Suktikayam rajatam iti $anam rajatadhyavasayi, na ca rajate pramanam |”. “The cognition
‘silver’ in a shell determinately apprehends silver, but is not a valid means of knowledge with respect to
silver”.

#% Amended. The printed edition reads: “saha va samanarthasamanantarajfianena kamalady”. Saha va
samanarthasamanantarajiianena (“or with the immediately preceeding cognition which has the same
object”) has been removed as it does not fit in here.

9 The Sautrantikas hold that the external object is causally responsible for the arising of the object
appearance (fajjanma, i.e. the object appearance arises on account of the external object) or object-likeness
(sarapya) (Matilal 1986: 151). Concerning the first of these, tajjanma (arisen from that), it refers to that the
Sautrantika, who infer the the existence of the external “bare particular” (svalaksana) from the object-form
of cognition, hold that the object is that which generates the cognition. This is Vasubandhu’s definition of
perception, who defines perception as “the awareness that arises from the very object by which that
awareness is also designated” (Matilal 1986: 239). The object refered to here is the svalaksana (bare
particular) (Stcherbatsky 1958: 149). In this respect the concept of saripya (“sameness of form”, rendered
by Shah 1968 p 10 as “co-ordination” and Matilal 1986 p 151 as object-likeness), posited by both the
Vaibhasikas and Sautrantikas in their theories of perception (Shah 1968: 10) is important as well. Matilal
(1986) writes: “The ‘blue form’ is said to be the distinctive feature of what we designate as the awareness
of blue. It is the ‘blue-form’ that is most immediately given to us, and from this ‘blue-form’ the Sautrantika
Buddhist would like to infer the existence of blue-object, blue atoms, as distinct from, but causally related
to, the ‘blue-form’ in awareness” (Matilal 1986: 42). The Sautrantikas believe that the momentary object,
through the sense-channels, leaves an impression on the consciousness in the first moment. It is through
this impression that the object is perceived in the second moment. The concept of sariipya is thus important
in Sautrantika philosophy, as it is through this that they attempt to explain how the already destroyed object
(as the object is momentary it has already perished by the time it is cognized) can be cognized by
perception (Shah 1968: 10). The second definition, tadripya (sameness of form), referring to the object
imparting its form on the cognition, is thus closely related to the first (i.e. tajjanma). It is through these that
the Sautrantikas infer the existence of external objects. For, as stated above, it is held that the external
object gives rise to the cognition and imparts its form on it.

The third element, tadadhyavasaya, is a bit peculiar, as the Sautrantika do not accept that the
external object gives rise to its determinate cognition directly. The object of the determinate cognition is a
mental construct and ultimately not real. According to the Sautrantika, the external object gives rise to
indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpapratyaksa), refered to by Stcherbatsky as simply “perception”, which
then in turn gives rise to the determinate cognition (savikalpapratyaksa), which Stcherbatsky calls
“conception” (Stcherbatsky 1958: 511).

Alternately, this third definition may refer to the third of the four conditions the Sautrantikas posit
as necessary for the cognition of an object (adhipati), which Chatterjee and Datta (2007) explain as “there
must be a sense to determine the kind of the consciousness, that is, whether the consciousness of that object
would be visual, tactual, or of any other kind” (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 141; italics in original).
Adhyavasaya, usually used in the sense of “determinate cognition” throughout the SSP but meaning simply
“determination”, could thus here be used to express this kind of determination. Though such a reading
could seem to make sense, it would then not fit the counter arguments of the Vijianadvaitins (cf. SSP 11, 8,
present paragraph), where the counter argument suktikayam rajatadhyavasayena (by there being
determinate cognition of silver in a shell) is stated, clearly ment to refute the radadhyavasaya. Thus
adhyavasaya here clearly seems to mean “determinate cognition”, and thus does not refer to adhipati. A
third alternative would be for tadadhyavasaya to refer to the relationship between the indeterminate

2
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one [of these three postulation] is not the definining characteristic of the cognized and the
cognizer. Because [each one of them is] discrepant because the eye [generates the
cognized aspect of cognition, yet it is not the object of the cognition],*® because the
immediately preceding*®' cognition which has the same object [generates the cognition in
question, yet this preceding cognition is not the object of the cognition],*** because there

1’463

is determinate cognition of silver in a shell,” and because there is discrepancy on

account of the immediately following cognition being a cognition that has a yellow form

with regard to a white shell because the eye is damaged by kamala** etc..*®®

cognition and the determinate cognition, i.e. “that there is determination of that [indeterminate cognition or
cognizer-form of cognition]”, as determinate cognition is held to be produced by indeterminate perception,
but this would seem a bit misplaced as the point of giving these definitions is the question of the existence
of the external objects.

An important point here is that, according the Sautrantikas, an indeterminate cognition is only valid
if it generates a corresponding determinate cognition in its wake (Shah 1968: 207). Though the
determinately cognized constructs are erroneously identified as objects, there is an indirect link between the
constructs and the objects. Successful action can only take place when this link between the construct and
the object is correct (Matilal 1986: 327-28). It seems most probable that it is this that is refered to by
tadadhyavasaya, i.e. that the existence of external objects is inferred on account of successful action taking
!l)lace following determinate cognition.

8 i.e. the Sautrantikas hold that that which generates the cognition is the object of the cognition (tajjanma).
But the (appropriate) sense organ generates the cognition, yet is not regarded as the object of the cognition.
1 According to the MMW samanantara means “immediately connected (in time)”. Whether this means
immediately preceding or following seems to be left to the context. Here it denotes an immediately
?receding cognition. Cf. footnote 462.

62 Cf. editors note to samanarthasamanantaravedanena in footnote 456. According to the editor, the
argument is that a previous cognition which gives rise to a later cognition is still not considered to be its
object. For the preceding cognition cannot be the object of the following cognition, as a cognition is only
self-cognized and thus cannot be the object of another cognition.

The argument here refers to one of the four causal factors of a cognition postited by the
Vaibhasikas and Sautrantikas, i.e. samananarapratyaya (immediate condition), alambanaprayaya (object-
condition), adhipatipratyaya (efficient condition) and hetupratyaya (attendant circumstantial condition)
(Bartley 2005: 119). According to the Vaibhasikas a perception of, say, a red object would be analyzed as a
complex event, i.e. as having these four causal factors: 1) the immediately preceding moment in the stream
of consciousness (samanantarapratyaya); 2) a flash of red atoms (alambanapratyaya); 3) an operation of
the visual faculty (adhipatipratyaya); and 4) light (hetupratyaya) (Bartley 2005: 119-120). Though the
Sautrantika changed the alambanapratyaya to refer to the red mental image formed in the mind after
contact with the svalaksana (bare particular) and renamed the hetupratyaya the sahakaripratyaya, they kept
the samanantarapratyaya and saw it as referring to the immediately preceeding perception (Bartley 2005:
120). The Sautrantikas thus view the immediately preceeding cognition as one of the causes of a
perception. More specifically, they hold that the state of the mind in the just preceding moment causes the
consciousness of the form (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 141). Cf. also footnote 459 above. The argument of
the Vijiianavadin is here that, even though it is a cause of the perception, this immediately preceeding
cognition is not considered to be the object of the perception.

463 .e. the determinate cognition does not always correspond to the external object, like when one sees a
shell and mistakes it for silver. In other words, the indeterminate cognition of shell does not always
§enerate the determinate cognition of shell.

% Kamala clearly refers to a disease that causes one to see things as yellow though they are not, and is
found in the MMW “jaundice”. Jaundice is, according to the medicinal website medicinenet.com, not a
disease but rather a sign that can occur in many different diseases, and is “a yellowish staining of the skin
and sclerae (the whites of the eyes) that is caused by high levels in blood of the chemical bilirubin”
(http://www.medicinenet.com/jaundice/article.htm#toca). Jaundice does, however, not cause one to see
things as yellow, but causes one to look yellow. Thus jaundice does not seem to be a satisfactory translation
for kamala.

According to the Wikipedia article on Jaundice, it was however “once believed persons suffering
from the medical condition jaundice saw everything as yellow”
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jaundice#Signs and symptoms). It is possible that a similar belief was held in
India, and that kamala therefore does refer to jaundice, though this is not at all certain. I have therefore
chosen to leave kamala untranslated.
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§3SSP 11, 11-18

“66yaugangikrtam *“’karyanimittakaranatvam api na tallaksanam, caksusanekantat |
“tathanyaparikalpitakaryakaranabhavakhyaprabhavayogyatadikam api na tallaksanam;
tenaiva vyabhicarat*® | tatah kasyacid api grahyagrahakalaksanasyayogat sarvam
grahyagrahakakarajfianam bhrantam eva | tatha prayogah - yad grahyagrahakakaram tat
sarvam bhrantam, yatha svapnendrajaladijianam, tatha ca pratyaksadikam iti | na hi
bhrantapratyaksadikam bahirarthasya vyavasthapakam, svapnapratyaksader api
arthavyavasthapakatvaprasamgat | evam yuktya anupapadyamana bahirartha drsta api na
sraddheyah | yuktya yan na ghatam upaiti tad aham drstvapi na sraddadhe*™ | [source

not found] iti vacanat |

SSP §3 English

Also the state of being the instrumental cause and effect, which is accepted by the
Yauga*”' [to be the definining characteristic of cognized and cognizer], is not the
definining characteristic of those [cognized and cognizer] on account of inconclusiveness
because the eye [generates the cognition yet is not the object of cognition]. Thus,
capability of producing [the cognition] etc., which is called the relation of cause and

473

effect'’?, which is postulated by the opponents*”, is not the defining characteristic of

those [cognized and cognizer], on account of discrepancy because of that [the argument

concerning the eye causing cognition yet not being its object].**

463 i.e. some people, such as those afflicted with kamala (cf. footnote 464), see things as yellow. This shows
that it is not always so that the object imparts its form on its cognition, as the form of the object is white,
yet the form of the cognition is yellow. Thus it is shown that the reasons set forth by the Sautrantika for
inferring the existence of external objects are found elsewhere as well, and are thus inconclusive
(anaikantika). Defining the object of a cognition as that which gives rise to the cognition etc. is incorrect as
the definition is too wide, i.e. this characteristic is also found in the eye (and other sense organs) and in the
immediately preceding cognition, yet they are not considered to be the object of the cognition. Likewise,
the object imparting its form on its cognition is not always found, as illustrated by the case of kamala, nor is
the determinate cognition always of the same object as supposedly generated the indeterminate cognition,
as shown by the example of shell and silver.

46 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “yogangikrtam”. Yauga (i.e. the Naiyayikas) must here be meant, as it is
their view that is presented and argued against.

47 ed. note: “karyam jianam tannimittakaranam bhavati vedyam
cognized is its instrumental cause”.

4% Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tatha anyaparikalpita...”. Corrected according to proper sandhi rules.
49 ed. note: “caksuradina |”.

479 ed. note: “udstatam idam — astasa- astasaha- pr- 234
471 .e. Naiyayikas

472 i.e. which is nothing else than the cause-effect relation

473 The use of anya here is unusual. It clearly seens to refer to the opponents, corresponding to
paraparikalpitasya in §1 above. But the use of anya instead of para is unusual.

474 i.e. the Naiyayikas maintain that the external object is the instrumental cause and the cognition is the
effect (cf. editors note to karyanimittakaranatvam in footnote 467). Cf. the Nyayastra’s definition of
perception: “indriyarthasannikarsotpannam jiianam avyapade§yam avyabhicari vyavasayatmakam
pratyaksam” (Nyayasiitra 1.1.4), “Sense perception is that cognition — (a) which is produced by the contact
of the object with the sense-organ, — (b) which is not expressible (by words) — (c) which is not erroneous, —
(d) and which is well-defined” (Nyayasitra 1.1.4. translated in Jha 1984: 111; original has the whole verse

”. “The cognition is the effect. The

EX]
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Therefore all cognition which has the form of the grasped and the grasper is
certainly illusory, on account of the unsuitability of any defining characteristic of the

1.4 The inference is thus — “That

grasped and grasper [formulated by the opponents
[cognition] which has the form of grasped and grasper is all wrong. Just as cognitions in a
dream, of a magician’s spell etc., so is [cognition from] sensory perception etc.”*’®. For it
is not so that illusory sensory perception etc. establishes an external object, because [then
there would be] adhering to the establishing of an object even on account of sensory
perception in a dream etc..*”

Thus, the external objects, being unestablished by reason, are not trustworthy even
though they are perceived. Because of the saying: “That which does not reach

justification by means of reasoning, even having seen it, I do not believe it.”

§4 SSP 11, 19-26
bahirarthanam evam asambhavat samvittir eva khanda$ah pratibhasamana

sakalavedyavedakavyavaharaya kalpyate | tad uktam —

navanir na salilam na pavako na marun na gaganam na caparam |

vi§vanatakavilasasaksini samvid eva parito vijrmbhate | [source not found] iti

anyac ca

ekasamvidi‘”® vibhati bhedadhir nnilapitasukhaduhkhariipini |

479

nimnanabhir iyam unnatastani striti*’”® citra phalake same yatha | [source not found]

it

SSP §4 English

Thus, on account of the impossibility of external objects, only the

shining piece by piece, accounts for*!

“80consciousness,

all the usages of cognizer and cognized.

in italics). This is here rejected, because the same inconclusiveness arises on account of the eye being the
instrumental cause of the cognition (yet it is not regarded as its object).

473 i.e. since all the reasons for inferring the existence of external objects have been shown to be wrong, all

and grasper/cognized and cognizer, maintaining that cognition is in reality unitary (Shah 1968: 166).

476 this is a syllogism: 1) *pratijfia (proposition): all cognition etc. is illusory 2) *hetu (premise): because it
has the form of grasped and grasper 3) udaharana (explanatory example with a general statement): that
[cognition] which has the form of grasped and grasper, all that [knowledge] is illusory, just as cognition in
a dream, of a magician’s spell etc.. (Here the fist part is the general statement, and cognition itself is given
as the illustrating example). 4) upanaya (application): and cognition etc. is thus.

477 i.e. if one were to say that this sensory perception, though false, can establish the reality of the external
objects one would also have to maintain that dream-perception of an object establishes the existence of that
object as an external reality, which is absurd.

78 Amended. Printed ed. reads “eka samvidi”.

479 Amended. Printed edition seems to read stroti”.
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It is said —
Neither earth, nor water, nor fire, nor air, nor sky, nor [anything] else [exists].
Only the consciousness, witnessing the playing of the world drama,

expands and exhibits itself everywhere.

Moreover [it is also said] —

The notion of difference, which has the form of blue and green, happiness and suffering,
appears in the one consciousness.

Just as a woman with a deep navel and elevated breasts

[appears] on a flat painting.**

§5SSP 12, 1
tad evam bahirarthakhyadvitiyarahitatvad advaitam anubhavasiddhavijfianamatram eva

vyavatisthata iti |

SSP §5 English
And thus only the non-dual mere-consciousness, which is established by means of

483

experience, is settled, on account of it lacking a second, namely™” external objects.

[uttarapaksa]

The refutation.

§6 SSP 12, 3-10

niladeh paramarthasya pratyaksenopalaksanat | bhrantam tad pratyaksam iti*** cet; na,

badhakabhavat | ukta eva vedyavedakalaksanabhavo badhaka iti cet; tavad evam vadata

0 samvitti — is not listed as meaning “consciousness” in the MMW. Its listed meanings are “intellect”,
“knowledge”, “perception”, “feeling”, “recognition” etc.. From the context it seems best to render it as
“consciousness”.

1 it is difficult to say how kalpyate should here be translated. Here it clearly takes dative (vyavahdaraya).
The MMW lists many meanings for the root klp with a dative object: to accommodate one’s self to, be
favourable to, subserve, effect, partake of, be shared or partaken by, become. None of the listed meanings
seem to fully fit the context, though the meaning seems clear enough. The point seems to be that, as there
are no external objects, only consciousness can account for the occurrence of the experiences of cognizer
and cognized. Kalpyate has thus here been rendered as “accounts for”.

42 i.e. just as, even though the painting is flat one can see the rising of the breasts and the depth of the navel
of the depicted woman, just so, even though the consciousness is only one one can experience difference.
3 akhya is here translated adverbially in english, though it is not an adverb in Sanskrit. In this context the
Sanskrit word akhya simply means “name”. A more direct translation would thus be “on account of not
having a second, which [i.e. the second] is named/called external objects”. This is, however, not very good
English, and the sentence is easier to understand by giving akhya an adverbial function in English.

44 ed. note: “bahirarthagrahi |
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yogacarena vijiananam ksanikatvam ananyavedyatvam nanasamtanatvam anumanenaiva
vyavasthapaniyam, svasamvedanat tadasiddheh; samvidam
ksanikatvenananyavedyatvena nanasamtanatvena ca*® nityatvena
sarvavedyatvenaikatvena paramabrahmana*® iva svasamvedanabhavat | anyatha tato*’
brahmasiddher api durnivarat | tatah ksanikatvadivyavasthapanam anumanenaivastu |
tatha ca ksanikatvadau kathamcid vedyalaksanam yadi vyavatisthet tada

prakrtasamvidam ksanikatvadisadhanam laingikajfianena krtam syan nanyatha |

SSP §6 English
reality of even the external objects, blue etc., is ascertained by means of sensory
perception, just as (the ultimate reality) of the internal object which has the nature of
consciousness (is ascertained).

If it is objected: “Sensory perception of those [external objects]*® is illusory”.
[It is answered] no, because there is no negation [of that sensory perception].

If it is objected that: It has [already been] said [by us] that the negation [of that
sensory perception] is the non-existence of the defining characteristics of the cognized
and cognizer”. [It is answered that] firstly, cognitions being momentary, not being

]489

cognized by another [cognition]*’, and having various continuances™” is to be established

only by means of inference by the Yogacara [adherent] who speaks thus*', because there

self-cognized*?, on account of the non-existence of self-cognition of cognitions as

45 Amended. The printed edition reads “nanasamtanatvena nityatvena ca”, which would group nityatvena
together with ksanikatvena ‘nyanyavedyatvena nanasamtanatvena in describing samvidam. This does not
make sense. Nityatvena clearly belongs with sarvavedyatvenaikatvena parabrahmana. Ca has therefore
been moved.

86 Amended. Printed edition reads “parabrahmana jianavadina iva”. The term jiianavadin does not fit in
here, and has thus been removed. Parabrahmana has also been amended to parabrahmanah.

7 ed. note: “svasamvedanat |”.

8 the phrase tatpratyaksam could also be read as tat pratyaksam, i.e. not as a compound. The objection
raised on behalf of the Vijiianadvaita would then be translated as “that sensory perception is illusory”.

9 unlike the Naiyayikas, who maintain that cognition is cognized by another cognition (called
anuvyavasaya), the Buddhists maintain that cognitions are self-cognized and do not require another
cognition to be known (Stcherbatsky 1958: 163-5). Cf. footnote 492.

40 1.e. the existence of other individuals. According to the Vijianadvaitin an individual is merely a string or

521-4). It is this which is referred to when cognition is described as nanasamtanatva.
#1.e. who says that sensory perception of external objects is illusory.

¥2The term svasamvedana appears in the context of how it is that we know that we know, i.e. whether or
not congition or knowledge needs another cogntition or knowledge to be known. The concept of
svasamvedana (self-cognition) was first introduced by Dignaga (Soni 1999: 141), and holds that cognition
is self luminous (svayam-prakasa). It does not depend on any other cognition etc. to be known, like a light
illuminates both its surrounding objects and itself and does not need another light to be seen (Stcherbatsky
1958: 163). The point Vidyanandin is here making is that momentariness, not being known by another
cognition and having various continuances, which are said to characterize consciousness, are not self-
known (like cognition, according to the Buddhists, is self-known). In other words, when cognition is self-
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momentary, not being known by another [cognition], and having different continuums,
just like [there is non-existence of self-cognition] of the Supreme Brahman as eternal, one
and making up all that is to be known. Because otherwise even proof of brahman from
that [self-cognition] would be unrestrainable. Therefore the establishment of the
momentariness etc. [of cognition] can only be by means of inference.

If [the momentariness etc. of cognition] can be established, then the proof of the
momentariness etc. of the cognition in question is obtained by means of inferential
knowledge*” and not otherwise, and thus the definining characteristic of the cognized is

somehow (established) with respect to the momentariness etc. [of cognition].**

§7 SSP 12, 13
na canuktadosam vedyalaksanam asti, vijiianavadina tajjanmader
anaikantikatvadosavacanat | samvidksanikatvadav anumanavedanasya tatsambhave*”

nanyatra bahirarthe tadasambhavo ‘bhidheyah sarvatha vi§esabhavat |

SSP §7 English

And it is not so that the defining characteristic of the cognized is a fault that was not
[previously] declared [by the Vijianavadin], because the Vijfianavadin declares that
“arising from that [cognition]” etc. [which are the definining characteristics of the
cognized] [suffer from] the fault of inconsistency.”® If that [form of cognized and
cognizer] is applicable to inferential cognition in the case of the momentariness etc. of

cognitions, it is not to be said that that [form of cognized and cognizer] is inapplicable

cognized, it is not cognized as momentary etc.. Not being self-known, they require some kind of proof in
order to be established, and this proof, Vidyanandin says, must be inference.

3 laingikajiiana is here taken to be a karmadharaya compound, lit. “knowledge which is based upon a
characteristic mark or evidence”, i.e. “inferential knowledge”.

494 .e. if it is so that the momentariness etc. of cognition can be established, it can only be established by
means of inference, and not in any other way. The logical consequence of this is that this momentariness of
cognition in some ways is “the cognized” (vedya) (as opposed to the cognizer), i.e. it must in some ways be
the object of inferential cognition if it is to be established by inferenece. Thus the use of inference is an
implicit acceptance of the reality of the forms of cognized and cognizer.

45 ed. note: “vedyavedakabhavasambhave |”.

4% i.e. and it is not so that the Vijfianavadins do not hold this to be a fault, for they have said (cf. §§2-3
above) that the Sautrantika’s and Naiyayika’s definitions of the cognized are inconsistent, i.e. they suffer
from the faul of anaikanika (also known as savyabhicara), which is a fault of the hetu (premise) in an
inference not being uniformly concomitant with that which is to be proved (sadhya) (Radhakrishnan 1966b:
119). In this case it refers to the Vijiianavadin’s argument that not only the object gives rise to the
cognition, and therefore the Sautrantika’s inference of external objects from the object (cognized) form
suffers from the fault of sadharana savyabhicara, i.e. that there are instances where the hetu is present
without the sadhya (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119). The point here seems merely to be that the
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elsewhere in the case of external objects, on account of there being no difference what so

ever [between the two cases]*’.

§8 12, 14-15

atrayam prayogah — vimatyadhikaranabhavapannam jfianam saksat paramparaya va
svariipavyatiriktarthalambanam; grahyagrahakakaratvat; samtanantaradyanumanavat |
viplavajiianagrahyagrahakakaritvena vyabhicara iti cet; na, samtanantaradisadhanasyapi
vyabhicaraprasamgat | na hi vyaparavyaharabhe(da**)nirbhaso vipluto nasti,
yenavyabhicarihetuh syat | yadi jagraddasabhavisatyabhimatavyaparadihetur avyabhicari
syat tarhi tathavidhagrahyagrahakakaratvahetur® avyabhicari bhavet, tathaiva

vivaksitatvat |

SSP §8 English

This is the inference™ with respect to this —Cognition which has entered into the state of
being the topic of disagreement™', directly or indirectly’* has an object which is different
from its own nature as its object, because it has the form of the grasped and the grasper,

like [in the case of] the inference of other continuances®” etc..”™

#7 {.e. if inference is admitted to be valid, and thus also the characteristic of being “the cognized”, with
respect to the objects of inferential cognition (so that its qualities, as they are set forth by the Vijiianavadin,
can be known), which, according to Vidyanandin is implicitly done when these characteristics are asserted,
then it must also be valid with respect to external objects. There is no difference. Saying it only applies to
the first, which is implicitly done when the first is asserted and the other denied, makes it inconsistent.
4% The editor has here amended the text so that bheda and nirbhaso are compounded. Manuscripts Ka- and
Kha- read “bhedo ni-*.
“® Amended. Printed edition reads “akarakatvahetur”. )
3% here Vidyanandin has rewritten the inference given on behalf of the Vijfianadvaitins SSP §3 11, 12-13 in
the purvapaksa.
91 e. which is here in dispute
%92 this seems to refer to that while sensory perception rests directly upon an external object, dream-
cognition etc. does so indirectly. Both, however, have an object that is different from their own nature as
their object. Cf. Stcherbatsky’s rendering of Dharmakirti’s argument (from siitra 84 of the
Santanantarasiddhi): “The difference between dreams and other images is merely this, that in waking
images of purposeful actions their connection with reality is direct, in dreams and other morbid conditions
it is indirect; there is an interruption in time between the real facts and their image, but one cannot maintain
that the connection with real facts is absent altogether...they could not exist, if there were altogether no
connection with external reality.” (Stcherbatsky 1958: 523; my italics)
%% Dharmakairti infers the existence of other continuances (i.e. other individuals) from the premise that we
feel that our own movements and speech are engendered by our will. Our own movements and speech
differ from those that are not engendered by our own will. While the first kind appears in the forms “I go”,
“I speak”, the second appears in the forms “he goes”, “he speaks”. From this Dharmakirti concludes that
the two kinds have different causes. While the first is caused by our own will, the second is caused by a
foreign will (Stcherbatsky 1958: 522). Thus, just like Dharmakirti concludes that there are other individuals
on account of perceiving a difference between one’s own volitional acts and volitional acts that are not
one’s own (and thus it is inferred that they are the volitional acts of others), so Vidyanandin infers the
existence of external objects on account of perceiving a difference between the forms of grasped and
rasper.
S This is a syllogism: 1) pratijiia (proposition): Cognition that enters into the state of being the topic of
disagreement, directly or indirectly is one whose object is an object which is different from its own nature.
2) hetu (premise): because it has the form of grasped and grasper 3) udaharana (explanatory example with a
general statement): *that [cognition] which has the appearance of grasped and grasper, all that [cognition]
has an object different than its own nature as its object*, like in the inference of other continuances. In other
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If it is objected that: “[This] is erroneous’” because the form of the grasped and
the grasper is an illusory cognition”. [It is answered] no. Because [then there would be]

3% For it is not so that the

adhering to the proof of other continuances etc. being erroneous
appearance of the difference between the action and speech®” is not illusory, on account
of which®® the premise [in your inference of other continuances] would be non-
erroneous. If the premise [in Dharmakirti’s inference of other continuances], action etc.’”
which takes place in the waking state and is acknowledged as true, is not erroneous, then
also the premise [in our inference of the reality of external objects], the form of grasped

and grasper, cannot be erroneous, because the intended statement being only thus’™.

§9 SSP 12, 20-28

atha satyabhimatajiianena vasanabhedo gamyata iti cet; tad anyatrapi samanam | yathaiva
hi jagraddasayam bahirarthavasanaya drdhatamatvat tadakarajfianasya satyatvabhimanah;
svapnadida$ayam tu tadvasanaya’'' drdhatvabhavat tadvedanasyasatyatvabhimano
lokasya na paramarthato bahirarthah siddhyatiti vasanabhedo gamyate,
tathanupaplavadasayam samtanantarajiianasya vasanaya drdhatamatvat satyatabhimano,
anyatra tadadardhyad asatyata vyavahara iti vasanabhedo gamyatam, na tu
samtanantaram | *'*tadanabhyupagame svasamtanaksanaksayadisiddhih katham
abhyupagamyate; tatah sudiram api gatva kimcid vedanam svestatattvavalambanam
esitavyam | tasmad ayam mithyadrstih parapratyayanaya $astram vidadhanah
paramarthatas samvidatam®'® vacanam tattvajfianam ca pratirunaddhi iti na kimcid etat |

tad evam vedyavedakakaratvasadhanam bahirarthavedanasya

words, the forms of grapsed and grasper are thus not illusory, and the existence of external objects can thus
be inferred from them.

95 Vyabhicara. the fault of savyabhicara is when the hetu (premise) is not uniformly concomitant with the
sadhya. There are three kinds of savyabhicara, the one intended here is probably sadharana-vyabhicara,
which is when the hetu is shown to be present in a case where the sadhya (that which is to be proved) is not.
In other words, the hetu is too wide. In the above syllogism the hetu is the form of grasped and grasper. The
sadhya is that the object of cognition is different from the cognition. The conclusion being that it is not true
that only cognition exists (and external objects do not), because a cognition has something different from
itself as its object, namely the external object. The objection here refers back to the objections rasied in
§§2-3 of the pirvapaksa.

%% e. if the Buddhist objects that the above syllogism is false because even though the cognition bears the
form of grasped and grasper (cognized and cognizer) the cognition still does not have anything other than
itself as its object, then the Buddhist inference of the existence of other continuances is false as well, as one
can then also argue that even though willful acts are seen to be either engendered by one’s own will or a
foreign will there are still no other continuances. L.e. the forms of other wills in one’s own cognition does
then not have to mean that there are other continuances.

971 e. the difference between the action and speech engendered by one’s own will and the action and
speech engendered by a foreign will. This refers to Dharmakirti’s inference of other continuances (Cf.
footnote 503).

%% § e. had this apparent difference not been illusory.

3% e. action and speech (vyaparavyahara).

19 tathaiva vivaksitatvat. Vivaksitatva is constructed from the desiderative of the root vac (speak) and the
suffix —tva.

I Amended. Printed edition reads “tadavasanaya”. This does not make any sense.

512 ed. note: “santanantarabhyupagame |”. I find reading tad as referring to the difference between the form
of grasped and grasper (grahyagrahakakara) preferrable.

313 Amended. Printed edition reads “samvidano”. Editor gives samvidhano as alternate reading.
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svarupavyatiriktalambanatvam sadhayatiti badhakabadhanat na badhako

vedyavedakalaksanabhavah |

SSP §9 English
Now, if it is objected that: “By cognition that is acknowledged to be true, a special

impression®'* is meant”. [It is answered] then this is the same elsewhere as well.”"”

“cognition which has the form of that [exernal object] is felt as valid because the
impression of the external objects in the waking state is intense, but the cognition of that
[the form of the external object] is felt as invalid for people because of the non-existence
of intensity of the impression of those [external objects] in the dream-state etc.. The
external object is not proved to be ultimately real”. Just so [only] the difference of
impressions, but not the [existence of] other continuances, [should be] meant [when

arguing that]: “there is a feeling of validity because the impression of the cognition of

3% yasanabhedo vasanavisesa ity arthah |, i.e. a specific/special impression (vasand). Bartley (2005)
explains vasand as: “...traces of past experiences, deliberate choices and actions linger in a stream of
experiences that we call a person. They form a ‘mind-set’, a stock of concepts, conditioning what one
decides, does and undergoes” (170). Vasanabheda literally means “difference of impressions” and is used
in the following sentence as well. Here it has been found best to ranslate as “special impression” since it is
used in direct reference to satyabhimatajiiana (cognition considered to be true). Thus even though the idea
of vasanabheda refers to a difference of impressions (which in turn is used to explain why some cognitions
are considered valid while others are not), what causes a cognition to be considered as true is the specific
quality of the impression, as distinguished from other impressions which do not cause a cognition to be
considered as true. In other words, there is a difference between impressions, and some special impressions
are thus considered to make a cognition valid while others are not. Cf. footnote 515.

315 This seems to be a proposed answer on behalf of the Buddhist to a problem implied by Vidyanandin in
the previous sentence. The problem this answer seems to attempt to answer is on what grounds the

cognitions of purposeful actions to prove the existence of other continuances. Normally the validity of a
cognition is assessed by its correspondence to an external object. But this cannot be an accepted definition
of the validity of a cognition as the Vijfianavadin claims that external objects do not exist. The
Vijiianavadin considers cognitions to be valid in so far as they lead to successful purposeful action. But
how can the Vijiianavadin explain how it is that some cognitions lead to successful purposeful action while
others do not?

The proposed answer and refutation here offered by Vidyanandin are heavily influenced by
Akalanka’s Nyayavini§cayavivarana: “tatrapi santanabhedajfiane ‘pi siddho niScito vasanabhedad bhedo
‘yam | tatha ca tato ‘pi katham tadbhedasiddhih? ma bhiit, tadbhedasya tajjfianasatyatvaniscayasya ca
vasanabhedad eva bhavat” (quoted in Shah 1968: 178). “There, the difference that is determined on account
of difference of impressions is proved even with respect to cognition of the difference between
continuances. And thus, how is it proved that there is difference of those continuances from that [cognition
of the difference of continuances]? It cannot be, because the difference of those [continuances], which is
determined on account of the cognition of that [difference between continuances] is only on account of
difference of impressions” (My translation). Shah writes: “The idealist Dharmakirti should not reply that a
difference in the previous dispositions (vasana) leads to a difference in the nature of the cognition that
arises subsequently, for then he would have to concede that the cognition of other minds (santanantara) is
also due to the internal force of illusion or previous dispositions, without there being any actual other mind
in reality” (Shah 1968: 177-8; italics in original).

Vidyanandin’s answer should be read as meaning that if external objects are not proved because
the validiy of a cognition, i.e. it leading to successful purposeful action, is on account of difference of
impressions (vasana), then this must apply to the cognitions of other continuances as well. Thus they are
not established because their cognition is only due to impressions (vasana).
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516

other continuances in the waking’'® state is intense. In the other [state]’"” it is regarded as

invalid because it [the impression of the cognition of other continuances] is not
intense”.”"®

If one does not acknowledge that [form grasped and grasper], how can the proving
of one’s own [doctrines], the destruction of moments®”, [other] continuances etc. be

acknowledged? Therefore, having gone too far, some cognition having the tattvas desired

doctrine] is nothing [to be concerned with].

Thus, the proof [in the syllogism], [that cognition] has the form of cognized and
cognizer, proves that the cognition of external objects has that which is different from its
own nature as its object™'. The non-existence of the defining characteristics of cognized
and cognizer is not a negation [of the fact that the cognition of external objects has that
which is different from its own nature as its object] because there is negation of the

negation.’”

SSP §10 13, 1-10
nanv asty eva bahirarthapratyaksasya badhakam, nilatajjianayor abhedah

sahopalambhaniyamat™, dvicandravat, ity anumanasya tadbadhakatvad iti cet, na, hetor

316 the term anupaplava is here curious. One would expect to find jagraddasa (waking state) also here,

mirroring the first part of the sentence. This also seems to be the point, i.e. that anupaplavadasa should here
be read as referring to the waking state. The MMW however, has no record of anupaplava meaning
“awake” (or upaplava meaning “sleep”). Anupaplava seems clearly to mean “unafflicted”. But this does not
seem to make any sense here, as the solidity of the impressions of other continuances would then depend on
whether or not one is afflicted or not. What kind of affliction this would refer to is also unclear. Reading
anupaplavadasa as meaning the same as jagraddasa thus seems to make the most sense, though why the
term anupaplava is used to express this is unclear.

317 .e. the dream state

318 i e. if the intensity of the impressions of external objects in the waking state (as opposed to their lack of
intensity in the dream-state etc.) does not establish the existence of external objects, then how can the felt
intensity of the impressions of other continuances establish the existence of other continuances? If external
objects are not proved to exist, then other continuances cannot be proved to exist either.

319 The term ksanaksaya is also found in Vidyanandin’s commentary to AM verse 24 in his AstasahasrtT, cf.
Soni (2009: 451). Soni comments: “Vidyanandin’s ksanaksaya is certainly a synonym for the better known
Buddhist view of ksanabharnga (Soni 2009: 451, footnote 7).

520 .e. As the Vijfianadvaitin rejects the reality of the forms grasped and grasper, he cannot prove

and ended up in the situation that he cannot prove the existence of his own accepted principles. If he wishes
to maintain the reality of these at least some cognitions must be acknowledged to have these as their object.
The cognition here implied is inferential cognition, and, as shown above (Cf. §6 above), acknowledging
this would inevitably entail an acceptance of the form of grasped and grasper.

321 e. the object of such a cognition is not cognition itself, but something else, i.e. an external object.

322 e. the claim that the defining characteristic of cognized and cognizer does not exist does not negate the
above statement, as this has been refuted.

523 ed. note: “sakrtsamvedyamanasya niyamena dhiya saha | visayasya tato ‘nyatvam kenakarena siddhyati ||
pra- va- 3[388”. “The ‘otherness’ of the object, which is necessarily and immediately [cognized] with the
cognition, is proved by what form?” (My translation).
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viruddhatvat | yaugapadyarthe saha$abde tanniyamasyabhedaviruddhe nana(tve®**)°*

bhavat | abhede’pi candradvitaye bhava iti cet; na; tatrapi yatha pratibhasam bhedabhavat
| tatha tattvam abhedo ‘pi iti cet; na; yathatattvam sahopalambasyapi abhavat evam
drstanto ‘pi sadhyasadhanavikalah syat | tanmatrasya®® hetutve tasya bhedamatra eva
bhavad viruddha eva hetuh syat | tatha — asiddha$ cayam hetuh; yato
nartakyadyekarthasamgatadrstayah paracittavido va navaSyam tadbuddhim tadartham va
samvidantiti hetor asiddhih, niyamasyasiddheh | nartakiriipasyapi bahutvan na
tanniyamasiddhir iti cet; na; tadriipasyaikatvat | tatra sarvesam sabhasamavayinam®’

ekavakyatapratipatteh | vyamohad eva kutascit tatra tesam ekavakyatvam vastuto nanaiva
528

tadriipam iti cet, **’koSapanad etat pratyetavyam na pramanatah kuta$cid api tadabhavat

SSP §10 English
If it is objected: Certainly there exists negation of the sensory perception of external

53 because (blue

objects, because the inference: “Blue and its cognition are not different
and its cognition) are necessarily perceived together, [they only appear to be different]
like [when a person suffering from defective eye sight sees] two moons [even though
there is only one]” negates that [sensory perception of external objects].”

[It is answered] no, because the premise [in this inference] is contradictory”*. Because
[the premise] is present in “difference” which contradicts the identity of that which is
invariably that [cognized together] since the word “together” has the simultaneous

presence [of two or more things] as its meaning.’*

524 ed. note: “ekatve ‘pi [

32 The editor has here amended the text. Manuscript Ka- reads: “nanatvabhavat”
326 ed. note: sahopalambhamyamamatrasya .

2T Ed. note: ““sabhyanam it
328 ed. note: “nartakiripam |’
329 ed note: “koSapanam = saugandhyam .

%1.e. the blue thing and the cognition of the blue thing are identical.
33! This is a syllogism: 1) pratijiia (proposition): There is no difference between blue and the cognition of
blue; 2) hetu (premise): because they are invariably perceived together; 3) udaharana (example): like a
person with defective eyesight seeing two moons.
The argument is that as an object is never cognized without its cognition, it cannot be proved that

the object has an existence independent of cognition. In explaining Dharmakirti’s inference, Shah (1968)
writes: “How could the object be proved to be different from the cognition if the former were invariably
cognized simultaneously with the latter? The object appears to be different from the cognition to those who
are under a transcendental illusion, just as one moon appears to be different to a person having defective
eyesight” (166). Cf. SSP 4, 25-28 for the Purusadvaita (Advaita Vedanta) syllogism of

ratibhasasamanadhikaranatva.

32 .e. it suffers from the fault of viruddhatva, i.e. hetu proves the opposite of that which is to be proved
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119).

333 j.e. the word “together” implies difference. Thus the premise in Dharmakirti’s syllogism is contradictory.
This argument is also put forth by Akalanka. Shah (1968) renders Akalanka’s argument from his
Akalankagranthatraya in the following way: “...Dharmakirti gives the reason — ‘their being apprehended
together.” This reason is fallacious. It is contradictory (viruddha) because the term together always implies
a difference between the things that go together; in other words, the probans ‘being apprehended together
together’ has for its probandum difference (rather than ‘identity’).” (Shah 1968: 174-75).
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If it is objected: “It is present in the two moons, even though there is no
difference”. [It is answered] no, because there is difference even in that [example],
according to the appearance [in the cognition].”*

If it is objected: “In the same way there is also no difference in reality”.

[It is answered] no, because in reality there is non-existence of simultaneous perception
[of the two together]. Thus even the example is without proof of that which is to be
proved.™ The premise is indeed contradictory, because, if merely that [seeing the two
together] is the premise, that [premise] is present in difference only.

In the same way — this premise is unproved™® because people seeing a single
object, such as a dancing woman etc., surely do not perceive the cognition of those [other
people seeing the same object], and knowers of other’s minds (surely do not perceive) the
object of those [other people’s thoughts]. The premise is not proved, because the
necessity is not proved.”’

]538

If it is objected: The necessity of that [being perceived together]™* is not

unproved, because the form of a dancing girl is manifold”. [It is answered] no, because

found in the example of the person with defective eyesight seeing two moons where there is only one.
Vidyanandin rejects this, as there is difference even in this example, only the difference is not one of
objects but of appearances in the cognition.
>3 This argument only seems to make sense if one sees it as a rather condensed version of one of
Akalanka’s arguments against Dharmakirti’s inference. Akalanka says: “bahir anta$ ca nilataddhiyor
darS§anat kutah sahopalambhaniyamah siddhah?” (Akalanka’s Siddhivini§cayavrtti quoted in Shah 1968:
175). Shah (1968: 175) renders Akalankas full argument in the following way: “The thing and its cognition
between which two identity is sought to be established by means of inference are never apprehended
together. The thing blue is experienced externally in the form ‘this is the blue’, and the cognition of this
cognition is experienced internally”.
3367 e. it is not proved that blue and the cognition of blue are invariably perceived together.
7 Vidyananda here attacks the niyama (necessity) part of the premise in Dharmakirti’s inference. The
object is the cause of the cognition, and thus the cognition is always cognized with its object. But the
necessity of them always appearing together is here questioned. The argument is that if the cognition and
that which is perceived is identical, then several people perceiving the same object would be able to see
each other’s cognitions of that object (as these cognitions would be identical to the object they themselves
are perceiving). But this is not found to be the case. Likewise a person able to read the minds of others
should then be able to see the objects they are thinking of, yet the Buddhists maintain that people who are
able to read the minds of others are only able to know their mental states and not the objects that are
thought about or known. The first part of this argument is taken from Akalanka: “sakrd
ekarthopanibaddhadrstinam parajiananupalambhe ‘pi tadarthadar§anat kuto niyamah?” (Akalanka’s
Siddhivini§cayavrtti quoted in Shah 1968: 175). Shah (1968) renders Akalanka’s argument in the following
way: “Many people perceive a blue thing at one and the same time. Now here though a person cognizes the
blue he does not cognize the cognition of blue occuring in another person’s mind. If the blue and the
cognition of blue were identical he would have perceived even the cognition of the blue occuring in anoher
person’s mind” (175). What these arguments intend to show is that the premise in Dharmakirti’s inference
is indeed fallacious, for, as the example of several people seeing the same object and the reader of other

eople’s minds shows, the cognition and the object are not necessarily perceived together.

3% i.e. the hetu (premise)
3% i.e. the object and cognition are indeed cognized together, because the cognitions of others (in the
example of many people seeing a single object such as a dancer) have a different object than one’s own
cognition of this object. This is because the form of any given object, in this case a dancer, is manifold, and
all the people watching this object see a different form. So while one’s cognition is identical to the object
one has perceived, it is not identical to the object seen by the others nor to their cognitions. Thus the rule
concerning the necessity of the cognition and its object being cognized together is not negated.
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the form of that [dancing girl] is unitary™*

541

. Because all those that have come together in
the assembly™ unanimously agree with respect to that [unitary form of the dancing girl].
If it is objected: The unanimity of those [members of the audience] with respect to
that [unitary form of the dancing girl] is only because of some delusion. The form of that
[dancing girl] is really manifold. [It is answered] This [a dancing girl having many forms]
is agreed to on account of a fragrant intoxicating drink>*, [but] not from [the standpoint
of] any valid means of knowledge, because [a dancing girl] does not have that [manifold

forms].>*

SSP §11 13, 11-17

atha sarve pratyayah niralambanatah pratyayatvat svapnapratyayavat [pra-
vartikalam- pr- 359] ity anumanam prakrtabadhakam iti cet; na;
prakrtasadhyasadhanapratyayayoh svarthalambanatvabhavena hetor vijianamatrasiddhih
hetusadhyayor abhavat | atharthavattve, tabhyam eva hetor vyabhicarat | tad uktam
bhagavadbhih®** svamibhih —

anarthika sadhanasadhyadhis ced vijfianamatrasya na hetusiddhih |
atharthavattvam vyabhicaradoso na yogigamyam paravadisiddham | [yuktyanu- §lo-
17] iti

SSP §11 English
If it is now objected: then the inference “all cognitions are without [external] objects
because they are cognitions, like dream-cognition” negates that which is contended [by

the opponents who hold that there are external objects]**. [It is answered] no. Because

>4 and so the fallacy of the premise (hetu) being unproved (asiddha) remains.

41 e. the whole audience at a dance performance

2 Kosapana is not found in the MMW. Pana means “cup”, “vessel”, “drink”, while kosa usually means
“treasury”’, “cask”, “vessel for holding liquids”, “cup” etc., but can also refer to the inner part of several
fruits, among others the Artocarpus integrifolia or jackfruit, which is found in large parts of India and has
been cultivated there for a long time. From the context, it seems that kosapana refers to some kind of
intoxicating drink, perhaps made from jackfruit? The editor glosses it as saugandhya (relating or pertaining
to something which smells good. Perhaps something made from a plant etc. which smells good?), which is
not very helpful with respect to understanding the argument (cf. ed. note to kosapana in footnote 529). He
§ives no reference or reason for his gloss.

* i.e. perhaps this is so from the standpoint of a drunk person (who sees many forms where there is only
one), but not from the standpoint of the valid means of knowledge. This seems to be a rather rude remark
from Vidyanandin insinuating that the Vijianadvaitin must be drunk.
> Amended. Printed ed. reads “bhagavadbhih; svamibhih — “. Semicolon has been removed.

% This is a syllogism: 1) pratijfia (proposition): All cognitions are without an external object; 2) hetu
(premise): because they are cognition; 3) udaharana (explanatory example with a general statement): *that
which is a cognition is without an [external] object*, like dream-cognition.

The argument seems to be that in dream cognition there cannot be said to be any external object
which is different from the cognition, as the objects and events of dreams only exist or take place within the
mind. Thus there are at least some instances of objects not being different from the cognition. The
implication seems to be that since identity between object and cognition is thus clearly possible, it cannot
be proved that there is no such identity in the waking state.
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that which is to be proved and the proof under discussion have no own objects, the
premise [in your inference] is proved to be mere cognition because there is neither a
premise nor a thing to be proved®*. Now, if [if it is contended that they] have an object,
then the premise [in the above syllogism] is wrong because of those two [objects of the

premise and that which is to be proved]’*’. It is said by the Blessed master:

If the cognition of ‘proof’ and ‘that which is to be proved’ is without an object, cognition-
only is not proved by the premise. Now, (if) (the cognition of ‘proof” and ‘that which is to
be proved’) does have an object, there is the fault of erroneous **reasoning. That which is

proved by the opponent is not accessible [even] for a yogi.

§12 13, 18-19

tad evam sakalabadhakavaidhuryad abhrantena pratyaksena bahirarthasiddher

are proved by non-illusory perception on account of all negation having been removed.

§13 13, 20-26

tathstaviruddham ca, anumanad bahirarthasiddheh | tac cedam anumanam — santi
bahirarthah sadhanadusanaprayogat iti katham punar ato bhavadharmino bahirarthasya
sadhanam, katham ca na syat, asya sadbhavadharmatve tadvadasiddhatvapatteh;
tadabhavadharmatve catas tad abhavasyaiva siddher viruddhatvopanipatat,
tadubhayadharmatve ca vyabhicaraprasamgat iti cet; na;
pratyekobhayadharmavikalpavikalasyaivasyabhyanujfianat | katham evam tasya
bahirarthabhavam praty eva lingatvam na tadabhavam praty apiti cet; na; **tatraiva

tasyavinabhavaniyamat | dharmidharmasyapi krtakatvader anityatvadau tata® eva

346 i .e. the hetu (premise) and the sadhya (that which is to be proved) will both be identical, as they will both
be mere vijiiana (cognition). There is thus no hetu or sadhya as they are identical (i.e. there is only vijiiana,
so they are both merely vijiiana), and the hetu can thus not be used to prove the sadhya.

%7 .e. if they do have objects then the hetu (premise) in the above inference clearly cannot prove the sadhya
(that which is to be proved, i.e. that all cognitions are without an object) as the sadhya is then not true
(seeing as both the hetu and the sadhya have an object). The existence of these objects thus disproves the
hetu.

3 yyabhicaradosa i.e. the fault of the presence of the hetu (premise) without the sadhya (that which is to be
proved). L.e. the hetu (“because it is a cognition”) is found even when the sa@dhya (cognitions do not have
objects) is not, as there is the clearly a cognition which has an object.

>9ed. note: “bahirarthasadbhava eva |”

3% ed. note: “avinabhavaniyamad eva

2
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551

gamakatvopapatteh na dharmidharmatvamatrena, *>'ekasakhaprabhavatvadavapi

tadupanipatenatiprasamgapatteh |

SSP §13 English

external objects are proved by inference. And this is that inference — “external objects
exist because there is employment of [arguments that] prove [their existence] and
disprove [their non-existence]”. [If it is objected:] Again, how can the proof of external
objects which have existence as their characteristic be from this? [It is answered:] And
characteristic [is said to be] ‘truly existing’, then the difficulty of being unproved, just
like that [external object] [is unproved], [arises for the attribute ‘truly existing’ as well].
And because, if that [external object] has the attribute of ‘non-existence’, there arises a
contradiction as only non-existence is proved for them [external objects] from this
[external objects having the attribute ‘non-existence’]. Because there is adhering to

552 if their nature is said to be both [existence and non-existence]”. [It

erroneous reasoning
is answered:] no, because we accept this [external object] being deprived of
determination with respect each one or both of the attributes [existence and non-
existence]’”.

If it is objected: How can it be thus that that [premise™*] is the logical mark only
with regard to the existence of external objects [but] not also with regard to the non-
existence of those [external objects]?*> [It is answered:] no. Because of the invariable
relation of that [premise] only with regard to that [existence of external objects]. Because,
even [in the case of] a substantive and [its] attribute, when [one infers] impermanence
etc. from being produced etc.”® there occurs convincingness [of the argument] only
because of that [invariable relation], and not merely because they are substantive and

attribute.”’ Because [if it were so that this was convincing simply because they are

551

ed. note: “pakvani etani phalani ekasakhaprabhavatvat upayuktaphalavad ity atra |, i.e. “In [the
inference]: These fruits are ripe on account of being grown on the same branch as the fruit that was eaten”.
%2 The hetu is then not invariably related, i.e. it is found also when the sa@dhya (that which is to be proved)
is not found, with the existence of external objects, as it will be found with respect to their non-existence as
well, and not only their existence (which is here the sadhya). The hetu thus suffers from the fault of
vyabhicara.

333 i.e. the Jains would say that in reality the external object cannot be determined as solely existing, nor
non-existing, nor both existing and non-existing, but that it both exists and does not exist sui generis
gjdtyantara). They thus avoid the faults of these three positions.

>* i.e. the hetu (premise) in the above inference: “because there is employment of arguments that support
(the desired thesis) and refute (the opposite)”

% i.e. why is this (that there is employment of arguments in favor of it and arguments that disprove the
ospposite) then not also equally true with regard to the non-existence of external objects?

3% e. that something is impermanent because it is produced

57 the point seems to be that even in the case of an attribute of a substantive, here exemplified by
impermanent (attribute) and a thing which is produced (substantive), the reason the inference “the thing is
impermanent because it is produced” is convincing is not because of the substantive-attribute relation

160



substantive and attribute] [there would arise] the difficulty of an unwarrantable extension
because of the occurrence of that [invariable relation] even in the case of “being grown

on one branch etc.”>®,

§14 + §15 SSP 14, 1-10

tatra® sadhanam niladeh samvedanatvasamarthanam, dusanam bahirarthatvanisedhanam
tayoh prayogah prakasanam | “niladih samvedanad avyatiriktah tadvedyatvat;
tatsvaripavat” ity adih “na jado niladih pratibhasamanatvat sukhadivat” ity adi$ ca|
katham punar asya bahirarthabhave ‘nupatapattir iti cet; asya®® bahirarthaviesatvad eva |
na hi tadabhave tadvisesasya sambhavah, vrksabhave §im§apabhavasyaiva pratipatteh |
nasau tadviSesa aropitartipatvad iti cet; na; tatah sarvasaktivikalad anistavad istasyapy
asiddheh | anaropito ‘py ayam bodha eva na bahirartha iti cet; na; pratipadyasya tadbhavat
| pratipadakasyeti cet; katham tatah®' pratipadasya prakrtarthasya pratipattih anyabodhad
anyasya tadanupapatteh | anyatha pratyatmam buddhibhedakalpanavaiphalyopanipatat |
tasmad arthaviSesa evayam ity upapannam evato bahirarthavyavasthapanam>* | tatah

SSP §14+§15 English

If it is objected: There ®, “proof™ is establishing the cognitive nature of blue etc..
“Refutation” is the negation of (blue etc.) having the nature of being an external object.
“Employment of those two [proof and refutation]” means a statement™® [which is as
follows] — “Blue etc.. is not separate from the cognition [of it], because it is cognized by
that [cognition], just as cognition itself”** and so forth, and “Blue etc. is not inanimate

3% and so forth. Again, how [can you

Sr)”567

matter, because it is cognized, like happiness etc.

say that] this [premise] is not found if there is non-existence of external object

between its elements, but because there is an invariable relationship (avinabhavaniyama) between the two,
i.e. something which is produced is always impermanent.

338 j.e. infering that a given fruit is ripe on the basis that it was grown on the same branch as a fruit known
to be ripe grew (Cf. editors note in footnote 551). Here there is no invariable relationship. Just because they
were grown on the same branch this does not mean that they must both be ripe. There is no invariable
relation (as there is between being produced and impermanent) between growing on the same branch and
being ripe.

% ed. note: “sadhanadiisanaprayogat ity atra
3% ed. note: “sadhanadiisanaprayogat ity asya hetoh
361 ed. note: “pratipadakabodhariipat |”

%62 Amended. Printed edition reads: “bahirarthavyavasthanam”. Bahirarthavyavasthapanam is better.

363 j.e. in the hetu (premise) sadhanadiisanaprayogat (because there is employment [of arguments] proving
it and disproving [the opposite]). This is an alternate, Buddhist commentary to the Jain inference.

364 e. employing the two here means making statements which makes use of them.

%95 This is the example of “proof” (sddhana) being “employed” (prayoga). It affirms the cognitive nature of
blue etc.. This is a syllogism: 1) pratijiia (proposition): Blue etc. is not separate from the cognition of blue
etc.; 2) hetu (premise): because blue etc. is cognized by the cognition of blue etc.; 3) udaharana (example):
lust like cognition itself.

>% This is the example of “refutation” (ditsana) being “employed” (prayoga). It refutes the external,
material nature of blue etc.. This is a syllogism: 1) pratijiia (proposition): Blue etc. is not inanimate matter;

’

‘”
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[It is answered:] [It is] indeed [not found if there are no external objects] on account of
this [premise] being a specific external object. For [the existence] of a particular of those
[external objects] is not possible if those [external objects] do not exist. Because there is
acknowledgement of the non-existence of the Sim§apa-tree if trees [in general] do not
exist™®,

If it is objected: It is not so that that [premise] is a particular of those [external
objects], because [its] form is **superimposed. [It is answered] no; because then even that
which is desired is unproved along with that which is not desired, on account of it [the
premise] being destitute of all power ™.

If it is objected: “this [premise], even though it is not superimposed, is not an
external object. It is only cognition.” [It is answered] no; because [it] exists as that
[external object] to [the person] to whom it is addressed””".

If it is objected: [the premise has the nature of only cognition] to [the person]
addressing [the one who is addressed]. [It is answered:] How is there cognition of the
thing under consideration’”* for the one addressed from that [which has being the
cognition of the person addressing as its nature]? Because that [cognition of the thing

under consideration] is not found for another from another’s cognition.”” Because

2) hetu (premise): because blue etc. is cognized; 3) udaharana (example): just like happiness etc. is
cognized.

%71.e. how can the Jains say that this premise (“on account of employment of proof and refutation”) is not
found if there are no external objects, when it has been shown here that it can indeed be found if interpreted
in the way presented above? The objection here raised on behalf of the Vijfianavadin is in the form of a
commentary to Vidyanandin’s syllogism. It offers an alternate interpretation of the words used in the
syllogism and tries to show that when interpreted in this (i.e, according to the Vijianavadin, the correct-)
way, the hetu is indeed valid with respect to the non-existence of external objects.

>% L.e. the hetu (premise) is a specific external thing. If external things do not exist, the hetu cannot exist.
Thus the hetu cannot be found if external objects do not exist, just as the Sim§apa-tree cannot exist if trees
do not exist.

%% Aropita is not found with this meaning in the MMW or in Edgertons Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit
Dictionary. Grimes (1996), in his “A concise Dictionary of Indian Philosophy”, gives the meanings
“appearance” and “assumed”. The MMW, however, gives the meaning “superimposition” for aropa.
Adhyaropa is an important term in Advaita Vedanta which describes the superimposition of the world on
brahman, which alone really exists, due to ignorance, and is usually illustrated by the well known example
of the rope appearing as a serpent (Kharwandikar 2004a: 354). While discussing theories of error,
Radhakrishnan (1966b) writes: “The Sautrantikas hold that in error there is a wrong superimposition
(aropa) of something which is a form of cognition” (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 131) Aropita is here used in the
same way as aropa, the point here being that the hetu (premise) is wrongly conceived of as an external
object, when it is in fact mere cognition. This superimposition is due to ignorance.

70].e. if the hetu (premise) is superimposed and not ultimately real, then it is powerless to prove the

not desire to prove.

37! the gerundive pratipadya, which literally means “to be propounded, treated, discussed etc.”, seems here
to refer to a person to whom the hetu (premise) is addressed, i.e. the person to whom it is propounded or the
person with whom the matter is discussed. The heru in a syllogistic inference, which is pararthanumana
(inference for the sake of another), is an external object to the person addressed.

372 e. in this case the hetu (premise) being discussed.

373 i.e. how can the one addressed then have any cognition of the hetu (premise), if the hetu only has the
nature of being the cognition of the one who addresses? A person cannot cognize something from the
cognition of another. If it is to be cognized by the one being addressed, it must be an external object.
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otherwise the uselessness of positing a separate consciousness for each and every soul
[would] occur.”
Therefore it is indeed found that this [premise] is nothing other than a particular

[external] object. From this the establishing of the [existence of] external objects [is

[Citradvaita$asanapariksa]

Investigation of the Citradvaita-teaching.

SSP §16 14, 13
etena citradvaitam api pratyuktam | tanmate ‘pi bahirarthapahnavat |
pratyaksanumanabhyam bahirarthasya ca vyavasthapitatvad ity alam prasamgena)

sarvatha antarangarthaikantaasanasya drstestaviruddhatvat asatyatvasiddheh |

bhavet pralapamatratvan navadheyam vipa$citam ||

jianadvaitam na satyam syad drstestabhyam virodhatah |

na ca tena pratiksepah syadvadasyeti ni§citam ||

SSP §16 English

Also the Cittadvaita is refuted by this, because there is denial of external objects also in
their doctrine. It [Citradvaita] is not to be adhered to because external objects are
established by perception and inference. Because [this] one-sided teaching of interior
objects is proved to be untrue on account of being contradicted by perception and

inference in every way.

is not to be attended to by the wise

because it is only delirious speech

37 j.e. if one could cognize anything from the cognition of another it would challenge the contention that

Dharmakirti’s inference of santanantarasiddhi in footnote 503)
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and [does not have any] valid means of knowledge [to back it up].

The non-dual cognition cannot be true,

because it is contradicted by perception and inference.
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CarvakasSasanapariksa

Investigation into the Carvaka-teaching.

SSP 15, 3-4
athanekarthavadi§asananam madhye tavac carvakamatam drstestaviruddham | idam hi

tesam abhimatam —"

SSP 15, 3-4 English
Now, among the teachings of the propounders of pluralism”, first the Carvaka-doctrine

is contradicted by perception and inference. For this is their doctrine —

[piirvapaksa]

The opponents side

SSP §1 15, 4-7

iha tavan na kascit sarvajfiah sugatadisu sambhavati |

sugato yadi sarvajfiah kapilo neti ka prama |

taibhau yadi sarvajfiau matabhedah katham tayoh | [tattvasam- §lo- 3129]°” iti vacanat

SSP §1 English

Firstly, concerning the Sugata’™®

etc., in this world no one is omniscient, on account of the

saying:

If the Sugata is omniscient, Kapila® is not. What is the basis [for deciding]? If they are

both omniscient, why is there difference in their doctrines?

SSP §2 15, 8-14

" Amended. This opening part is included in the ptirvapaksa by the editor. It is strictly speaking not part of
the purvapaksa (opponent’s side) as it states that the Purusadvaita is contradicted by perception and
inference. It has therefore been separated from the rest of §1 (in which it was included by the editor), which
starts the piirvapaksa.

576 com—

been non-dualistic. Now the pluralistic schools will be discussed, starting with the Carvaka, more
specifically the materialistic school of the Carvaka as opposed to the skeptical school of the Carvaka which
was to be dealt with in a separate chapter of this text, but which is unfortunately lost. For a discussion of the
relationship between the Carvaka and the Tattvopaplavavada, see footnote 140.

77 Ed. note: “$loko ‘yam purvapakse vidyate |”. Le. this verse is also found in the parvapaksa of the
discussion on the Carvaka in the Tattvasamgraha of Santaraksita, a Buddhist philosopher.

7 j.e. the Buddha.

37 said to be the founder of Samkhya.
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napy agamas tarko va pramanabhuto ‘sti parasparavirodhadidosat; tatah katham dharmo

vyavatistheta | tad uktam —

tarko ‘pratisthah Srutayo vibhinnah,
nasau munir yasya vacah pramanam |
dharmasya tattvam nihitam guhayam,

mahajano yena gatah sa panthah | [mahabharata®™’] iti

SSP §2 English
Also, neither tradition nor inference is a valid means of knowledge, because of the fault
of being mutually contradictory etc.. How can the dharma™' be established from those

[tradition and inference]? It is said —

Logic has no solid ground and the revelations are contradictory. There is no sage whose

582

words are a valid means of knowledge™-. The truth of the dharma is laid aside in a cave.

The path [for us] is that by which great men® have gone.

SSP §3 15, 15-19

tatah aptas tu kascid devatarupo gurur brhaspatir eva
pratyaksaprasiddhaprthivyaditattvopadesat | tatha hi — prthivyaptejovayava iti catvary eva
tattvani | kayakaraparinatebhyas tebhyah®®* pistodakagudaghatakisamyogan
madasaktivat™ snayulabudandangusthanguliprayatnac chravanaramaniyakvanitavac ca
tadatmakam caitanyam jayate | tac ca garbhadimaranaparyantam “jiva atma” ity adi

vyapade§abhak pravartante | garbhat piirvakale maranad uttarakale ca tadabhavah |

SSP §3 English
Therefore®®® only Brhaspati is a guru that has some divine®®’ nature and is an authoritative

person, on account of teaching the tattvas, earth etc., that are well known by sensory

380 The reference supplied by the editor is here incomplete.
%81 1t is hard to say how dharma should here be translated. Dharma has many possible translations
according to context. It is here used in the sense of “religion”, “truth”, “true religion”, “law” etc.. As
dharma as a term is quite well known and often used in English, I have chosen not to translate it here so as
not to have to chose one of these terms and exclude the others.
382 i.e. no sage is so wise and reliable that his word alone is a good enough reason to assume something to
be true. This is a rejection of aptavacana (statement of an authoritative person) or sabda (verbal testimony)
as a pramana (valid means of knowledge).
3% even though mahdjano (great person) is here in the singular, its meaning is here best rendered in the
lural.
% ed. note: “’prthivyadibhyah
3% Amended. The printed edition reads “Suktivan”. This does not fit the rest of the sentence. As this is
clearly meant as an example it should be read as “—vat”.

386 i.e. from such reflection

2
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perception. [His teaching is] as follows — The elements are only four: earth, water, fire
and wind”.

Just as a pleasant sound [arises] from the activity of the strings, the bottle gourd,
the staff>®, the thumb and the fingers, and like that which has the power of intoxication
[arises through fermentation®®’] from the combination of flour, water, molasses and
ghataki™®, just so the consciousness, which has those [elements] as its nature, arises from
those [elements], which are transformed into the form of the body.*" And that
[consciousness], which has names such as “jiva, atman” etc., begins at conception and
ends at death. It does not exist in the time preceding conception, nor in the time after
death.

SSP §4 15,20-16, 9

tatah parlokino ‘bhavah | paralokino ‘bhavat paralokasyapy abhavah | paralokabhave
tallokasukhanubhavanartham aihikasukhavimukha dimbhika iva
dambhapralambhanadhinah Sarirarthavyayavidhanena bahudha mudhavat kleSam

asnuvate | tathaivoktam —

yavaj jivet sukham jiven nasti mrtyor agocarah |
bhasmibhiitasya dehasya punaragamanam kutah |
agnihotram trayo vedah®? tridandam bhasmagunthanam|

buddhipaurusahinanam jivikti brhaspatih® ||

strimudram makaradhvajasya mahatim nirvanasampatkarim

ye mohad avadhirayanti kudhiyo mithyasukhanvesinah |

%7 seeing as Carvaka is a purely materialistic and atheistic philosophy the word “divine” should not be
taken literally. The meaning is rather that only he is a worthy teacher.
3% the three first members of this compound describe the parts of a musical instrument.
3% Kharwandikar (2004b) gives two examples of how the consciousness is said to arise in Carvaka
philosophy (without giving any reference to where these examples are taken from): “Consciousness in the
body arises just as red color which is absent from betel leaf, areca-nut, lime and catechu individually,
makes its appearance when those ingredients are combined proportionately. Similarly molasses which by
itself is not intoxicating becomes so by fermentation” (Kharwandikar 2004b: 187, my italics). The example
here seems to be a variant of the second example given by Kharwandikar.
% the only information in the MMW under ghataki is “made of the Ghataka (vadhaka) wood”. Vadhaka is
explained as ““a partic. sort of reed or rush”. It thus clearly refers to some kind of plant product, but I have
not been able to find out anything more specific about it. I have therefore chosen not to translate it and
simply render it as ghataki.
31 i.e. just like the parts in these examples together create something that is not found in any of them, i.e.
one cannot make pleasant music by means of only the thumb or only the strings, but together, when they
are combined, they can, just so the tattvas combine and thus make up the consciousness (which is not found
in any one of them alone. The point here is that the consciousness is not a primary principle. It is not found
among the tattvas but is a product of the basic elements (earth etc.).
%2 ed. note: ¢
5% Ed. note: “uddhrtam idam — sarvadar§anasam- carva- pr- 2, 4 |”. Le, these two verses are also found in
the Sarvadarsanasamgraha (1924: 2, 4; 1914: 2, 4), a 14™ century text (Cowell 1914: vii). The source of the
verses is unidentified.
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te tenaiva nihatya nirdayataram bhasmikrta lunthitah

kecit paficasikhikrta hi jatinah kapalikas capare | [srngaradataka §lo- 79]

anyac ca
payodharabharalasah smaravightirnitardreksanah
kvacin malayapaficamoccaritagitajhankarinih |

vihaya ramanir amiraparamoksasaukhyarthinam

aho jadimadindimo viphalabhandapakhandinam |[** [source not found] iti

SSP §4 English

Therefore, one transmigrating to the other world’ does not exist. On account of the non-
existence of [anyone] transmigrating to the other world, the other world also does not
exist. Since the other world does not exist, those that turn away from the pleasures of this
world for the purpose of experiencing the pleasures of that [other] world, are subject to
fraud and deceit, like a new born child™. They experience much pointless anguish by

expending [their] bodies™’ and [their] wealth™®. Thus it is said:

As long as one lives, one must live with pleasure.
One who is not within the range of death does not exist.

How can there be [any] return of a person that has been reduced to ashes?

Brhaspati [says]: [To perform] the sacrifice to Agni, [to recite] the three Vedas,
[to carry] the three staffs [of wandering religious ascetics]
and the smearing of [oneself] with ashes,

this is the livelihood of those who are deficient with respect to intellect and manhood.™

Those who are fools, who, on account of delusion,
search for false happiness and disregard the great joy of women,
which belongs to the god of love®” and

which causes the enjoyment of the greatest pleasure®".

%% ed. note: “uddhrtam idam — yasastilake uttarardhe, pr- 252 |”

3 paralokin. The suffix —in is added to nouns, forming adjectives with the sense of possession or being

characrterized by, such as dhanin (from dhana), “possessing wealth”, and yogin (from yoga), “a devotee of
oga”. Here paralokin (from paraloka) is best rendered as “one translating to the other world”.

% the meaning seems to be that a young child is very easy to trick. Thus people who give up the pleasures

of worldly life for rewards in the other world are compared to childres as they are gullible.

7 referring to ascetism etc..

3% offering to the gods, donating to temples etc..

3 i.e. this is a mode of life for those that cannot or do not want to work (like real men do).

60 1it. ‘he whose banner is that of a sea-creature’

%! Nirvana usually means extinguishing, i.e. liberation, and is probably here used deliberately as there is no

liberation according to the Carvaka. There is only enjoyment of the pleasures of the senses.
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Having been violently stricken by that [delusion],

602

some ascetics are made ashy®”, some lame®”,

some have five tufts of hair®, and others carry a human skull®®.
Moreover:

Having abandoned the beautiful women,

who are tired because of the weight of their breasts,
whose eyes are moist and roll [as a sign of] sexual love,
who sometimes hum a song that rises up in the fifth [note]
and [follows] the malaya [measure]®®,

alas, the senselessness of [those] useless buffoons,

who long for the enjoyment of supreme liberation, [causes] great noise.

[uttarapaksa]

The refutation

SSP §5 16, 11-13

tad etac carvakamatam tavad drstaviruddham, pratyaksena prthivyadinam parasparam
upadanopadeyabhavadar§anat, tesam sarvatha tattvantaratvasya paksasya
pratyaksavirodhasiddheh | tesaim parasparam upadanopadeyabhave ‘pi tattvantaratve

bijader ankurader api tattvantaraprasamgat |

SSP §5 English
This very Carvaka doctrine is firstly contradicted by perception on account of seeing, by
means of sensory perception, that those [earth etc.] are each other’s material cause and

effect.””” Because it is proved that the view that those [earth etc.] are separate tattvas is

892 probably refers to the practice of covering one’s self with ashes.

603 i e. in some way crippled as a consequence of ascetic pracice?

60+ Samkhya philosophers.

605 3 kind of Saiva-ascetic.

89 Malaya is the name of a type of measure (in music), i.e. a segment of time defined as a given number of
beats of a given duration, such as 4/4 etc..

%7 As T understand Tatia (in his introduction), he seems to understand this differently. The point, according
to him, seems to be that the material cause (here the four elements) and the effect (here consciousness) must
be mutually reducible to each other. The material cause cannot produce something which is radically
different from itself. One can for example make a pot out of clay. If the pot is broken, it will again become
clay. In other words, just as the effect is made from the cause, just so it must be possible to get the effect
from the cause. But this kind of relationship is not possible between the four elements and consciousness,
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contradicted by sensory perception. Because, if those [earth etc..] are separate tattvas
even though they are each other’s material cause and effect, [then there would be]
adhering to even the seed etc. and the sprout etc., [which are each other’s cause and

effect], being separate tattvas.

SSP §6 16, 14-16

na ca tesam parasparam upadanopadeyabhavadar§anam asiddham,
prthivyatmakacandrakantasiiryakantakasthavisesebhyo®® jalanalayor utpatteh |
pradipajalaviSesabhyam prthvirupafijanamuktaphalayoh, prthviviSesatalavrntader vayoh

saksad viksanat, anyatha drstapalapaprasamgat |

SSP §6 English

And it is not so that seeing those [earth etc.] being each other’s material cause and effect
is not proved, on account of the arising of water and fire [respectively] from the two
crystals®”, the candrakanta and siiryakanta, [both of which] have the nature of earth.
Because collyrium®? is the fruit of a lamp®"' and pearls are the fruit of special water®'?,
[both of which, i.e. collyrium and pearls,] have the nature of earth, and because wind®" is
seen from [using] a palm leaf fan, which has the nature of earth.®'* Otherwise, there

would be adhering to a denial of that which is seen.®"’

as they are not mutually reducible to each other. Earth, fire, water and wind are insentient. How then can
they produce sentience? According to the Jain, this reciprocity can be seen, by means of sensory perception,
to belong to earth etc., i.e. it is seen that this is how the material world functions. Thus something else must
be the cause of consciousness.

Tatia (1964:35) writes: “The nature of consciousness is radically different from matter and so it
cannot be the product of material elements. The effect must be essentially homogeneous with the cause and
reducible to the latter in turn. The law of causality demands that the cause and its effect must be mutually
reducible”. To this he adds in a footnote: “Vidyananda cites examples of such reducibility in the following
passage: na ca tesam parasparam upadanopadeya-bhava-dar§anam asiddham, prthivyatmaka-candrakanta-
suryakanta-kastha-vi§esebhyo jalanalayor utpatteh. ” (1964: 35, footnote 1). He does not attempt to explain
how the example here cited illustrates such reducibility, and it is difficult to see how this sentence can be
interpreted in such a way. The point seems rather to be that earth etc. cannot be separate tatfvas as they
have a mutual cause-effect relationship. Tattvas cannot be generated (this is a point taken for granted in this
argument).

9% ed. note: “manibhyah
9 Here candrakanta and siiryakanta (moon-stone and sun-stone respectively) are kinds of kasthavisesa, lit.
“special and excellent”. Kasthavisesa is not found in the MMW, but is glossed by the editor as mani (jewel
or crystal). As both candrakanta and siiryakanta are stones, this seems to be a reasonable interpretation.
Kastha usually means “wood”, but this meaning seems to make no sense here, as candrakanta and
siryakanta are both stones. I have thus interpreted kasthavisesa as meaning crystal.

619 a4 black pigment which is made from soot. It is applied around the eyes as makeup.

ol . fire

612 e. on entering a shell.

013 j e. air

614 this is simply a collection of examples of the material elements being each other’s material cause and
effect. The point Vidyanandin is making is that they can thus not be tattvas.

615 i e. claiming that this mutual cause effect relationship is not proved (Cf. the starting sentence of the
paragraph, na ca tesam parasparam upadanopadeyabhavadarsanam asiddham) would be a denial of that
which is readily perceptible to everyone.

E)
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SSP §7 16, 17-21
tatha jivo nastity abhimatam api drstaviruddham |
sukhaduhkhaharsavisadadyanekaparinamatmakasya atmatattvasya

svasamvedanapratyaksena nirbadham anubhavat hetubhir vinaiva astitvasya siddheh |

tasya hi hetur vacyo yasmin momuhyate matir nrnam |

na hi darpanadeyah®® karakankanadar§anaya buddhaih | [source not found] iti vacanat

SSP §7 English

In the same way also the accepted [position] [of the Carvaka], [i.e.] that the soul does not
exist, is contradicted by perception. Because the nature of the soul, whose nature is that of
many modes such as pleasure, pain, joy, despair etc., is experienced by means of the

617

perception [known as] self-cognition™’. Because [its] existence is proved even without a

logical reason. Because of the saying:

That with respect to which the intellect of men is bewildered,
the logical reason of that is to be declared.
For a mirror is not to be taken up by the wise

for the purpose of seeing the bracelet on [their own] hands.®"®

SSP §8 16, 22-26

na ca jivasya jianatmano ‘svasamvedanam®" asiddham, jianasya asvasamviditatve®*
cabhavapatter grahakabhavat | jidanantarena grahane, tasyapi tadanantarena
grahanakalpanayam anavasthopanipatat [**'tadkalpanayam tatha vaktum asakeh | na

t22 pramanasamkhyavyadhatac ca | tatah

canumanena tadgrahanam, tadanupagama
svasamvedanam esitavyam | tatra ca svasamvedanena jivasya
bhoktrtvasadharanadharmabhrtah saksatkaranad drstaviruddham idam barhaspatyam

matam |

SSP §8 English

016 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “darpana adeyah”. It is preferrable to read it as a compound, as darpana
would otherwise have to be read as a vocative.

17 Cf. SSP 6, 4 and 12, 4-7 for how this term is used with respect to the Purusadvaita and Vijiianadvaita.
618 i e. when one has the un-obstructed experience of something, it does not require proof in the form of a
logical reason, just like one does not need a mirror to see the bracelets on one’s own hands.

619 Amended. The printed edition reads “jfianatmanah svasamviditatve”. This reading does not fit the
context and the following argumentation, which clearly requires a negation.

620 Amended. Printed ed. reads “svasamviditatve”. The argument clearly needs this to be negated.

62l Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tadkalpanayam”. This does not make any sense as the point is clearly to
show the consequences of the Carvaka position, and not the consequences of rejecting it.

622 ed. note: “anumananabhyupagamat |”

171



And it is not so that self-cognition of the soul, which has cognition as its nature, is not
proved, because, if cognition is not self-cognized, the result is the non-existence of
[cognition], on account of there being no grasper®” [of the cognition itself]. Because it is
found that it is not established if the grasping is performed by another cognition, since [it
requires] the postulation of the grasping of that [cognition which is equally uncognized]
by an adjoining [cognition], [and so on, ad infinitum]®**. Because then, if that [other
cognition cognizing the initial cognition] is proposed, one is not able to speak [about any

object]®®

. And it is not so that the grasping of that [initial cognition] is [done] by means
of inference, for acceptance of that [inference] was left out from the enumeration of
pramanas.®®® Therefore, the self-cognition [of cognition] must be accepted.®”” And in that
case the doctrine of the followers of Braspati is contradicted by sensory perception, on
account of there being direct perception of the soul, which has the state of being the

experiencer as [its] uncommon characteristic®*®

, by means of self-cognition.

SSP §9 16, 27-17, 2

nasiddham bhoktrtvasyasadharanatvam, acetanasya Sarirades tadanupapatteh | na hy
acetanasya Sarirasya bhoktrtvam upapadyate, Sarirasya bhogadhisthanatvena prasiddhah,
anyatha mrtakasyapi bhoktrtvaprasamgat | napi karanagramasya®”’; tasya
bhogopabhogakaranatvat | na ca Sabdadivisayasya; bhogyatvena tasya pratiteh | tato
bhoktrtvam atmany aveti tadapalapino lokayatikasya bhoktrtvam kvapi na vyavastham

astighnuvita |

SSP §9 English

And it is not so that being the experiencer is not proved to be the uncommon
[characteristic of the soul], because the inanimate, the body etc., having that [state of
being the experiencer] is not found.® For it is not found that the inanimate body is the
experiencer. It is well known because the body is the abode for [the souls] experience.

Because otherwise [there would be] adherence to even a corpse being the experiencer.

623 i e. cognizer

624 i e. postulating another cognition as the grasper of the initial cognition would only lead to infinite
regress, as this cognition would require yet another cognition etc. etc..

625 e. this would lead to no object ever being cognized as the cognition of the object would remain
uncognized due to infinite regress. As no object could ever be cognized, one could never speak of any
objects, as this presupposes the cognition of objects.

626 the materialistic Carvaka only accept one pramana (valid means of knowledge), namely pratyaksa
(sensory perception). Thus they cannot take recourse to inference (anumana) to solve this problem, as they
do not accept inference as a valid means of knowledge.

627 e. the Carvaka must accept that cognition cognizes itself, as neither another cognition nor inference can
account for its cognition.

628 i e. this is a specific quality of the soul which is not found in other things.

629 ed. note: “indriyasamihasya |”

630 the materialist Carvaka cannot deny that being the experiencer is the uncommon characteristic (i.e. a
characteristic not shared with other kinds of phenomena) of the soul, as it cannot be shown that any

inanimate thing, such as the body and so forth, has this characteristic.
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And it is also not [found that] the group of instruments®' [is the experiencer], because it
[the group of instruments] is the instrument for experiencing the experiencing. And it is
also not [found that] the sense objects, sound etc., [are the experiencer], because they are
seen to be that which is to be experienced [by the soul].®** “Because of that, the state of
being the experience is only in the soul”. The state of being the experiencer cannot ascend

633

to establishment in any [other substance] for the Lokayatika®™” who denies that [the state

of being the experiencer in the soul].

SSP §10 17, 3-13

nanu prthivyadisamudayaSarirakaryanvayini garbhadimaranaparyante caitanye
sarvacetanaviSesavyapini bhoktrtvam sambhavati, Sariradivilaksanatvat tasyeti cet; tad
evatmadravyam astu, janmanah piirvam maranad iirdhvam api tasya sadbhavopapatteh |
vivadapannam caitanyam anady anantam prthivyadisamudayaSarirendriyavisayebhyo
‘tyantavailaksanasyanyathanupapatteh | na hi tatkaryam tato ‘tyantavilaksanam asti,
ripadisamanvayat | caitanyasyapi sattvadisamanvayan natyantavilaksanatvam iti cet; na;
tattvabhede ‘pi tasya®** bhavat prthivyadinam abhedapatteh | prthivyaditattvabhedanam

ekavikarisamanvayabhavad bheda eva kesamcit®™

pragabhavadibhedavat; kim idanim
caitanyabhutayor ekavikarisamanvayo ‘sti yena tattvantaratvena bhedo na syat, tasmad
ekavikarisamanvayasattvam vailaksanyam, tad eva ca tattvantaratvam ity
anadyanantaram caitanasya sadhayatity anadyanantatvena prasiddhah so ‘yam atma
harsavisadadyanekakaravivartah pratyatmavedaniyah prati§ariram bhedabhedatmako
‘pratyakhyanarhah pratiksipantam atmanam pratibodhayatity krtam prayasena | tatas

carvakamatam drstaviruddham iti siddham |

SSP §10 English

If it is objected: Certainly, the state of being the experiencer is contained in the
consciousness, which is connected [to the body] as the effect of the body which [in turn]
is a compound of earth etc.; which begins at conception and ends at death; and which

pervades all conscious beings, on account of that [consciousness] being characteristically

631 e. the senses

632 pred. instr. construction. Though the Sanskrit here has visaya (sense object) in the singular this is best
rendered into the plural in English.

633 1 okayata is another name for the Carvaka. According to Kharwandikar (2004b) there are several
proposed interpretations of what the word loka here refers to and hence several interpretations of what the
name Lokayata means: 1) loka means “the world”, ayata means “based on”. Thus Lokayata is the view
based on the affairs of the world; 2) loka means ’common people’. Lokayata is thus “’the view which is
conformably agreeable to common people”’; 3) loka means “sense object”, and Lokayata thus means “the
view based on the sense objects” (185).

0% ed. note: “sattvadisamanvayasya |”
635 Ad rtes PrnioRoilEnE
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different from the body.** [It is answered:] [then] that [consciousness] must be the soul-
substance, because the existence of that [consciousness] is found also before birth and
after death. The consciousness that has entered into the dispute is without beginning and
without end, because otherwise one would not find that [the consciousness] is completely
different®’ from the objects, the senses and the body, which is a compound of earth
etc..5

For the effect of those [earth etc.] is not completely different from those [earth etc.], on
account of harmony®” [between them] with respect to [their characteristics] [such as]
color etc..**

If it is objected: Also consciousness [being the product of earth etc.] is not
completely different [from earth etc.], because there is harmony [between them] with
respect to [the characteristic of] existence etc..* [It is answered:] no, because [then there
would] be non-difference of [the tattvas] earth etc. on account of that [harmony with
respect to existence] being [present] even in the different tattvas.®*> [But the Carvakas
hold that]®* there is only difference [between the tattvas, earth etc.] because the different

tattvas, earth etc., do not have harmony of a single variable [characteristic]®*, just like the

6% i e. so the fault raised against the body being the experiencer (that then even a dead body would
experience) does not apply, as the consciousness and the body are not identical.
%7 the phrasing “completely different” (atyantavailaksana) is curious, as the view of complete difference, in
the strictest sense, would be incompatible with the anekantavada. Postulating absolute difference would be
an ekanta (one-sided) view. It should here be noted that Vidyanandin does not use the phrase sarvatha
bhinna, which he does when referring to ekanta views, to express this difference. Vailaksana is derived
from vilaksana (having different characteristic marks). It It thus refers to possessing different
characteristics, not an absolute difference as envisioned in ekanta views (such as the difference accepted by
the VaiSesika).
63 This is a syllogism: 1) Pratijia (proposition): The consciousness in dispute exists before birth and after
death; 2) hetu (premise): because otherwise it would not be found to be completely different from the
objects, senses and the body, which is a compound of earth etc. (i.e. the material elements).

The contention seems to be that the consciousness must be eternal if it is to be different from the
body etc., which is made up of the material elements.
639 according to the MMW samanvaya (from sam + anu + i) means “regular succession or order”,
“connected sequence or consequence”. “‘conjunction” or “mutual or immediate connection”. None of these
meanings fit the context. According to Grimes (1996) samanvaya means “harmony”. This meaning is
adopted here.
649§ e. the some characteristics of the cause are found in the effect, thus they are not completely different.
641 j.e. the Carvaka might argue that they are in fact not completely different, as they both share the quality
“existence”.
642 i e. this objection is rejected because “existence” is regarded to be a too general characteristic to apply in
this context. Even the tattvas accepted by the Carvaka share this characteristic, and as a result the
materialist Carvaka would be advocating the non-difference between the tattvas (earth etc.).
%3 The sentence prthivyaditattvabhedanam ekavikarisamanvayabhdavad bheda eva kesamcit
pragabhavadibhedavat; is the opinion held by the Carvaka, though it is not marked as such in any of the
usual ways of doing so, i.e. as an objection (by means of iti cet) or by the locative. It nevertheless clearly
seems to intend to express a Carvaka opinion, as it is not a Jain opinion that earth etc. do not have single
variable characteristic in common, cf. §§5-6 above where Vidyanandin shows that earth etc. are each others
cause and effect. As argued above in the present paragraph (na hi tatkaryam tato ‘tyantavailaksanam asti,
ripadisamanvayat), this would entail that they do indeed have some characteristics in common as the cause
and its effect cannot be completely different.
4 ekavikarisamanvaya. The term ekavikarin is curious. Vikara (from vi + kr), according to the MMW,
means “change of form or nature”, “transformation”, “modification”, “change” etc.. Vikarin thus means
“liable to change”, “changeable”, “undergoing change”, “inconstant”, “variable” etc., but is also found
meaning simply “change” or “alteration” (compounded with the suffix —tva). As the argument here revolves
around characteristics, the term ekavikarin is here interpreted to refer to such characteristics. Thus the
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different [kinds of non-existence], previous non-existence etc.*”, [posited by] some [i.e.
the naiyayikas] [do not have harmony of a single variable characteristic].[Thus it is
asked] Now, do consciousness and the elements [earth etc.] have harmony of a single
variable [characteristic], by which®® the difference would not be as that [which the
Carvaka accept] between different tattvas?®*’ Therefore®® there is absolute difference,
which is the absence of having harmony of a single variable [characteristic], [between
consciousness and the material elements].

Indeed, that [difference found between consciousness and the material elements]
has “different-tattva-ness”**. Thus it is proved that the consciousness is beginningless
and endless. Thus that very soul, which is well known as beginningless and endless,
which has manifold modifications such as joy, despair etc., experienced by every living
being, [specific] to each body, has a nature that is both different and non-different with
respect to the body, is not deserving of refutation and awakens the self that rejects it®°.
Enough with [this] effort [to establish the existence of the soul by means of sensory
perception]! Therefore it is proved that the Carvaka-doctrine is contradicted by

perception.

SSP §11 17, 14-18
etena tadistaviruddham ca siddham, anadyanantasyatmanah sadhitatvat,

pratisedhagaunakalpanadibhis tasya sadhayisyamanatvac ca | tad uktam —

$lpratisedhagaunakalpanasuddhapadanekasammatijinoktaih |

nirbadhalaksanarthair lingair api bhavyate bhavah®? || [source not found] iti

SSP §11 English
By this it is also proven that that [Carvaka doctrine] is contradicted by inference, because

the beginningless and endless soul is proved [to exist], and because there will be proving

phrase ekavikarisamanvaya is here interpreted as meaning “having even one variable characteristic in
common”.

%45 the Nyaya-VaiSesika distinguish between different kinds of non-existence (abhava), such as:
pragabhava: the non-existence of an object before it comes into existence (i.e. such as the absence of the
pot in the clay before the pot is produced); pradhvamsabhava: non-existence in consequence of
annihilation; anyonyabhava: one object not being another (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 219). Various
philosophers have classified them differently, the details of which are not important here (cf.
Radhakrishnan 1966b: 219-221 for a concise exposition of this).

646 j e. if they did have harmony of a single variable characteristic (ekakarisamanvaya).

647 i.e. so that, having ekavikarisamanvaya (at least one single variable quality in common), the difference
between them would not be so total as that between different tattvas. This is a rhetorical question.

648 i e. since the answer to the preceding question is “no”.

%9 i e. it has the nature of the difference between the different tattvas, i.e. absolute difference.

59 the point here seems to be that it is because the soul exists that one is able to object against its existence,
as it is the cognizer of all cognitions and the basis of all thought and reflection. Thus even the Carvaka, who
denies its existence, owes his ability to do so to its existence.

1 ed. note: pratisedha$ ca gaunakalpanam ca Suddhapadas ca anekasammatis ca jinoktis ca taih
652 ed. note: “jivah |”

EX]
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of that [beginningless and endless soul] by means of negation, secondary usage etc.. It is

said —

The soul is shown to exist even by [these] un-negated logical marks: negation®>,

] 654

figurative usage [of words]®*, uncompounded words®>, the agreement of many®®, the

word of the Jinas®.

SSP §12 17, 19-21

tad yatha — “nasti jivah” iti pratisedhavacanam eva jivasya mukhyavrttya astitvam
siicayati, nirtipakhyesu®® vidhipratisedhanupapatteh | yatha — “nastiha ghatah” iti
pratisedho desantare ghatastitvam prakasayati tatha svartipadicatustayena sata eva jivasya

parariipadicatustayena nastitvam ghatate nanyatha |

SSP §12 English

It is as follows — even the statement of negation “The soul does not exist” primarily®”
reveals the existence of the soul. Because affirmation or negation with respect to
[completely] non-existent®® [things] is not found. Just as the negation “there is no pot
here” reveals the existence of a pot in another place®', just so one reaches the existence

662

of the soul by means of the fourfold own nature etc.” and the non-existence (of the soul)

by means of the fourfold other-nature etc..®” It is not otherwise.

63 ¢f. §12 and §13 below
5% cf. §14 below
%5 Sudhhapada. Suddha means “clear”, “pure”, “simple” etc.. Here it refers to uncomounded words. Cf. §15
below
636 ¢f, §16 below
57 cf. §16 below
%8 ed. note: niriipesu tucchesu |”, i.e. nirijpa here means tuccha (empty).
59 mukhyavrttya here seems best read as an adverb, in the sense that the negating statement “the soul does
not exist” presupposes the existence of the soul, i.e. the sentence primarily indicates the existence of a soul
as it presupposes that there is such a thing as a soul that is negated or denied. Mukhyavrttya could also be
read as an instrumental, “...reveals the existence of the soul by means of the primary meaning [of words]”.
The sense is the same, though the first option seems preferable.
8680 According to the MMW niripakhya is wrong for nirupakhya, which means “destitute of all
%ualification”, “unreal”, “false”, “non-existent” etc.. Cf. ed. note to niripakhyesu in footnote 658.

"i.e. when one says “there is no pot” one does not mean that there does not exist any such thing as a pot.
What one means is that there is no pot in the place one is referring to.
662 e. svadravya (own-substance), svaksetra (own location), svakala (own time) and svabhdva (own state).
Cf. footnote to translation of parariipa (other-nature) below and the chapter on the anekantavada.
%3 j.e. paradravya (other substance), paraksetra (other location), parakala (other time) and parabhava
(other state). Cf. Chapter 2. Refers to the syadvada, more specifically to four characteristics in which a
thing is said to not exist, and the four ways in which a thing is said to exist. If the pot exists in a certain
place x, it exists as its svariipa, i.e. svadravya etc., there. Simultaneously it does not exist there as pararipa,
i.e. as paradravya etc.. In other words, it does not exist as a non-pot (i.e. as a bicycle etc.). When saying
“ghato ‘sti”, what one is really saying is “ghatah svarupenasti, ghatah pararupena nasti”, i.e. “ghatah
ghatatvena rupenasti, ghatah patatvena rupena nasti”’. According to the syadvada, everything both exists
and does not exist at the same time. In some ways it exists, in others it does not. So when one says that
something exists or does not exist one is really saying that something exists or does not exist in a certain
form (svaripa, parariipa etc.).
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SSP §13 17, 22-24
gavadimastake sata eva visanasya kharadimastake pratisedhadar$anat | tatah satah pratitau

pratisedhasiddhir iti suniriipitam |

SSP §13 English

If it is objected: Certainly, being an object of negation is found even for completely non-
existent forms, such as a donkey’s horn etc.. [It is answered:] no, because it is seen that
the negation is of a horn, which exists on the head of a cow etc., on the head of a donkey
etc..® Therefore it is well observed: “there is establishment of negation if the existence

[of the negated thing] is cognized”.

SSP §14 17, 25-27

tatha citrapurusadau “idam sajivacitram” iti gaunakalpanam mukhyavrttya jivastitvam
kathayati, yatha — “simho manavakah” iti manavake simhatvam
vi§istajatyadiparinatasimhastitvam iti | tasmad gaunakalpanad mukhyasiddir iti

niravadyam |

SSP §14 English

In the same way, the figurative usage “this painting has soul” with respect to a man in a
painting etc. shows the existence of the soul by the primary meaning®®, just as lion-ness
in the student [when saying] “the lion-student™® [shows] the existence of the lion, which
is turned into [the concept of being of] “the best kind” etc..®”” Therefore it is
unobjectionable to say: “there is proof of the primary [meaning] from the figurative

usage”.

SSP §15 17, 28-29

tatha “jivah” iti Suddhapadam mukhyavrttya svarthavat®®

, Suddhapadatvat,

pramanapadavat | tatah Suddhapadatvat “asti jivah” iti ca siddham |

664 j.e. The donkey’s horn is strictly speaking not absolutely non-existent. Even such negations have their
root in reality, as the negation of a donkey’s horn is the negation of a horn, which exists on the heads of
cows etc., on the head of a donkey, which is also a really existing thing. What is denied is the combination
of two existing things.

%3 j e. such a secondary usage presupposes the primary meaning.

666 According to Dr. Srinivasan this is an expression used in India to denote the very best kind of student
which grasps everything the teacher says just like a lion pounces on its prey.

67 i.e. just like the statement concerning the “lion student” presupposes the existence of the lion, which is
then used figuratively to express the idea of being “of the best kind”.

8 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “mukhyavrttya, svarthavat”. The syntax seems to make much more sense if
the comma is removed.
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SSP §15 English

In the same way, the uncompounded®® word “soul” denotes its own object by means of
[its] primary meaning, because it is an uncompounded word, like the word pramana.
Therefore it is proved that “the soul exists” because [“soul”] is an uncompounded

word.*"°

SSP §16 17, 30-31

tathaivanekaviSistajanasammatatvat, aptapranitatvac ca “asti jivah” iti suvyavasthitam |

SSP §16 English
In the same way, it is firmly established that “the soul exists”, because it is agreed to by
many distinguished people and because it s taught by those who have reached

[emancipation and omniscience, i.e. the Jinas]®”'.

SSP §17 18, 1-5

kim ca bhutacaitanyayor bahirantarmukhavabhasayoh

grahyatvat bheda eva | tayor de§abhedenadar$anad abhede
$arfrakaraparinatavanivana®”’pavana®*sakhapavananam apy ekatvaprasamgat |
upadanakaranasadr§am hi karyam bhavati [source not found] iti vacanad
>dharanerenadravosnatariipena bhiutasadr§yabhavat, amiirtacaitanyasya

milrtakaryatvayogac ca Sarirabhinnam eva caitanyam |

SSP §17 English

Moreover, the material elements and consciousness, which are cognized as external and
internal [respectively] and reside in contradictory qualities such as infancy etc. and
passion etc. [respectively], are different, because they are grasped as different substances
by different valid means of knowledge. Because, if they [consciousness and the material

elements] are not different on account of not being seen as different with respect to space,

669§ e. uncompounded

670 the idea seems to be that while compounded words, such as “donkey’s horn” (kharavisana) (which is a
compound word in sanskrit) may denote non-existing things, the simple (i.e. uncompounded) words
(Suddhapada), such as "donkey” and horn”, must refer to something real. Since the word “soul” is a
simple, i.e. uncompounded, word, it must refer to something real, and thus it is proved that the soul exists
b_/y the fact that it is a simple, uncompounded word.

5 apta (ppp of ap, “obtained”, “reached” etc.) is often used in the sense of “reliable person” with regard to
testimony etc.. Here it clearly refers to the Jinas (cf. the verse in §11 which states jinokta as one of the
logical marks which prove the existence of the soul). I have thus chosen to translate it as “those who have
reached [emancipation and omniscience]” to make this connection clearer.

672 ed. note: “balyadibhavo hi bhautikasariragocarah |”

673 ed. note: “jalam |”

™ ed. note: “agnih |

675 ed. note: “dharanam prthivyah, iranam vayvoh, dravo jalasya, usnata cagneh |”.
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[there would be] adherence to the identity of the earth, water, fire and wind that are
transformed into the form of the body.”® Consciousness is indeed different from the
body, on account of the statement “for the effect is similar to the material cause”, because
[consciousness] is not similar to the elements which have the nature of holding
[associated with earth], moving [wind], flowing [water] and heat [fire]®”’, and because it

is unsuitable for the immaterial consciousness to be the product of material [substances].

SSP §18 18, 6-12

tasya®”® cabhilaso hi pratyabhijfiane sati pradurbhavati, pratyabhijiianam ca smarane sati,
smaranam ca purvanubhava eva bhavatiti pirvanubhavah siddhah | anyatha
tadaharjatabalakasya stanadav abhilasa ‘bhavaprasamgat | “’mrtanam kesamcid
raksoyaksadikulesu svayamutpannatvena kathayatam dar$anat kesamcid bhavasmrter

upalambhac ca paraloko ‘py asti | tad uktam —

tadaharjjastanehato raksodrster®® bhavasmrteh |

bhiitananvayanat siddhah prakrtijfiah sanatanah | [source not found] iti

SSP §18 English

Previous experience [from past lives] is proved: For desire appears for that [soul] [only] if
there is recognition. And there is [only] recognition if there is remembering. And
remembering exists only if there is previous experience”®®'. Otherwise [there would be]
adherence to the desires of a child born on that very day towards the female breast etc.

not existing.®®* Also the other-world exists, because some that are dead are seen

conversing [with the living] because they have spontaneously arisen among the ranks of

676 j.e. if it should be argued that the consciousness and the body must be the same because they are always
seen to occupy the same space (one never sees the consciousness not residing in a body), then one must
argue the same for the elements which make up the body (as they too occupy the same space). This
argument does not seem particularly convincing, as the individual elements are seen in other places without
the others (water is seen by itself, i.e. not sharing the same space as fire, earth or wind, in a lake etc.), while
the consciousness can hardly be said to be seen unaccompanied by a body.

677 i.e. if the consciousness was the product of the elements, these characteristics would be found in the
consciousness (as the effect and the material cause must be similar). As these characteristics are not found
in the consciousness, it cannot be the product of the elements.

678 ed. note: “jivasya |’

67 ed. note: “tulana — prameyaratna-
80 Amended. The printed edition reads: “rakso drster”. Reading this as compounded seems preferable.
681 j.e. past experience is a prerequisite for memory, memory is a prerequisite for recognition and
recognition is a prerequisite for desire.

682 .. since desire is based on recognition, which is again based on remembering, how else can one explain
the desire of the newborn child towards the breast? It must be based on experience in a former life (as it has
had no experiences in this life which could give rise to its desire for its mother’s breast), thus proving the
existence of the consciousness before conception.

‘44
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683

raksas, yaksas etc.””, and because some [people] obtain memories of [previous] states of

existence. It is said:

Because of the desire of one born on that [same] day for the breast [of his mother],
because of the seeing of Raksas, because of remembering [previous] states of existence,

because of lack of connection with the elements, the soul®® is proved.

SSP §19 18, 13-23

jananadikaranaviSese ‘pi sukhaduhkhadivaicitryadar§anat punyapapadikam apy asty eva |
evam pramanaprasiddhe paraloke paralokapunyapapapradvesi brhaspatimatam na satam
mano manag api prinayati, kimtu upalabham evarhati |

sa coktah svamibhih —

madyangavad bhiitasamagame jfiafi §aktyantaravyaktir adaivasrstih |

ity atmas$i$nodarapustitustair nihribhayair ha mrdavah pralabdhah |

drste ‘viSiste jananadihetau viSistata ka pratisattvam esam |

svabhavatah kim na parasya siddhir atavakanam api ha prapatah |

svacchandavrtter jagatah svabhavad uccair anacarapadesv adosam |
nirghusya ®’diksasamamuktimanas tvaddrstibadhyah bata vibhramanti |
[yuktyanu- §lo- 35-37] iti

tato nayam brhaspatir aptatam atmasatkaroti |

SSP §19 English
Also merit and demerit etc. exist, because one sees difference with regard to the pleasure
and pain [that living beings experience], even though there is no difference with respect

686

to [their] causes [of birth], [the manner of] production®® etc..®*” Thus, since the other

world is well known by the valid means of knowledge, the doctrine of Brhaspati, which

683 i e. because some beings that have died and been reborn as raksas, yaksas etc. have had contact with the
livin

o84 pr%zkrtijﬁah literally means “knower of Nature”, here referring to the soul/consciousness.

685 Amended. Printed edition reads “diksa samamukti”. Diksa (undertaking religious observance), here in
the feminine nominative singular, does not seem to make sense here. It does not seem to fit grammatically
with any of the other elements in the sentence. Thus it seems better to read it as compounded with
samamukti.

5% janana here more literally means “generating”, “producing”, “begetting”, referring to the manner in
which living beings are generated, i.e. sexual intercourse etc..

%7 i.e. even though all people are brought into the world by the same means, people experience different
degrees and amounts of pleasure and pain throughout life. How else can this be explained but through the
theory of karma?
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hates®® the other world, merit and demerit, does not even in the least please the mind of

the wise. On the contrary, it deserves reproach. And that is said by the Master:

If there is coming together of the elements, like the constituents of liquor,*® the knower®”
is one whose nature is non-divine®' and manifests a different power [then that which is
made up of].*> Alas! The weak are deceived by fearlessness and shamelessness®? and the

satisfaction and prosperity of their own bellies and penises.

Since it is seen that the cause [of birth], [manner of] production etc., is not distinct®* [for
each individual], why is there distinction [with respect to] each and every life? [If it is
answered:] “because it is their nature”, why is that which is proved for [your] opponents
[the soul, the other world, merit and demerit etc.] not [proved from nature]?*” Alas [o

Jina]! [this is] the fall of those that are not your [followers]*®!

The living beings, having declared: “There is no fault in the matters of improper
behaviour on account of acting according to one’s own will and because it is the way of
the world/living beings”. Considering it to be equal to liberation and religious

undertaking, they, alas, disregarding®’ your®® doctrine, roam around [in samsara].

Therefore [it is concluded that] Brhaspati does not possess®’ trustworthiness’®.

%88 pradvesi must be the neuter nominative singular of pradvesin. This form (derived from pra + dvis + in is
not found in the MMW).

59 if the consciousness is made up of the elements, i.e. if the materialist doctrine is correct and there is no
soul, merit, demerit, other world etc..

6% ] e. consciousness

91 e. it has the nature of the elements. Non-divine should here not be taken too literally, as the Jains do not
believe in a creator god, and it would thus be strange to characterize the soul as literally “divine”. “Daiva”
seems here to be contrasted with the nature of the elements, i.e. used simply to imply a non-material or non-
mundane nature. Taken in this way, what is expressed here is that if the consciousness is simply made up of
the elements, it has their nature, i.e. its nature is “adaiva”.

692 i.e. just like the ingredients of liquor, which do not separately have the power to intoxicate a man, come
together to form a power that is different from themselves, so the consciousness is of an non-divine nature
and manifests a power which is not found in its parts (i.e. sentience) if it is so that it is made up of the
elements.

%93 ni here seems to negate both Ari (shame) and bhaya (fear).

94 4.e. it is the same

59 the exact meaning of this sentence is unclear. The translation offered here is the only reading of this
verse that seems to make sense, viewing esam svabhavatah as an answer to the question visistata ka
pratisattvam. The question kim na parasya siddhir is then asked as a reaction to esam svabhavatah. The
point seems to be that if the Carvaka, when asked to account for the diversity in various lives, answer that
that is simply the way it is, i.e. it is natural, then why cannot this be said about the existence of the soul, the
other world, merit and demerit etc.?

5% this last sentence seems to be addressed to the Jina.

%7 badhya is a gerundive from the root badh, lit. meaning “is to be repelled/pressed/removed/set aside”.
The sense here seems to be that they (the living beings described in this verse) consider the doctrine of the
Jina (tvaddrsti, i.e “your doctrine”) as something which is to be set aside.

% seems to be directed towards the Tirthankara.

9 atmasatkaroti literally means “making one’s own”. Here it is best rendered as “possesses”.
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SSP §20 18, 24-28

yad uktam — “sarvajfio nasti” ity adi, tad api pralapamatram eva; pratyaksatah sarvajiiasya
muneh, anumanasyagamasya ca’’' nastitvavyavasthapanasambhavat, tasya’”
bhavavisayatabhyupagamat | yadi kimcit pratyaksam tatrapravartamanatvad eva
tadabhavam vyavasthapayet, tada purusantaradipratyaksantaranam apy abhavam tad eva
gamayet, tadvisayanam ca ksmadinam ity atiprasamgah svayam istasya

brhaspatyadipratyaksasyapi savisayasyabhavasiddheh™ |

SSP §20 English

That which is said: “An omniscient being does not exist” etc., even that is mere talk.
Because it is impossible to establish the non-existence of the omniscient saint and [the
invalidity of] inference and the scriptural tradition’” from sensory perception, on account
of it being acknowledged that it [sensory perception] has that which exists as its object.’”®”
If [the Carvakas argue that] some perception could establish the non-existence of that
[omniscient being] on account of not occurring with respect to that [non-existent thing]’*,
then [this results in] an unwarrantable extension: that same [perception] would lead to the
non-existence of even other perceptions, [i.e.] [the perceptions] of other people™’ etc.,

and the objects of that [sensory perception], [i.e.] earth etc., on account of proving the

% apta is used to describe trustworth people in the context of verbal testimony. Verbal testimony
(aptavacana or Sabda) is generally considered valid or trustworthy if the person who gives it is apta, i.e.
trustworthy.

"I The occurrence of anumanasyagamasya ca (inference and scriptural tradition) here is curious. It is
mainly the existence of the sarvajiiamunih (omniscient saint) which is discussed in the following
paragraphs, inference and verbal testimony only appearing in a curious argument in §21 below, though this
argument does not seem to be related to the argument advanced here. Regarding to the statement made
here, however, i.e. that pratyaksa (sensory perception) cannot prove that there is no omniscient saint, it
applies to inference and the scriptural tradition as well (the point of contention regarding the latter two
presumably being their validity and not whether or not they exist). It is moreover brought up again in §21
below (Cf. footnote 716). Thus, though the inclusion and formulation here is a bit peculiar, it has not been
decided to amend the text and remove anumanasyagamasya ca.
"2 ed. note: “pratyaksasya |”
% Amended. Printed edition reads “abh va”. The a (in abhava) seems to be missing in the text as the result
of a misprint.
704 Cf footnote 701.

> i.e. sensory perception cannot negate, only affirm. Cf. the Advaitin’s argument: “tasya vidhatrtvena
mseddhrtvabhavat” (SSP 4, 12-18, §19 Advaita-chapter). The reason it can here be used by the Jain seems
to be that inference is not accepted by the Carvaka, and thus the arguments raised against the Advaitin’s
argument by the Jain cannot be raised against the Jain by the Carvaka. When one does not see the pot on
the table, it is not the non-existence of the pot that is seen. One only sees the table, and from that one
deduces the non-existence of the pot (on the table). The Jain thus argued that perception does entail
negation (Cf. SSP 4, 12-18 §19 Advaita- -chapter). As the Carvaka does not allow any other pramanas than
Perceptlon (pratyaksa), they cannot argue in this way and must consider perception as only affirming.

Le. if he Carvaka argues that perception proves the non-existence of a thing by not occurring with
respect to that thing, i.e. if that thing is not perceived.

" i.e. the perceptions belonging to other people
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non-existence even of the sensory perception of Brhaspati etc. and its objects, which are

approved [by the Carvakas] themselves.””

SSP §21 19, 1-6

atha pratyaksantaram svayam atmanam vyavasthapayati prthivyadisvavisayam ca tatra
pravartanad ato na tadabhavaprasamga ity matam; tarhi sarvajiio ‘pi svasamvedanad
atmanam svargapurvadivisayam ca vyavasthapayati, iti katham tadabhavasiddheh,
pramanantarasya’” ca tadvacanasya hetuvadariipasyahetuvadartipasya ca sa eva

"siddhih | sarvajfiah svaparavyavasthapako

vyavasthapakah syad iti kutas tadabhava
‘stity atra kim pramanam iti cet; svapratyaksaikapramanavadinah pratyaksantaram
svaparavisayam astity atra kim pramanam, tatha prasiddhir anyatrapi, iti na pratyaksam

tadabhavavedakam, atiprasamgasya duhpariharatvat |

SSP §21 English
Now it is thought [by the Carvaka]: “Other sensory perception’'! establish itself and [is]
objects, earth etc., on its own, because it operates with regard to that [itself and its

1"*2. Therefore there [would] not be adhering to the non-existence of that

objects
[perception belonging to another]”.
[It is then objected by the Jain:] then also the omniscient being establishes himself

13 etc., on account of self-cognition. How is [then] the

and [his] objects, heaven, apurva
non-existence of those [omniscient being etc.] proved? Only the [the omniscient] can be
the establisher of that which has the stating of a premise as its nature, which is another
valid means of knowledge”, and that which does not have the stating of a premise as its
nature, which is the statement of those [authoritative persons]’””. How then is the non-
existence of those [omniscient being and the other valid means of knowledge] be

established?”!¢

7% j.e. such a postulation would have undesired consequences for the Carvakas as such perception would
then disprove the perceptions of others, along with the objects of this perception. The result of this would
also be the non-existence of the perceptions of Brhaspati and its objects (probably referring to the tattvas).
Thus, Vidyanandin argues, the Carvaka would have to conclude that other people do not have any
erceptions.
% ed. note: “anumanariipasya |”
19 ed. note: “sarvajiiasya pramanantarasya ca
711 i e. perceptual cognition belonging to another person )
12 The use of pravartamana here corresponds to the wording of the Jain argument in SSP 18, 25-28 above
(tatrapravartamana).
13 Apiirva is according to Penna (2004a) used as a technical term in Mimamsa philosophy, denoting the
means for reaching heaven (svarga). According to the Mimamsa, apiirva is generated upon the completion
of vedic sacrifice. Its use here seems to be connected to this Mimamsa usage, and probably refers to the
means for attaining heaven (svarga) which is mentioned immediately before apiirva here.
"4 must here refer to inference (anumana)
"5 aptavacana (statement of an authoritative person), also another pramana (valid means of knowledge).
Here dapta is substituted by tad in the Sanskrit.
716 i e. if the cognitions of others can establish themselves, then so can the omniscient being, and thus all
that is established by the omniscient being is established as well. The final point, however, which seems to

’

183



If it is objected: [The Jains say that]: “the omniscient being is the establisher of
itself and others”. What is the valid means of knowledge here?’"’ [It is then answered:]
The [Carvakas], propounders of one’s own sensory perception as the only valid means of
knowledge, say: “There is other perception’'® which has itself and others as its objects”.
What is the valid means of knowledge here?

[If the Carvakas answer that:] It is well known to be thus.”” [It is answered by the
Jain:] [it is thus] elsewhere as well.”” Thus sensory perception does not make known the
non-existence of that [omniscient being], on account of an unwarranted extension being

difficult to avoid’".

SSP §22 19, 7-9

kim ca sarvajiiatvabhavah pratyaksena kvacit kadacit kasyacid vyavasthapyate, sarvatra
sarvada sarvasya va? tatradyapakse parasyestapadanam |"** dvitiyapakse sarvatra sarvada
sarvasya sarvajfiatvabhavam pratyaksatah samvidan svayam sarvajfiah syat | tatha sati

vyahatam etat sarvajiiabhavavacanam carvakasya |

SSP §22 English

And moreover, is the non-existence of omniscience established by means of sensory
perception with regard to some [specific soul] in some [specific] place at some [specific]
time, or with regard to all [souls] everywhere and at all times? In the first case, [you]
establish that which is accepted by the opponent [i.e. the Jains].”” In the second case,
knowing the non-existence of omniscience with respect to all [souls] at all times and
everywhere from sensory perception, one must be omniscient oneself. If it is thus, the

Carvaka’s statement concerning the non-existence of omniscience is [self]-contradictory.

SSP §23 19, 10-11
napy anumanam tadabhavasadhakam, tadanabyupagamat svayam anumanam nirakurvann

anumanad eva sarvajfiabhavam sadhayati iti katham anunmattah |

be that only an omniscient being can establish the validity of the pramanas beyond perception (i.e.
inference and testimony), i.e. their validity rest upon him, seems odd. While it seems clear how the validity
of reliable testimony rests upon the omniscience of the omniscient sage, it is not at all clear why or how the
validity of inference depends upon the omniscient saint. It is not clear how this statement could be justified.
7y ;e what pramana establishes that there is an omniscient being that establishes itself and its objects?

1 e. sensory perception belonging to others

?i.e. this is well known and thus does not need to be established by proof. “There is an interesting
dlstlnctlon between siddha and prasiddha: siddha is something proved, whereas prasiddha is something so
well known that it does not require a proof anymore.” (Franco 1994: 301).
720§ e then the Jain says that omniscience too is well known (prasiddha) and need not be established.

Mie.if perception could prove the non-existence of omniscience, it would (as shown in SSP 19, 1-4)
Prove the non-existence of other perceptlon as Well

> ed. note: «’
2 The contention that a specific being in a specific place at a spemflc time is not omniscient is not in itself
objectionable to the Jains. Whether or not such a contention would be true or not is another matter, and
would depend on the specific circumstances (i.e. what being it concerns, at what time and in which place).
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SSP §23 English

Not even inference is the proof of the non-existence of that [omniscience], because it
[inference] is not accepted [as a valid means of knowledge by the Carvaka]. “Oneself
rejecting inference, one proves the non-existence of omniscience from inference”. How is

[that] not insane?

SSP §24 19, 12-20

tad evam badhakabhavad asti sarvajfiah | sa ca syadvadi bhagavan arhann
evanyayogavyavacchedena niéciyate, tasyaiva yukti§astraviruddhavakyatvat | anyesam
nyayagamaviruddhabhasitvat | tatas tadukto’® dharmo moksas ca vyavatisthate |
tannirakarane carvakanam pramanabhavasya pratipaditaprayatvat | pralapamatrasya ca

preksavatam anadaraniyatvad iti sthitam drstestaviruddhatvat carvakamatam asatyam iti |

svaparaviditadhyaksacarvakanam vaco ’khilam |
bhavet pralapamatratvan navadheyam vipa$citam ||
na carvakamatam satyam drstadrstestabadhatah |
na ca tena pratiksepah syadvad(asyeti)’® niscitam ||

SSP §24 English

Thus the omniscient [being] exists, on account of the non-existence of [any] negation [of
its existence]. And, because the fitness of others is excluded, only the blessed Arhat’*,
propounder of the Syadvada, is ascertained [to be omniscient], on account of only him
teaching that which is not contradictory to logic and the scriptures.””” Because the speech

of the others is contradicted by logic and the [scriptural] tradition’?®. Therefore the

724

2

ed. note: “syadvaditirthamkarapranitah .

7% The editor has here added the genitive ending —asya and iti. Cf. SSP 10, 8 and 14, 19 etc. for the same
formulation.

726 a title used to denote those that have reached kevalajiiana (omniscience) in Jainism. This does not refer
specifically to a Jina, but to any being that has obtained liberation and thus reached omniscience.

"7 Cf. AM verse 6:

sa tvam evasi nirdoso yuktisastravirodhivak |
avirodho yad istam te prasiddhena na badhyate || 6 ||

Shah (1999) translates as: “And such an omniscient personage you alone are whose utterance is neither in
conflict with logic nor in conflict with scripture. As for the proof of such an absence of conflict, it is the
circumstance that what you seek to establish is never contradicted by what is known to be the case”.

Akalanka, in his Astasati, commenting on this, says: viprakarsy api bhinnalaksanasambandhitvadina
kasyacit pratyaksam | so ‘tra bhavan arhann eva, anyesam nyayagamaviruddhabhasitvat | “Direct
perception of anything, even that which is in the [remote] distance, by means of connection with separate
characteristics (?) (bhinnalaksana?), only you, the Arhat, [has that] with regard to these [things that are
remote], because the speech of others is contradicted by logic and scripture” (My translation). See also
Chapter 4.

728 i.e. the Jaina agama (scriptural tradition).

185



dharma and liberation declared by those [omniscient beings] is established. Because it has
been demonstrated that the Carvakas do not have [any] valid means of knowledge when
denying them [the dharma and liberation]. It is established: “Because that which is
merely talk is not to be attended to by the wise’”.” “The Carvaka-doctrine is untrue,

because it is contradicted by perception and inference.”

All the words of the Carvakas,
for whom perception does not cognize his own [cognition]
nor [the cognition of] others,

is not to be attended to by the wise, because it is mere talk.

The Carvaka-doctrine is not seen to be true,

on account of being negated by that which is seen,

the unseen” and inference. It is settled:

“the Syadvada is not refuted by that [Carvaka doctrine]”.

[iti carvakasasanapariksa]

[Thus is the investigation into the Carvaka teaching]

2 preksavat, lit. one who possesses seeing.

3% The meaning of adrsta is here unclear. Adrsta usually refers to such things as punya and papa etc., i.e.
the workings of karma. It is difficult to see how this could be said to negate the Carvaka doctrine. Adrsta
could here be used as a synonym for paroksa (“indirect”, i.e. not directly perceptible and thus adrsta, i.e.
“unseen” or “not seen”), as it occurs together with drsta and ista, which both refer to valid means of
knowledge. The same phrase (drstadrstestabadhatah) seems to be used in SSP 33, 23 (Samkhya-chapter),
though it is printed as drstadrstestabadhatah (amended to drstadrstestabadhatah).
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Bauddhasasanapariksa

Investigation into the Buddhist doctrine.

SSP 20, 2-3
tatha tathagata$asanam api drstestaviruddham | evam hi sarvabhavanam

ksanabhangasamgamam evangaSrgaram angikurvanas tathagatah samgirante —"'

SSP English

In the same way also the teaching of the Tathagata”™ is contradicted by perception and
inference. For the followers of the Tathagata, who assert only close association and
destruction of moments for all that exists, agreeing to a love of sub-divisions’”, assert it

to be thus:

[purvapaksa]™*

The opponent’s side.

§1 SSP 20, 3-10
ripadipaficaskandha eva tattvani | riparasagandhaspar§aparamanavah
sajatiyavijatiyavyavrttah parasparasambaddha riipaskandhah | sukhaduhkhadayo

vedanaskandhah | savikalpakanirvikalpakajfianani vifijanaskandhah |

jatikriyagunadravyasamijfia paficaiva kalpanah |

5ghantikas™ tadakhyti”’ yathakramam | [source not found] iti

a§vo yati sito
ity etat kalpanasahitam savikalpakam, tadrahitam nirvikalpakam | tatha vrksadinamani

samjiiaskandhah | jianapunyapapavasanah samskaraskandhah |

31 Amended. As this opening part is not part of the purvapaksa it has been separated out from the rest of §1.
72j.e. the Buddha

33 Angasrngaram. Srigara is, in the MMW, listed as meaning “sexual passion”, “desire”, “enjoyment”, and
is in narrative literature (such as the Paficatantra) found as meaning “an elegant dress”. Here it seems to be
used, compounded with ariga (“limb”, here used in the sense of “division” or “sub-division”) to express, in
a somewhat derogatory way, what Vidyanandin seems to view as a exaggerated preoccupation (i.e. sexual
desire or love) with subdivisions, i.e. it expresses the Jain view of Buddhism as a one-sided (ekanta) view
which focuses exclusively on the impermanent aspects of reality. In Jain ontological terms, the Buddhists
are seen to only focus on the paryaya (mode) aspect of reality, which is impermanent, ignoring the dravya
(substance) aspect of reality, which is permanent.

3% The editor has not indicated the start of the plirvapaksa in this chapter. It has here been added following
the convention in the rest of the chapters.

735 ed. note: “ghantavan |”

3% Amended. Printed edition reads: “ghantika tadakhyeti”, with no case ending for ghantika

37 ed. note: “tatsamjfiakah |”
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SSP §1 English

The tattvas are only the five aggregates, form etc.. The atoms of color, taste, smell and
touch, which are different from [both] the similar and dissimilar [atoms], and
unconnected with one another’®, are the matter-aggregate. Pleasure, pain etc. are the

feeling-aggregate. Determinate and indeterminate cognition are the cognition-aggregate.

Universal, activity, quality, substance and name are the five mental constructs.

Just as the series: “the white horse, possessing a bell, walks and has its name™”’.

Thus, [cognition] which is connected with mental construction is determinate [cognition].
That which is free from that [mental construction] is indeterminate [cognition]. In the
same way, names such as ‘tree’ etc. are the name-aggregate. The previous impressions of
cognitions, good deeds and bad deeds are the impression-aggregate. Matter, feeling,

cognition, name and impression are the five aggregates.’

SSP §2 20, 11-21

738 i.e. all the atoms are unique. They are all different from each other and not connected to each other.

7 here horse is an example of class (jati), goes is an example of activity (kriya), white is an example of
quality (guna), having a bell is an example of substance (dravya), i.e. the bell being the substance, and
having its name is an example of name (samjiia). English syntax makes it impossible to give these
examples in the same order as they appear in the Sanskrit.

740 This understanding of the five skandhas differs from that usually encountered. The translation of the
terms for the five skandhas are here made on account of how they are here explained, and not according to
how these are usually explained and translated. Thus vijiianaskandha has here been translated as
“cognition-aggregate” on account of it being explained as both vikalpa- and nirvikalpaprayaksa
(determinate and indeterminate cognition), and samjiiaskandha has been translated as “name-aggregate” on
account of it being explained as names (vrksadinamani samjiiaskandhah). There is also some variety with
respect to how the skandhas are presented and translated in secondary literature. Compare for example
Reat’s (1996) translation: “(1) body or materiality (ripa), (2) feelings (vedana), (3) conceptual
identification (samjiia), (4) conditioning factors (samskara) and (5) consciousness (vijiiana)” (Reat 1996:
41, italics in original), with Acharya’s (2004): “riipaskandha [rupakkhandha] (form), samjhaskandha
[safifnakkhandha] (perception), samskaraskandha [sankharakkhandha] (mental formation) and
vijiianaskandha [vififianakkhandha (consciousness)” (Acharya 2004: 620).

In Buddhist sources, the vedanaskandha, samjiiaskandha and vijiianaskandha all occur as a result
of the activity of the five senses and the mind (Reat 1996: 41). Thus one has six kinds of feeling (vedana)
and six kinds of perception (samyjiia) as a result of contact with forms, sounds, odours, sapids, tangibles and
mental objects. This contact results in six kinds of consciousness, namely eye-, ear, nose, tongue-, body-
and mind-consciousness respectively (Acharya 2004: 621; Reat 1996: 41). This is not mentioned in
Vidyanandin’s explanation of these skandhas.

Vidyanandin’s explanation of vijiianaskandha as both nirvikalpaka (indeterminate cognition) and
savikalpaka (determinate cognition), while identifying samjiiaskandha with names (such as “tree”), is also
unusual. The translations of samjiia as “conceptual identification” (Reat) and “perception” (Acharya), as
well as Chaterjee and Datta’s explanation of it as “perception including understanding and naming”
(Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 129) show that savikalpakapratyaksa (determinate cognition) in Buddhist
sources seems to be identified with the samjiiaskandha, while the vijiianaskandha, translated by all three as
“consciousness”, explained by Acharya as eye-consciousness etc. (cf above), not associated with
understanding and naming which is the domain of the samjiiaskandha, seems to correspond to
nirvikalpapratyaksa only (Shah 1968: 10-11). Seeing as these inconsistencies have no consequence for
Vidyanandin’s further treatment of Buddhist philosophy in the following chapter, they are here only
mentioned.
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tesu ca purvapurvacittaviSesaprabhava uttarottaracittaksana upadanopadeyariipena
sajatyuttaraksanam janayantah parasparasamprkta niranvayapratiksanavisararavo
niram$as ca bhrantiva$at grahyagrahakasamvedanakaratrayakranta
vijatiyavyavadhana’'laghiitpattisadr§aparaparotpattivipralabdhabuddheh samtanarupena
vartamana atmabhidhanam janayanti | tatraikatvapratyabhijfianam api
lunapunarjatanakhakesadau purvaparaikatvabhave ‘pi dar§anan nityatvasamarthanaya
nalam iti trikalanuyayyekatvarahita eva vartante; kim tu
jianavairagyabhavanatiSayavasad avidyatrsnavigame nih$aktikanam
uttarottaravijiianaksanam ajanayatam niranvayavinasena samtanocchittir moksah |

“pradipanirvanakalpam atmanirvanam” [ ] iti vacanat | tad uktam —

ksanad tirddhvam na tisthanti §arirendriyabuddhayah |

diparcir iva vartante skandhah ksanavilambitah | [source not found] iti

SSP §2 English
Each following mind-instant, having as its source the particular previous mind[-instant],
cause a following instant of the same kind to arise, by way of a material cause and effect
[relationship]. They do not come into contact with each other, they are unconnected and
continually perishing and they have no parts. On account of the power of confusion they
[appear] to possess three forms: grasped, grasper and [the resulting] cognition. They exist
and give rise to that which is named the “self” by way of “continuance” for those that are
deceived by the non-interruption between the dissimilar [moments], [their] rapid arising
and [their] arising, one after another, [all] resembling [each other].”*

The recognition of oneness in that [continuance] is not sufficient for the
establishing of permanence’®, because [oneness] is seen the nail, hair etc. are cut and
regenerated, even though there is absence of oneness of that which was before’** and

what is after’*

. They are certainly free from oneness throughout the three times™°. But
when there is cessation of ignorance and thirst on account of intense insight, freedom
from worldly desires and meditation, there is annihilation of the continuance by the
destruction of the unconnected [instants] which are [then] powerless and do not generate

each following consciousness-instant. [This annihilation of the continuance is] liberation,

741

o g |”

ed. note: “asutpatti

2 ].e. so those who are deceived by these three characteristics take the skandhas (aggregates), which arise
in a continuous stream, to be that which is named “soul” or “self”.

™3 i.e. so the notion of unity which this continuous stream of moments gives rise to is not true. Having this
notion is not enough to establish the existence of a permanent self/soul.

4 1.e. that which was cut

3 e. that which grows back

746 i.e. they do not persist throughout the three times (past, present, future), as they exist only for an instant

(the shortest possible length of time) and past, present and future requires a minimum of 3 instants.
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because of the saying: “The liberation of the soul resembles the blowing out of a lamp”. It

is said —

The body, the senses and the intellect do not endure beyond an instant.

The aggregates, whose measure is an instant, are like the flame of a lamp.

SSP §3 20, 22-23

tasya ca moksasyopayah kasayacivaraparidhanasirastundamundanabrahmacarya-

748 5749

dharanadayah | tathaiva duhkhasamudaya’'nirodha’®marga’™ iti catvarah padarthas

caturaryasatyabhidana mumuksubhir jiiatavyah |

SSP §3 English

And the means for this liberation is putting on the red clothes of a monk, shaving the head
and face, maintaining chastity etc.. The four principles, named The Four Noble Truths:
“suffering, the cause [of suffering], cessation [of suffering] and the path [leading to the

cessation of suffering]”, are to be known by those desirous of liberation.

SSP §4 20, 24-21, 4

tatra sahaja$ariramanasagantukani duhkhani | tatra sahajam
ksuttrsnamanobhiibhayadikam | §arfram vatapittapinasanam’’ vaisamyasambhiitam |
manasam dhikkaravajficchavighatadijanitam | agantukam §itavatatapasanipatadijanitam |
etad duhkhavisista$ cittaksanah samsarinam duhkham ity ucyate |
tadduhkhajananabandhahetubhiite avidyatrsne samudayaSabdenocyete tatra
vastuyathatmyapratipattir avidya | istanistendriyavisayapraptipariharavaricha trsna |
nirodho nama avidyatrsnavinasena nirasravacittasamtanotpattilaksanah

samtanocchittilaksano va moksah | tatha moksahetubhiitah margah”™" |

SSP §4 English
Among those [four truths], sufferings™ are [of four kinds]: natural, bodily, mental and
occasional. Among those [kinds of suffering], natural [suffering] is hunger, thirst, sexual

desire, fear etc.. Bodily [suffering] is produced by imbalance of air, bile and phlegm’”.

747

ed. note: “samudeti asmad iti samudayah duhkhakaranam iti yavat |
748

ed. note: “nirvanam |’

™9 Amended. The printed edition reads “margana iti”, which means “desiring, searching” etc.. This does not
make sense as the fourth noble truth is the eightfold path. Ed. note to margana : “astangikah
samyagdrstyadih |”

0 Ed. note: “kapha |”.

I Amended. Printed edition reads “moksahetubhuta margana”. Cf. footnote 749.

32 j.e. duhkha, the first Noble Truth

33 Editor glosses pinasa (a cold, such as affects the nose) as kapha (phlegm). Cf. editors note in footnote
750.
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Mental [suffering] is produced from reproach, contempt, prevention of desire etc..
Occasional [suffering] is produced by cold, wind, heat, decay of food etc.. It is said: “the
mind-instants characterized by [these] sufferings are the suffering of those trapped in
samsara.”

Ignorance and thirst, which are the cause of binding and action which cause the
suffering of those [trapped in samsara] are explained by the name “producing cause™”*.
Among those [two], ignorance is the non-apprehension of the true nature of a thing and
thirst is the desire to obtain objects of sense that are agreeable and avoid sense-objects
that are disagreeable.

Destruction™ is liberation by means of the annihilation of ignorance and thirst,
characterized by the arising of a continuance of thought that is without defilements, or by
the expiration of continuance [altogether]. Thus the [eightfold] path is the cause of

liberation.

SSP §5 21, 5-16

sa ca "°samyaktvasamjfiasamjfitvakkayakarmantarvyayamajivasthitisamadhi-
laksanastangah | tatra samyaktvam padarthanam yathatmyadar§anam | samjiia vacakah
$abdah samjfi1 vacayo ‘rthah | vakkayakarmani vakkayavyaparau | antarvyayamo
vayudharana | ajivasthitir ayuravasanaparyantam pranadharana | samadhir nama sarvam
duhkham, sarvam ksanikam, sarvam niratmakam $tinyam iti satyabhavana | tasyah”’
prakarsad avidyatrsnavigame nirasravacittaksanah sakalapadarthavabhasakah
samutpadyante | tad yogipratyaksam | sa ca yogi yavad ayus tavat kalam upasakanam
dharmam upadeSya ayuravasane pradipanirvanakalpam atmanirvanam prapnoti

uttaracittasyotpatter abhavad iti |

dipo yatha nirvrttim abhyupeto naivavanim gacchati nantariksam |
disam na kamcid vidi§am na kamcit snehaksayat kevalam eti §antim | [28]"
jivas tatha nirvrttim abhyupeto naivavanim gacchati nantariksam |

disam na kamcid vidi§am na kamcit mohaksayat kevalam eti §antim | [29]™°

[saundarananda- 16|28[29] iti |

3% ].e. samudaya, the second Noble Truth.

75 i.e. nirodha, the third Noble Truth

%6 ed. note: “tanmate hi — samyagdrstih, samyaksamkalpah, samyagvak, samyagvyayamah, samyagajivah,
samyak prayatnah, samyaksmrtih, samyagsamadhi§ cety astau |”.

7 ed. note: “bhavanayah |”

738 Compared to Johnston’s critical edition of A§vaghosa’s Saundarananda (1928). The wording is identical.
9 Compared to Johnston’s critical edition of A§vaghosa’s Saundarananda (1928). The wording is not
identical. Johnston’s edition reads:

evam Kkrti nirvrttim abhyupeto naivavanim gacchati nantariksam |

diséam na kamcid vidiSéam na kamcit kleSaksayat kevalameti §antim || 29||
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SSP §5 English
And that [path] is eightfold, characterized by correctness, denotor, denoted, actions of
speech and body, internal exercise, “lasting for life” and concentration.”® Among those
[eight limbs], correctness is the seeing of the true nature of things. Denotor is the
expressing word. The denoted is the object that is to be spoken of. “Actions of speech and
body” is employment of the speech and the body. Internal exercise is holding [one’s]
breath. “Lasting for life” is holding [one’s] breath until there is cessation of life.
“Concentration” is meditation on the truths: “Everything is suffering, everything is
transient, everything is void and without individual essence”.

When there is cessation of ignorance and thirst because of the excellence of that
[meditation], the mind-instants that are without defilements, illuminating all things, arise.
That [illumination of all things] is yogic perception. And as long as he lives, so long the

yogin is to teach the dharma to the followers. When there is cessation of life, he reaches

70 This is not the Eightfold parth as presented in Buddhist sources. (Cf. editors note to samyaktva in
footnote 756). Chatterjee and Datta (2007) present the eightfold path as right views, right resolve, right
speech, right conduct, right livelihood, right effort, right mindedness and right concentration (118-121).
They further explain right views (samyagdrsti) as “defined as correct knowledge about the four Noble
Truths” (ibid: 119); right resolve (samyaksamkalpa) as resolving to reform ones life in the light of the four
Noble Truths by renouncing worldliness, giving up ill-feeling towards others and by abstaining from
harming others (ibid: 119); right speech (samyagvak) as speech guided by right resolve, characterized by
abstention from lying, slander, unkind words and frivolous talk (ibid: 119); right conduct
(samyakkarmanta) as conduct resulting from right resolve, including the paricasila, i.e. the five vows for
abstention from killing, stealing, sensuality, lying and intoxication (ibid: 119); right livelihood
(samyagajiva) as earning ones livelihood by honest means in consistency with good determination (ibid:
119); right effort (samyagvyayama) as the constant rooting out of evil thoughts, preventing them from
arising again, filling the mind with good ideas and retaining such ideas in the mind (ibid: 120); right
mindfulness (samyaksmrti) as constantly remembering and contemplating the body as body, sensations as
sensations, mind as mind and mental states as mental states, not thinking ‘This am I’ or ‘This is mine’ about
any of these (ibid: 120); and right concentration (samyaksamdadhi) as entering the four deeper states of
concentration, i.e. the four stages of intent meditation (dhyana) (ibid: 121).

It should be noted that the editor has, in his enumeration of the eight limbs of the eightfold path (cf.
footnote to the Sanskrit above), listed the 6™ member, samyagvyayama (right effort) as number four. He has
further denotes what is usually the fourth member of the list, samyakkarmanta (right conduct) as samyak
prayatna, and places this as the fourth member of the path.

It is readily apparent that Vidyanandin’s presentation of the eightfold path is quite different from
that which is usually found, though there are similarities between the two as well. Vidyanandin’s first
member of the path, samyaktva (correctness), which is explained as “the seeing of the true nature of
things”, can be seen as corresponding to the first member of the usual eightfold path, samyagdrsti (right
views). His fourth and fifth members, vakkayakarma (actions of speech and body), explained simply as
“employment of the speech and the body”, can be seen as corresponding to samyagvak (right speech) and
samyakkarmanta (right conduct), usually the third and fourth members of the eightfold parth respectively.
The sixh and seventh members enumerated by Vidyanandin, antarvyayama (internal effort) and ajivashiti
(lasting for life), are similar to the usual seventh and sixth members, samyagvyayama (right effort) and
samyagajiva (right livelihood), only in the terms employed, while their explanations are drastically different
as Vidyanandin explains them both as involving holding one’s breath. Vidyanandin’s eight and final
member, samadhi (concentration), explained as “meditation on the truths ‘everything is suffering,
everything is transient, everything is void and without individual essence’”, too only resembles the usual
eighth member of the eightfold path, samyaksamadhi (right concentration), in name.

The remaining two of the usual eight members, samyaksarnkalpa (righ resolve) and samyaksmrti,
have no parallel in Vidyanansin’s enumeration of the eight limbs of the path. Instead, Vidyanandin gives
samyjiia (denoter word) and samjiiin (the denoted).

It is not known what Vidyanandin’s source for this list is and why he uses the word margana
instead of marga when referring to it. Further investigation of this is needed.
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the “blowing out of the self”, resembling the blowing out of a lamp, on account of the

non-existence of arising of [any] following mind-instant.

Just as a lamp that has arrived at termination does not go to the earth, nor to the sky,
nor to any cardinal direction, nor to any intermediate direction. It goes to complete

tranquillity on account of the wearing away of the oil.

Just so the living being that has arrived at termination does not go to the earth, nor to the
sky, nor to any cardinal direction, nor to any intermediate direction. It goes to complete

tranquillity on account of the wearing away of delusion.”!

[uttarapaksa]

The refutation.

SSP §6 21, 18-20

tad etat saugatamatam tavat drstaviruddham | saugatabhimatasya
niranvayavinaSiparamanumatralaksanasvalaksanasya sthiilasthirasadharanakaravabhasina
pratyaksena viruddhatvat | na hi pratyakse stiksmaksanikasadharanariipah paramanavah

pratibhasante, sthiilasthirasadharanakaratmanam eva ghatadinam pratibhasanat |

SSP §6 English

Firstly, this very doctrine of the followers of Sugata is contradicted by perception.
Because the bare particular, accepted by the followers of Sugata, which has the
characteristic of mere atoms’® which are destroyed [every moment] without residue, is
contradicted by sensory perception which cognizes common forms that are gross and
solid. For, when there is sensory perception, the atoms do not appear as unique’® forms
that are minute and momentary, because of the appearance of jars etc. whose character is

the common form that is gross and solid.”

78! Johnston’s edition (1928) of the Saudarananda reads “’krti” (mas. nom. sing. of krtin) instead of “jivas”.
His translation thus reads “Saint” instead of “living being”. He also translates nivrttim abhyupeto as “who
has reached Nirvana” in this verse, while translating the same phrase as “which has reached the stage of
extinction” in the previous verse (canto 16, verse 28) (Johnston 1932: 91). Though this is clearly the
meaning intended in the verse, I find it preferable to translate the phrase in the same way in both verses.

2 Paramanu is, according to Vasubandhu, the smalles possible particle of rijpa (matter) (Radhakrishnan
1966a: 616-17), and is rendered as “atom” throughout this translation.

3 asadharana, lit. “uncommon”.

6% a similar critique is also raised by Akalarika in Akalankagranthatraya: “sarvatah samhrtya cintam
stimitantaratmana sthito ‘pi caksusa riipam samsthanatmakam sthiilatmakam ekam suksmanekasvabhavam
pasyati na punah asadharanaikantam svalaksanam | pratisamharavyutthitacittasya tathaivasmaranat | tasmad
aviSadam eva avikalpakam pratyaksabham |” (Akalanka’s Akalankagranthatrya quoted in Shah 1968: 222
footnote 50). Shah renders Akalanka’s argument as: “Akalanka has also criticized Dharmakirti’s view that
the object of perception is only a unique particular. He observes that indeterminate cognition which is the
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SSP §7 21, 21-24

nanu paramanusv avatyasannasamsrstesu drstau pratibhasamanesu kutascid
vibhramanimittad atmani paratra casantam eva sthiiladyakaram darSayantt samvrttih’® tan
samvrnoti keSadibhrantavad iti cet; naivam; bahir anta$ ca pratyaksasya bhrantatvapatteh,
tasya abhrantatvakalpanapodhatvabhavaprasamgat, pratyaksam kalpanapodham

abhrantam [nyayavi - 1/4] iti laksanasyasambhavadosanusamgat |

SSP §7 English

If it is objected: certainly, while the atoms, which are unconnected [to each other] but
very close, appear in the eye, mental creation, causing one to see a non-existing form,
such as the gross etc., in one’s self and elsewhere’®, covers up those [atoms] on account

767 etc..”® [It is answered:] It is not thus.

of some illusion, like being mistaken about hair
Because [then there would be] adhering to that [sensory perception] not being devoid of
confusion and conceptual construction, on account of [all] sensory perception, [both of]
external [things] and internal [states] entering into the state of confusion. Because it
would result in the definition, “sensory perception is devoid of conceptual construction

and not confused’®” [nyayavi- 1/4] [suffering from] the fault of being inapplicable.””

only type of perception for Dharmakirti has not a unique particular for its object because a man whose
senses are operating never cognizes such an object. One does not experience such a unique particular either
externally or internally. Externally we perceive (for example) a pot undergoing modifications and having
parts; internally we experience our own consciousness having many forms. Even the person who has
withdrawn his thoughts or concepts from all objects, perceives only a gross form having many parts and not
an absolutely unique impartite particular. This is proved by the fact that a person awakened from such a
state does not remember to have experienced such an absolutely unique particular” (Shah 1968: 222).

765 ed. note: “kalpana |”

766 j e. in both internal and external objects.

767 i.e. when seen from a distance the individual hairs cannot be seen and the hair looks like one unitary
thing. “...the atoms can be perceived in a mass, though we cannot see them singly, even as we see a mass of
hair, but not a single hair”’ (Radhakrishnan 1966a: 616)

768 The translation of samvrtti, glossed by the editor as kalpana, as mental creation here deserves some
notice. Cf. Shah’s (1999) comment to verses 42-50 of the Aptamimamsa: “In this conection it is necessary
to pay serious attention to the empiricist Buddhist’s notion of samvriti or usage; for when he calls a
phenomenon samvriti he means only to emphasize that it is not to be cognized by bare senses but by senses
assisted by thought. Samantabhadra, on the other hand, will like the empiricist Buddhist to equate samvrtti
with illusion pure and simple, but he knows that the latter does not oblige him — at least does not do so
straight away...There were no doubt Buddhists who equated samvrtti with illusion, but these were the
advocates of transcendentalism, not empiricism...” (Shah 1999: 50-51).

Samvrtti thus corresponds to kalpana (mental construction) or savikalpakapratyaksa (determinate
cognition), as it involves cognition not only with the bare senses but by the senses assisted by thought. The
same tendency as described by Shah with respect to Samantabhadra towards wanting samvrtti to mean
“illusion pure and simple”, however, seems to be present here too when Vidyanandin has the Sautrantika
say that samvrtti causes one to see non-existent forms, such as gross etc., both in external and internal
objects (atmani paratra casantam eva sthilladyakaram darsayanti samvrttih), while what is really perceived
are only the unconnected atoms.

789 it is important to note that Dharmakairti thus defines pratyaksa (sensory perception) as indeterminate, i.e.
free from conceptual construction (kalpandapodha). This must be kept in mind throughout this chapter, as
Vidyanandin often takes this for granted in his discussions of indeterminate and determinate cognition.
Thus indeterminate cognition is often just referred to as cognition (pratyaksa, darsana, jiiana etc.), without
specifying that it is indeterminate. This is due to the fact that for the Buddhists perception per se is
indeterminate.
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SSP §8 21, 25-28

nanu naisa dosah, paramanupratyaksasya tallaksanasambhavad iti cet; na; paramantinam
jatucid adhyaksabuddhavapratibhasanat | na hi kascil laukikah pariksako va
desakalaviprakrstarthavat paramaniin saksat pratyeti, anyatha pratityapalapaprasamgat | ta
ime paramanavah pratyaksabuddhavatmanam na samarpayanti pratyaksatam ca svikartum

icchantity amiilyadanakrayinah”' |

SSP §8 English

If it is objected: Certainly this is no fault [of inapplicability] [with respect to our
definition of sensory perception], because [our] definition of that [perception] is
applicable to the sensory perception of atoms’’?. [It is answered:] no; because the atoms
do not appear in perceptual cognition at any time. For no ordinary [person] nor any
critical examiner directly perceives the atoms, like objects that are remote in space and
time [cannot be perceived]. Because otherwise [there would be] adhering to the denial of

773

experience. These very atoms do not deliver themselves over to’”” perceptual cognition,

and [yet] they desire to claim visibility [for themselves]. Thus they are a buyer that does

not want to pay the price [of that which he wants to buy].”*

SSP §9 22, 1-5

na ca paramanavah pratyaksa bhavitum arhanti, tatsaksatkarane pramanabhavat |
nirvikalpakam pratyaksam astiti cet; na; tasyavyavasayatmakasyapramanyat,
avisamvadavaikalyat | tatha hi — yad avisamvadavikalam na tat pramanam, yatha ajfiasya
visadar§anam, tad vikalam ca saugataparikalpitam dar§anam | avisamvado hittham geyam
ittham citram ity abhisandhikaranam eva | abhiprayanivedanad avisamvadanam [pra-va-

1/3]7” iti vacanat | na ca tannivedanam avyavasayasya, ajfiavisadar§anasyapi tatprasamgat

1 Asambhava is one of the three kinds of fallacies possible with respect to a definition (avyapti, ativyapti
and asambhava), as defined by the Nyaya. Asambhava, inapplicable, is when the attribute does not exist in
the phenomena one is trying to define, such as if one defines a cow as an animal with uncloven hoofs
(Radhakriahnan 1966b: 47).

Vidyanandin’s charge against the Sautrantika her is that all perceptions perceive only gross, solid,
common forms. If these are not real, merely the effect of mental creation caused by the illusion of the
connection of the atoms (which are really discrete), then surely the conclusion is that all sensory perception
is confused and not devoid of conceptions (as they all suffer from mental creations which cover the atoms).
And if all sensory perception is confused and not devoid of conceptions, then the definition of sensory

erception as not confused and devoid of conceptions given by Dharmakirti cannot possibly be correct.
" ed. note: “miilyam datum na prabhavanti atha ca pratyaksatam icchati |
72 e. sensory perception of atoms is covered by this definition, thus the definition is not inapplicable.
3 though pratyaksabuddhau is here in the locative case, “to” seems to be the best English rendering.
7™ i.e. “they want to have their cake and eat it too”. They are not perceptible, yet want the condition of
Perceptibility. Cf. SSP 36, 5 for the same expression.

7

3 Ed. note: “pramanam avisamvadijianam arthakriyasthitih | avisamvadanam $abde ‘py
abhiprayanivedanat || [pra-va- 13] |
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SSP §9 English

And the atoms are not fit to be [called] perceptible’’

, because there is non-existence of a
valid means of knowledge with respect to their direct perception’”’. If it is objected:
“there is indeterminate perception [of the atoms]””®. [It is answered:] no, because that
which has indeterminate nature is invalid, because it is devoid of correspondence [with
the object]””. For it is as follows — That which lacks correspondance, that is not a valid
means of knowledge, just as the seeing of poison by one who does not know [poisons].
And the perception postulated by the followers of the Sugata lacks that
[correspondence].” For correspondence only relates the intention [of the speaker]™': “the
song is such, the painting is such”. Because of the saying: “there is correspondence

because of relating the intention”®*”. And the indeterminate cognition cannot make that

776 here pratyaksa, usually a noun meaning ““sensory perception”, is clearly used as an adjective meaning

“_gerceptible”.

77 .e. the atoms cannot be perceived as there is no valid means of knowledge (pramana) capable of
erceiving them.

78 i.e. there does exist a pramana (valid means of knowledge) which perceives the atoms, and that is
indeterminate perception. Cf. §7 above for Dharmakiri’s definition of the pramana pratyaksa (sensory
perception) as kalpanapodhatva (devoid of conceptual construction), i.e. nirvikalpa (indeterminate). Cf.
also SSP 3, 26-27 for the same argument raised on behalf of the Purusadvaita with respect to the cognition
of brahman.

" i.e. non-discrepancy. According to the Buddhists the indeterminate cognition does have correspondence
with the object. This is what makes it valid, i.e. that it has the form of the object that is perceived, without
any conceptualizations and mental creations superimposed on it. But Vidyanandin here objects that
indeterminate cognition is devoid of exactly such correspondence. An indeterminate cognition cannot have
correspondence with the object as it is indeterminate, i.e. it cannot determine its nature. This is the point
Vidyananin is trying to make, though it gets somewhat confused by his apparent misunderstanding of the
concept of abhiprayanivedana (See footnote 782).

780 This is a syllogism. 1) *pratijfia (proposition): *indeterminate cognition is not a pramana. 2) *hetu

(premise): *because it lacks correspondence [with the object]. 3) udaharana (explanatory example with a
general statement): That which lacks correspondance, that is not pramana, just as the seeing of poison by
one who does not know [poisons] 4) upanaya (application): And the perception postulated by the followers
of the Sugata (i.e. indeterminate cognition) lacks that [correspondence]. Only the udaharana and upanaya
are here given. The rest of the members of the syllogism are taken for granted. The point here is that
indeterminate cognition cannot determine the nature of an object, just like a person who is ignorant of
poisons is not able to recognize poison when he sees it. This syllogism is taken from the SiddhiviniScaya
1[24 of Akalanka (cf. SiddhiviniScaya 1|24 quoted in §15 below)

81 Cf. footnote 782.

782 the use of abhipraya here is curious, as this concept of relating the intention (abhipraya) is taken from a
discussion of sabda (reliable testimony) with regard to its status as pramana (valid means of knowledge). It
might here be added that the Buddhists do not regard testimony as a separate pramana, but as a case of
inference (Shah 1968: 284). The point being made in the Pramanavartika (Cf. editors note to verse 1|3 of
the Pramanavarttika in footnote 775) is that sabda (testimony) does have correspondence, but with the
intention the speaker wishes to convey, not the object in itself. It is thus strange to bring it up here in a
discussion of perception, especially since the point clearly seems to be that indeterminate cognition cannot
know the nature of the object, i.e. that it does not correspond to the object itself (which has nothing to do
with the intentions of anyone). It is difficult to see how claiming that correspondence being “making known
the intention”, taken from a discussion of sabda and referring to the intention of a speaker, fits into this. It
thus seems clear that this concept has been brought into the discussion here on account of some
misunderstanding by Vidyanandin.

As this term is so consistently used in this portion of the text, it has not been amended. Thus, even
though it is here consistently translated as “intention”, as this is the meaning of the term used, it should be
kept in mind that the point Vidyananda clearly seems to be driving at is that correspondence with the
object itself is only possible if there is determinate cognition, and impossible in indeterminate cognition,
and not correspondence to the intention of a speaker.
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[object’®] known, because [then there would be] adherence to the perception of poison by

one who does not know [poisons] [doing] that [i.e. making the object known]”**.

SSP §10 22, 6-8

avyavasayasyapi darSanasya vyavasayajananat tannivedanam iti cet; na;
vyavasayasyaivasambhavat, kutascid api tatsvariipasyavyavasthiteh | vikalpasvariipasya
svasamvedanena vyavasthapane ‘pi tasya vikalpanantarapeksatvaprasamgat,

niladisvalaksanadarS§anavat |

SSP §10 English

If it is objected: Even indeterminate perception relates that [object]’® because it produces
determinate [cognition]”°. [It is answered:] no, because of the impossibility of [acquiring]
determinate [cognition] [from indeterminate perception]. Because of the non-
establishment of its essence from any means.”’” If the determinate nature is established by
self-cognition’®, [then this is unacceptable], because [then there would be] adherence to
that [self-cognition] being dependent on another determinate cognition, like seeing the

bare particular, blue etc..”®

SSP §11 22, 9-13
yadi svasamvedanam niScayasvariipam niScayanirapeksataya parinisthapayet” tada
vastudar§anam api svalaksanam, viSesabhavat, tatha ca kim niScayapeksaya ?

vastudar§anasya niScayapeksayam va niScayasvariipasamvedanasyapi

8 Syntactically, tad should here stand for abhipraya (intention). It however seems clear that it is the object
that is meant. Cf. footnote 782.

8 Here too it seems best to read “object” instead of intention. As stated in footnote 782 above,
Vidyanandin seems clearly to have misunderstood the term abhipraya (intention). What he is really trying
to say is that indeterminate cognition cannot know the nature of the object it cognizes, as this would be like
claiming that one who does not know poisons can still recognize a poison as poison when he sees it. Strictly
speaking, following the same line of argumentation, one can of course say that one who is ignorant of
poisons cannot relate the intention (of something being a poison) to someone else after having seen a
poison, but that does not change the fact that this concept does not fit into the overall point Vidyanandin is
tr;/ing to make.

8> Cf. footnote 782.

8 According to Dharmakirti indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpapratyaksa) is only valid when it gives rise
to determinate cognition (savikalpapratyaksa) which leads to successful action (Shah 1968: 225). Thus the
nature of the object (here the term abhipraya, “intention”, is used in stead. Cf. footnote 782) can be known
b;/ indeterminate cognition.

7 What cognition would know this cognition as determinate? The indeterminate cognition, being
indeterminate, cannot determine its determinate nature.

78 .e. if it is able to know itself as determinate

8 Svasamvedana, being a kind of perception is, in Buddhist philosophy, indeterminate (Matilal 1986: 149;
Shah 1968: 227). Being indeterminate, Vidyanandin here seems to argue, it would then require another
determinate cognition. Just like seeing a particular, such as a blue thing, in Buddhist philosophy first occurs
as an indeterminate cognition, which gives rise to a determinate cognition. Only then is the blue thing
known, because an indeterminate cognition is only valid when followed by a determinate cognition which
leads to successful, purposive action (Shah 1968: 225). Self-cognition can therefore not establish the
determinate nature of the determinate cognition, it can only establish its perceptual nature.

0 ed. note: “vyavasthapayet |”
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ni§cayantarapeksanad anavastha syad | vikalpasya vikalpantarena vyavasthapane ‘pi
tasyapi tadantarena vyavasthti tadavasthaivanavastha | tato vyavasaya eva na sambhavati

yatas tajjananat pratyaksam pramanyam upadhauketa |

SSP §11 English

If self-cognition can establish the determinate essence [of determinate cognition] without
depending on [it itself being] determinate, then even [indeterminate] perception of an
object”" [can establish] the unique particular [without depending on determinate
cognition], because there is no difference. And what is then the point of determinate
cognition?”* Or, since the [indeterminate] perception of the objectively existing thing
[i.e. particular] is dependent on determination [by determinate cognition] there must be
infinite regress on account of even that cognition of the determinate nature being
dependent of another determination [by another determinate cognition]. If there is
establishing of the determinate [cognition] by means of another determinate [cognition],
there is establishing of that [other determinate cognition] by [yet] another [determinate
cognition]. Only infinite regress is established from that [line of argumentation].
Therefore, determinate perception, from the production of which sensory perception

presents validity, is not possible.””

SSP §12 22, 14-17

1 4.e. the bare particular (svalaksana).

72 j.e. if it is maintained that self-cognition (which, according to the Buddhists, is indeterminate) can
establish the determinate nature of the determinate cognition, then it should be maintained that the
indeterminate cognition itself can establish the unique particulars directly without giving rise to a
determinate cognition. There is no difference between the two cases. Why then do the Buddhist maintain
that an indeterminate cognition depends on a following determinate cognition for its validity? There is thus
no point in maintaining the existence of determinate cognition as its function, i.e. determining the
indeterminate cognition and thus establishing the object of the indeterminate cognition, is clearly not
necessary.

73 i.e. a determinate cognition can also not be self-cognized because a determinate cognition would be in
need of another cognition to determine itself, on account of self-cognition, according to the Buddhists,
being indeterminate as it is a case of valid perception. This second cognition will meet with the same
problem as the first, thus requiring yet another cognition etc. etc.. The result is thus infinite regress. As a
result, determinate cognition itself is impossible.

Vidyanandin here draws on one of Akalanka’s arguments for proving that svasamvedana (self-
cognition) is not necessarily indeterminate (nirvikalpa), as the Buddhists maintain. Akalanka writes:
“sarvavijiianam svasamvedanam pratyaksam avikalpam yadi, niScayasyapi kasyacit svata evani§cayat |
niScayantaraparikalpanayam anavasthanat kutah tatsamvyavaharasiddhih |” (Akalankagranthatraya quoted
in Shah 1968: 228 footnote 63). Shah (1968) explains: “...Akalanka rightly observes that the self-cognition
of a determinate knowledge at least could never be indeterminate. Dharmakirti holds that the self-
cognitions of all knowledge — including even determinate knowledge — is indeterminate. This would mean
that even a determinate knowledge is not self-determined but requires another knowledge to
determine its self; this would involve an infinite regress detrimental to all purposive action. Through
all this Akalanka proves that though all cognitions are self cognized, a self-cognition is not necessarily
indeterminate; that the self-cognition of a determinate knowledge is always determinate; and that only a
determinate self-cognition deserves to be called pramana.” (Shah 1968: 227-8 italics in original, my bold).

Vidyanandin is here not making the same point as Akalanka, but clearly draws on his argument to
reach his own point. Akalanka has shown that the self-cognition of a determinate cognition must be
determinate, otherwise it will end in infinite regress. Vidyanandin draws on Akalanka’s argument when he
here argues that determinate cognition cannot be self-cognized and is thus not possible.
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yatha kathamcid vyavasayasya sambhave va na tajjananam sambhavati avyavasayad
vyavasayasya gardabhad a$vasyevanutpatteh | abhilapastinyad apy adhyaksad
vyavasayakalpanayam svalaksanam kim nadhyavasayam janayet svayam abhilapastinyam

api, pratyaksam adhyavasayasya hetur na punah riipadir iti katham suniriipitabhidhanam |

SSP §12 English

Or because, if determinate [cognition] [should] somehow be possible, it is not possible
that it [i.e. the determinate cognition] is produced from that [indeterminate cognition]”*.
Because there is no arising of determinate [cognition] from indeterminate [cognition],

just as there is (no arising) of a horse from a donkey.””

If determinate, conceptual
[cognition] [can be produced from] an [indeterminate] perception that is free from verbal
expression’®, why can not the bare particular, which is itself free from verbal expression,
produce the determinate cognition? How can the statement: “[indeterminate] sensory
perception is the cause of the determinate cognition, but not color etc.” be well

considered?””’

SSP §13 22, 18-20
yadi punar avikalpakad api pratyaksad vikalpatmano ’dhyavasayasyotpattih pradipadeh

kajjaladivat; vijatiyad api karanat karyasyotpattidar§anad iti matam; tada tadr$o”® ’rthad

vikalpatmanah pratyaksasyotpattir astu tata eva |

SSP §13 English
Moreover, if it is thought that: “cognition that has a determinate nature™” arises even

from indeterminate sensory perception, like soot etc. from a lamp etc.*”, because the

% This seems to have been a common argument raised against the Buddhists, leading the Buddhist
Jiianagarbha and his followers to maintain that mental perception (manasapratyaksa), which is both sensory
and mental, is required in order to link the two heterogenous kinds of cognition, i.e. indeterminate
perception and determinate cognition (Shah 1968: 211). This was later rejected by Dharmottara,
maintaining that an effect can be produced from a heterogenous cause (cf. note to the translation of the
Buddhist objection in §13 below).

5 even if it is accepted for the sake of argument that determinate cognition is somehow possible for the
Buddhist, it cannot arise from indeterminate cognition as these are two different things. There is no way
indeterminate cognition could give rise to determinate cognition, just as a donkey cannot give rise to a
horse.

% According to Buddhist philosophers, there can only be verbal expressions if there is mental construction,
i.e. conceptualization, which indeterminate cognition is free from. Only a mental construction can be
associated with words (Shah 1968: 202).

7 1.e. why not cut out the middle man and say that the object itself generates determinate cognition? The
Sautrantika Buddhists maintain that the indeterminate cognition is the generative cause of the determinate
cognition, while the objects are not. But, since both the objects and indeterminate cognition are both free
from verbal expression, Vidyanandin argues, the objects themselves could just as well be the generative
cause of the determinate cognition.

% ed. note: “Sabdarahitat |”

9 .e. determinate cognition

800 .e. the lamp, which has the nature of fire produces soot, which has the nature of earth. Thus determinate
cognition can arise from indeterminate cognition.
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arising of an effect even from a dissimilar cause is perceived™', then indeed sensory
perception which has a determinate nature must arise from an object that is of such a kind

[i.e. free from verbal expression]®.

SSP §14 22, 21-24

jatidravyagunakriyaparibhasakalpanarahitad arthat katham jatyadikalpanatmakam
pratyaksam syad iti cet; pratyaksat tadrahitad vikalpah katham jatyadikalpanatmakah
syad iti samanah paryanuyogah | vikalpasya jatyadivisayatvad adosah iti cet; na;

804

pratyaksavat tasya®” jatyadivisayatvavirodhat; tata®* eva tasya vastuno ‘py

utpattiprasakte§ ceti vyavasayahetutvam anupapannam eva |

SSP §14 English
[If it is objected]: How can [determinate] cognition, which has the nature of conceptual
construction, [be generated] from the object which is free from the conceptual
constructions of universal, substance, quality, activity and words? [It is answered with]
the question: How can determinate [cognition] which has conceptual constructions of
categories etc. as its nature [be generated] from [indeterminate] cognition which is free
from those [conceptual constructions]?

[If it is objected]: There is no fault, because determinate [cognition] has categories
etc. as [its] object.’” [The answer is:] no; because that [determinate cognition] having
universals etc. as its object is contradictory, like [indeterminate] perception [having

category etc. as its object is contradictory]*®

. and [if determinate cognition is said to
create the its proposed objects, i.e. the universal etc., and then cognize them], [then this is

rejected] because [then there would be] adhering to the objects arising even from that

80! This position is taken by Dharmottara in his commentary on the Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindhu, the
Nyayabindhutikatippani 29-31 as a response to and refutation of Jfianagarbha’s contention that
manasapratyaksa (mental perception) is required as an intermediate step in order for indeterminate
erception to generate determinate cognition (Shah 1968: 211).
92 i.e. this would not solve the problem, as determinate cognition arising directly from the object would
also be a case of an effect arising from a dissimilar cause.
803 ed. note: “nirvikalpakasya |”. This does not fit the argument and should be understood as referring to
vikalpakasya.
804 ed. note: “pratyaksat
805 j.e. the determinate cognition’s determinate nature, characterized by conceptual construction, comes
from its objects being categories etc.. Its determinate nature does thus not come from indeterminate
cognition.
806].e. if indeterminate cognition does not cognize the universal etc. on account of being free from
conceptual constructions, and determinate cognition is generated by indeterminate cognition, how can
determinate cognition have these as its objects? This does not make sense. It is just as contradictory to hold
that determinate cognition has these as its objects as it would be to say that indeterminate cognition has
these as its objects. Whatever is cognized by the indeterminate cognition should be cognized by the
determinate cognition as well. If the universal etc. are not cognized by the indeterminate cognition, how can
they be there for the determinate cognition to cognize?

’
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[indeterminate sensory perception]*”’. Thus [indeterminate cognition] being the cause of

determinate [cognition] is inadequately supported.

SSP §15 22,25-23, 5

atha vyavasayavasanonmilanena avyavasayasyapi vyavasayahetutvam darSanasyeti cet;
na; tadvad arthasyaiva taddhetutvaprasamgena antargaduno dar§anasyakalpanapatteh |
vyavasayahetutvena cavisamvaditvam aupacarikam eva dar§anasya syat, mukhyatah
samnipatyabhiprayanivedanena vyavasayasyaiva tadupapatteh | na ca tatas tasya
pramanyam; sannikarsadav api tatprasamgat | tato yuktam avisamvadavaikalyat®*®

dar§anam apramanam iti | tad uktam —

visadar§anavat sarvam ajfiasyakalpanatmakam |

dar§anam na pramanam syad avisamvadahanitah | [siddhivini- 1/24] iti

SSP §15 English

If it is now objected: “Indeterminate [cognition] is still the cause of the determinate
[cognition] on account of the rise of impressions [of previous] determinate
[cognitions]”.*” [It is answered:] no; because, in the same way [there would then be]
adherence to the object alone being the cause of that [determinate cognition], on account
of the occurring of the uselessness of non-conceptual [indeterminate] perception.®'

Let [then] the correspondence of [indeterminate] perception [to the object] be only
secondary, by being the cause of determinate [cognition], because it is found that only
that [correspondence] of determinate [cognition] is primary, by directly making known
the *'intention. And therefore that [indeterminate perception] does not have validity,

because [then there would be] adhering to that [validity] even in the connection of the

807 This second argument (tata eva tasya vastuno ‘py utpattiprasaktes ca) is rather minimal. It is difficult to
see how it would describe the consequences of the first argument (pratyaksavat tasya
Jjatyadivisayatvavirodhat). It thus seems best to read it as further proving that the universal etc. cannot be
the objects of determinate cognition by showing the consequences of another, unexpressed suggestion as to
how this can be so.

As the universal are not the objects of indeterminate cognition, which gives rise to the determinate
cognition, it might be contended that the determinate cognition creates the universal etc. and then cognizes
them. This seems to be the unexpressed suggestion this argument is directed against. Against this
Vidyanandin then argues that if this is maintained one may as well maintain that the indeterminate
cognition too gives rise to its objects, i.e. blue etc., as well, because there is no difference between the two
cases. This would not be acceptable to the Sautrantikas.

808 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “vakalyat”.

809 i.e. the Buddhist may then contend that indeterminate cognition can still give rise to determinate
cognition, because universals etc. are cognized in determinate cognition, even though it is not cognized by
indeterminate cognition, because of previous impressions. This is an attempt to address the problem of the
indeterminate cognition and the determinate cognition having different objects discussed in the previous
E)aragraphs.

191.e. once again the objects themselves, by instigating the rise of the impressions, can then give rise to
determinate cognition. The intermediate indeterminate cognition is then not required in order to generate
the determinate cognition.

811 here too abhipraya (intention) should be read as really referring to “the object”. Cf. footnote 782.
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sense organs with the sense objects etc.. Therefore it is suitable that [indeterminate]
perception is not a valid means of knowledge, on account of lacking correspondence
[with the object].** It is said —

Like the seeing of poison by one who is ignorant [of poisons]®*?, all perception, which
does not have conceptual construction as its nature, cannot be a valid means of

knowledge, on account of not corresponding [with the object].

SSP §16 23, 6-7
pramanyabhave ca diiratah pratyaksatvam; tasya®'* tadvisistatvena **tadabhave

‘nupapatteh | atah pratyaksabhavan na paramaniinam pratibhasane pratyaksam prabhavati

SSP §16 English

On the non-existence of validity, [indeterminate cognition having] “perception-ness” is
far away.”® Because that [perception-ness] is characterized by that [validity], on account
of it [perception-ness] not being found if there is no validity. Therefore, on account of the
non-existence of that [validity], perception does not have the power to cognize the

atoms.?"’

SSP §17 23, 8
napy anumanam; tasya lingadar§anapiirvakasya pratyaksabhave ‘nupapatteh | napy
agamah vacam vastuvisayatvanisteh | evam sakalapramanabhavat katham arthapramitih

syat, tadabhave paroditapaficaskandhartipa$esaprameyanupapattih | tatha ca jagac

812 j.e. as the Buddhists maintain that indeterminate is only valid if it gives rise to a determinate cognition,
its correspondence with the object can only be secondarys, i.e. it corresponds with the object only by being
the generative cause of the determinate cognition. The determinate cognition must have the primary
correspondence as it reveals the object directly. If indeterminate cognition, with its secondary
correspondence with the objects, which it has by generating determinate cognition, is regarded as valid,
then the contact of the senses and objects, with its third hand correspondence from generating indeterminate
cognition which again generates determinate cognition, should also be considered valid. This is not
acceptable to the Buddhists.

This argument does not seem to be directly liked to the objection and its answer in the beginning of
this paragraph, but seems rather to sum up the discussion concerning determinate and indeterminate
cognition, and the lack of the latter of correspondence with the object, so far (§9-§15). Vidyanandin now
considers it proved that indeterminate cognition does not correspond to the cognized object, and can thus
not be considered a pramana (valid means of knowledge).

813 Cf. SSP 22, 2-3 and 22, 5 (§9 above) for the same expression.

814 ed. note: “pratyaksatvasya |”

815 ed. note: “pramanyabhave |
816 j.e. if it is not valid, it can hardly be called perception. Cf. Dharmakirti’s definition of perception,
é)ratyaksam kalpanapodham abhrantam [nyayavi - 1[4], quoted in §7 above.

7 This concludes the refutation of the Buddhist contention that the atoms are cognized by perception,
raised in §9 above.

’
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chiinyam eveti syadvadavidvesinam saugatanam mahadanistam upanipatati | tad uktam

svamisamantabhadrapadaih —

pratyaksabuddhih kramate na yatra tallingigamyam na tadarthalingam |
vaco na va tadvisayena yogah ka tadgatih kastam asrunvatam te®® || [yuktyanu- $lo 22)

it

SSP §17 English

Not even inference [has the power to cognize the atoms], on account of there being no
occurrence of that [inference], which is preceded by the seeing of the mark, if there is
non-existence of perception [as it does not have validity].*"” Not even the [scriptural]
tradition [has the power to cognize the atoms] as the words are not acknowledged to have
really existing objects as their objects.®® Thus, on account of the non-existence of all the
valid means of knowledge, how can there be valid cognition of objects? Because, if there
is non-existence of those [valid means of knowledge], the objects of valid knowledge,
which are declared by the opponents [i.e. Buddhists] to have the nature of the five
skandhas, are not found. And thus the great calamity, “The whole world is completely
void”, occurs for the followers of the Sugata, who are hostile towards the Syadvada. It is

said by the verses of Svami Samantabhadra —

That in which perceptual cognition does not operate is known through having the mark®'.
[But] there is no object [that can be] the mark! Nor is testimony suitable, because [its]
object is that [intention of the speaker]. Alas! What is the refuge of those who do not
listen to your [words, O Arahat!]?

SSP §18 23, 15-17

tatah prak paramanavah pratibhasanta iti paresam pratijiia popluyate, tatha pascat

samvrttya®? sthiiladyakarah pratiyanta®” iti pratijiiapi | prag api pratyaksena niladivat

sthuladyakaranam dar$anat nilavikalpavat sthiiladivikalpanam ca pratiteh |

818

’

ed. note: “arhata istam ity adhyaharah, ten ate istasasrunvatam iti sambandhah - a, ti-
819 a5 inference depends on perception, it too cannot establish the existence of the atoms if there is no
perception. Such as in the inference “there is fire on the mountain because there is smoke”, the mark
(linga), which is here the smoke, must be cognized by perception. If the mark cannot be cognized, there can
be no inference.

820 .e. the vastu (really existing object) is not accepted to be the object of statements, as statements relate
the intention of the speaker and not the objects spoken of directly. Cf. Pramanavartika 1.3. quoted by the
editor in a footnote 775.

821 e. it is infered

822 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “samvrti”. Cf. footnote 768.

823 Amended. Prined ed. reads: “pratiyante iti”. Amended according to sandhi rules.
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SSP §18 English

Therefore, the first proposition of the others: “The atoms are cognized” is utterly
demolished. In the same way [their] later proposition: “the forms, the gross etc., are
cognized by mental construction” is also [utterly demolished]. Because, even at first, like
blue etc., there is perception of the forms, gross etc., by means of sensory perception.
And because the determinate [cognition] of gross etc., like the determinate cognition of

blue etc., is cognized.

SSP §19 23, 18-19
tasmad indriyabuddhayo ‘pi svalaksanavisaya ma bhuvan kevalam sthiiladyakaran

pasyeyuh, adrste vikalpayogat, atiprasamgac ca |

SSP §19 English

Hence, even sensory-perceptions cannot have the bare particular as their object. They [i.e.
the sensory-perceptions] merely cognize the forms, such as gross etc.. Because of the
unsuitability of determinate [cognition] with respect to that which is not cognized [by

1%%*, and because of the unwarrantable extension®®.

indeterminate cognition
SSP §20 23, 20-22

yathaiva hi nile pitadinam adrstatvan na %

tadvikalpotpattih, nilasya drstatvan
nilavikalpasyotpatteh, tathaiva sthiiladin apaSyatah **’tadvikalpotpattir ma bhiit;

svalaksanadar$anat svalaksanavikalpotpattir evastu |

SSP §20 English

For, just as there is no arising of determinate [cognition] of that [yellow] on account of
yellow etc. not being cognized in blue, because there is only arising of determinate
[cognition] of blue from the [indeterminate] cognition of blue. In the same way the
arising of determinate [cognition] of that [gross etc.] cannot arise from gross etc. not
being cognized. From cognizing the bare particular, determinate [cognition] of only the

bare particular can arise.**®

824 ].e. the object of the indeterminate cognition and the object of the determinate cognition must be the
same. Cf. § 14 above and §20 below.

825 j.e. if it were so that that which is not cognized by indeterminate cognition could be cognized by
determinate cognition, this would mean that one could have the determinate cognition of yellow from the
indeterminate cognition of blue. Cf. §20 below.

826 ed. note: “sthiladivikalpotpattih . It seems that some printing error is responsible for the editors note to
the same expression (i.e. tadvikalpotpattih) below (in the same sentence) has been printed next to this word
as well. While he has correctly glossed the following occurrence of this expression as
sthiladivikalpotpattih, it is not correct here. Here it should be correctly glossed as pitadivikalpotpattih.

827 ed. note: “sthiladivikalpotpattih |

828 i.e. there can only be determinate cognition of something if that thing is cognized. But the Buddhists
maintain that the forms, such as gross etc., are not really cognized. Vidyanandin argues that there can then
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SSP §21 23,23-24, 1
na caivam, sthiiladyakaresv eva vikalpotpatteh | yadi punah sthiiladyakaranam adar§ane
‘pi ¥tadanadivasanavasad eva tadvikalpotpattir uararikriyate tada niladirupadarSane ‘pi

! niladiripavyavastha ma bhit |

tadvasanasamarthyad eva niladivikalpotpattih®® | tato
tadvat sukhadivyavasthitir api kutah sambhavyet | svasamvedanavyavastha ca
tanniScayotpatteh durghataiva | tadanutpateh sutaram tadavyavastha
svargaprapanasaktyvad vedyakaravivekavad va | svariipasya svato gatih [pra- va- 1/5] ity

api tatha niScayanutpattau na siddhyet, brahmadvaitadivad iti sarvam viplavate |

SSP §21 English
And it is not thus, because of the arising of determinate [cognition] only with respect to
the forms, such as gross etc..*”> Moreover, if the arising of determinate cognition of those
[forms, gross etc.] even though there is no [indeterminate] cognition of the forms, gross
etc., is agreed to on account of the power of beginningless [previous] impressions of
those [gross etc.], then the arising of determinate [cognition] of blue etc., even though
there is no seeing of the colors, blue etc., [must also be agreed to] on account of the
[previous] impressions of those [blue etc.]. From that, there cannot be establishing of the
colors, such as blue etc..’*

Likewise the establishing of [inner states such as] happiness etc. [is not possible].
How can [their establishment] be possible? ** And the establishing of self-cognition is
difficult from the arising of [its] determinate [cognition]*”. That [self-cognition] is even

more unestablished from the non-arising of that [determinate cognition], like the power

not be determinate cognition of them. Claiming that determinate cognition of gross forms etc. arises from
cognition of the bare particulars is like claiming that the determinate cognition of yellow arises from the
cognition of blue. It is absurd. If the bare particular was cognized, the result would be the arising of
determinate cognition of that particular, and not the determinate cognition of gross forms etc..

529 ed. note: “sthuladi |

830 ed. note: “syad iti |
831 ed. note: “niladivikalpotpattyanyathanupapatteh
832 And the determinate cognition of the bare particular never arises. Only determinate cognition of gross
forms etc. arises. The conclusion must then be that the bare particulars are not cognized by indeterminate
cognition.

833 1.e. if one tries to explain the determinate cognition of the gross form etc. by postulating that the
determinate cognition of gross forms etc., which the Buddhist maintains is not perceived by indeterminate
cognition, are caused by previous impressions of gross forms etc., then one must also, by the same logic,
acknowledge that the determinate cognitions of blue etc. (i.e. all external objects) are caused by previous
impressions. And thus one cannot establish the existence of those external things, since they are not really
cognized. The determinate cognition is then not generated by the external objects, not even indirectly by
being produced from the indeterminate cognition of the external object. They simply appear from previous
impressions.

8341.e. mental states would also not be established as their cognition too would be on account of previous
impressions (vasana).

835 1.e. as self-cognition is considered to be indeterminate by the Buddhists, there is a problem of how it is
determined. Since an indeterminate cognition depends on a supsequent determinate cognition to be valid,
self cognition cannot be validated. Cf. §11 above and footnote 793.

2

2
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that leads to attaining heaven®® or like the distinction of the form that is to be known®"’,
In the same way, since there is no arising of [its] determinate [cognition], it cannot be
proved that “self-cognition cognizes itself from itself”, like with respect to the

Brahmadvaita etc.. Thus everything is lost.**®

SSP §22 24, 2-3
tatah kutaScin niScayat niladisvabhavavyavasthayam sthiilladini§cayat vastuni

paramarthatah sthuladyakaravyavasthitir astheya anyatha kvacid api vyavasthanasiddheh |

SSP §22 English

Hence, if there is somehow establishing of the nature of blue etc. from determinate
[cognition] [of blue etc.], it is to be acknowledged that there is establishing of the really
existing forms, gross etc., in the [external] object on account of a determinate [cognition]
of gross [form] etc.. Because otherwise it is not proved that there is establishing [of the

nature of a thing] in anything.**’

SSP §23 24, 4-5

tato na tesam samvrtatvam, samvrte vikalpatmikayah prag eva pratyadistatvac®’ ceti prag

SSP §23 English

Therefore, they [gross form etc.] are not mental creations. Because that which has a
determinate nature has already been refuted with respect to being mental creation. Thus
the entire statement of the Buddhists*, in the form of [their] proposition®*?, is despised

by the wise.

%36 The point seems to be that though there is self-cognition of “the power that leads to heaven”, it cannot
have determinate cognition. Phenomena such as this are then even more impossible to ascertain, as they can
only have self-cognition, which (as shown above) cannot establish them as it is indeterminate and thus
depends on a subsequent determinate cognition for validiy.

%371t is utterly obscure what the meaning of this should be. It is apparently something which cannot have
determinate cognition, but I have not been able to understand what it refers to.

538 Since self-cognition is indeterminate and its determination has been shown to be impossible, it cannot be
established that self-cognition cognizes itself, just like the Brahmadvaita cannot be established to cognize
itself. Thus, since cognition as imagined by the Buddhists is impossible, everything is lost. Since cognition
is not valid, the objects of cognition cannot be established. Thus one cannot prove that anything exists.

839 1.e. either both the blue nature of the blue thing and the gross nature of the gross thing must be admitted
as real, as they are both established on account of a determinate cognition, or both must be seen as unreal. If
a bare particular such as blue etc. is established on account of a determinate cognition, so must the gross
forms etc..

%0 ed. note: “pratyakhyanam nirasanam pratyadeso nirakrtih a- ti-
841 Sakya (descended from the §akas) can refer to either the Buddha or to Buddhists. The reason for this
ambivalence in meaning is that sakya is already a strengthened form of saka (with the —ya ending added).
Buddha was from the saka clan, thus he may be described as sSakya, i.e. descended from the saka. One can
moreover further strengthen sakya to denote a follower of the Buddha. (Just as Bauddha is a strengthened
form of Buddha, denoting the followers of the Buddha, and Jaina is a strengthened form of Jina, denoting
the followers of the Jinas). But as a@ does not change under further strengthening, the two forms cannot be

113

206



SSP §24+§25 24, 6-17

nanu [na]®* paramarthah sthuiladyakarah badhakasadbhavat | tatha hi — sthuilakaro
‘vayavi, sadharanakarah simanyam | tatra caikasyavayavino ‘nekesv avayavesu
samanyasyaikasya anekavyaktisu vrttih parair ista, pratyasrayam kim ekadeSena,
sarvatmana va syat prakarantarabhavat | samavayah prakarantaram iti cet; na;
ayutasiddhesu vartate samavaitity anayor arthabhedabhavat | tatraikam anekatra
vartamanam pratyadhikaranam na tavad ekade$ena, nihpradesatvat | napi sarvatmana,

844,
t

avayavyadibahutvaprasamgat™; yavanto ‘vayavadayas tavanto ‘vayavyadayah syuh,

tesam pratyekam sarvatmana vrttatvat | atha prade$avattvam 3*manyetavayavyadinam
tatrapi vrttivikalpo ‘navastha ca | tatha vavayavyadi sarvam tad ekam eva na syad iti**®
vrtter dosasya badhakasya bhavad iti cet; tad asat; bhedaikantavadinam

pratipaditadosopanipatat | syadvadibhir api

ekasyanekavrttir na bhagabhavad bahiini va |

bhagitvad vasya naikatvam doso vrtter anarhate | [aptami- §lo- 62] iti
tan®’ prati taddosapratipadanat |

SSP §24+§25 English
If [the Buddhist] objects:** Certainly, the forms, gross etc., are not real, because of the
existence of negations®”. [They] are as follows — The gross form is a composite whole®”.

The common form is a universal. There, it is maintained by the opponents®' that the one

separated from one another. It is however reasonable to assume that Vidyanandin here means the
Buddhists.

¥21.e. samvrttya sthialadyakarah praiyanta iti pratijiiapi, “the proposition: “the forms, gross etc., are
cognized by mental creation”. Cf. §18 above.

843 The editor seems here to have added na. Manuscript Ka- reads “nanu parama-*.

844 This portion, “tatraikam anekatra vartamanam pratyadhikaranam na tavad ekade$ena, nihpradeSatvat |
napi sarvatmana, avayavyadibahutvaprasamgat” is taken from Akalanka’s commentary to verse 62 of the
AM in his Astasati. Cf. footnote 863, and Chapter 4.

845 Amended. Prined ed. reads: “manyeta avayavyadinam”. Amended according to sandhi rules.

846 The section: “atha prade$avattvam manyeta avayavyadinam tatrapi vrttivikalpo ‘navastha ca | tatha
vavayavyadi sarvam tad ekam eva na syad iti” seems to have taken several parts from Akalanka’s AstaSati
in his commentary to verse 62 of the AM. Cf. footnote 863. Vidyanandin has added to the argument, but the
main sentences and argument are clearly the same.

%7 ed note: “naiyayikan prati vrttivikalpadosasya |”

848 Paragraph 24 and the beginning of paragraph 25 are written as a Buddhist attempt to disprove the reality
of the gross forms etc.. Thus the main portion of the text presents the Buddhist arguments, while the
objections are the hypothetical objections against the arguments the Buddhist raises. The answers in this
portion are thus the Buddhist’s answers to these objection. It is first in the end of paragraph 25, indicated in
the translation by [The Jain answers:], that Vidyanandin answers the Buddhist objection as a whole.

849 .e. there are arguments that disprove their reality.

0 gvayavin literally means “having parts”.

81 the opponents here referred to are actually the Nyaya-VaiSesikas. The point Vidyanandin is trying to
make is that the faults the Nyaya-VaiSesikas are met with with respect to the maintaining of universals and
wholes do not apply to the Jains. To show this he here has the Buddhist raise these objections, taken from
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whole resides in [its] many parts [and] the one universal (resides) in many individuals. Is
[its]**? seat partly [with each part], or wholly [with each part]? Because there is no other

853

way.*” If it is objected: inherence is another way.** [It is answered:] no, “it inhers”

1%%°. Because thus the two adversaries do not

[means that] it resides in inseparable [things
have the status of separate objects®™. In that case, the unitary [whole], existing in many
places and in each substratum, firstly, does not [reside] [in its parts] partly, on account of
having no parts. Neither does it [reside] [in its parts or individuals] wholly, because [then
there would be] adherence to a multitude of wholes. There would be as many wholes as
there are parts. Because each [whole] [would] reside wholly [in each part].*”’

Now, one may think that the whole etc. have parts.*® In that case, there is
determination of [the whole of these parts] residing [in all of its parts partly or wholly]
[remains], and [the result is] infinite regress.* And thus the whole etc. cannot be

completely one*®, because of the existence of the fault of residing negates [it].

[The Jain answers]: That is untrue, because of the occurring of the fault that is set forth
only for those who propound the doctrine of absolute difference [between the whole and

its parts]*'. [For this fault is pointed out] by the Syadvadins as well:

The “fault of residing” in a [certain] Non-Jain®* [doctrines] is: The one [whole or

universal] cannot reside in the many, on account of not having parts. [In order to do so] it

the arguments of the Aptamimamsa and AstaSatt against the VaiSesika (cf. footnote 863), against the
Anekantavada.

852 everything said or argued concerning the whole in this paragraph is regarded as true concerning the
universal as well.

853 1.e. does a part of the whole reside in each of its part, or does the whole whole reside in each part? There
is no third alternative. The whole must reside either in the totality of its parts or just one. The universal
must reside in all individuals or just one.

854 ].e. the whole and the universal reside in their parts or individuals by means of the relation of inherence
(samavaya). Inherence is one of the VaiSesika categories. The concept of samavaya is discussed at length
bsy Vidyanandin in the VaiSesika chapter.

855 Cf. footnote 1116.

836 The exact meaning of this is unclear. The implication seems to be that the close relation required
between two things for inherence renders them essentially one?

%57 1.e. according to the Vaisesikas the whole (avayavin) and the universal (samanya) are unitary. Thus they
cannot possibly reside partly in each part/individual, as they do not have parts. Neither can they reside
wholly in each part or individual, as there would then have to be many wholes and universals, as many as
there are parts and individuals. And then the whole/universal would not be one, but many.

858 i.e. if the opponents concede that they have parts

859 i.e. the parts of the whole (which is different from its parts) would again make up a whole, which would
again have to have parts (again held to be different from this whole) to escape the previously declared
faults. These parts would again be parts of a whole (different from the parts) etc. etc.. The result is infinite
regress.

80 This section: “atha prade$avattvam manyeta avayavyadinam tatrapi vrttivikalpo ‘navastha ca | tatha
vavayavyadi sarvam tad ekam eva na syad iti” is taken from Akalanka’s commentary to verse 62 of the AM
in his AstaSati. Cf. footnote 863 and Chapter 4. Vidyanandin has added to the argument, but the main
sentences and argument are the same.

%1 j.e. this fault does not apply to the Jains, only the VaiSesikas who uphold absolute difference between the
whole and the parts. As the Jains do not hold that the wholes and the parts and the universal and particular
are absolutely different, nor that the universal or whole is unitary, these faults do not apply.

862 here referring to the Vai$esika doctrine of absolute difference between the whole and its parts.
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[must be] many. [Then] it [the whole or universal] is not one because of consisting of

parts.*®

Because the fault of that [residing] is set forth [by the Jains] with regard to those [Nyaya-

VaiSesikas]**

SSP §26 24, 19-24
nanv evam vrtter dosah syadvadinam ca prasajyate iti cet; tarhi nayam prasamgo ’nekante

kathamcit tadatmyat vedyavedakakarajfianavat [**

yathaiva hi jiianasya
vedyavedakakarabhyam tadatmyam, aSakyavivedanatvat “kim ekadeSena sarvatmana va”
iti vikalpayor na vijiianasya savayavatvam bahutvam va prasajyeta, anavastha va, tatha
avayavyader apy avayavadibhyas tadatmyam aSakyavivecanatvad eva naikadesena
pratyekam sarvatmana va; yatas tathagatah sarvatha bheda iva avayavavayavyadinam

kathamcit tadatmye ‘pi vrttim dusayet |

SSP §26 English

If it is objected: Certainly, there must be adhering to the fault of residing for the
Syadvadins. Then [it is answered]: there is no adherence [to that] in [the doctrine of] non-
absolutism, on account of [it positing] some identity [between the whole and its parts],
like cognition and the forms of cognized and cognized.*® For, just as the cognition has
[some] identity with the forms of known and knower on account of it being impossible to
distinguish [one of] the two alternatives: “Does it [reside in them] partly or wholly?”, and
there is no adherence to cognition having parts or being manifold, nor infinite regress,
just so there is [some] identity of the whole etc. with [its] parts etc. because it is
impossible to distinguish [one of the two alternatives]. Neither does it [reside in its parts]

partly nor wholly, from which*” the followers of the Tathagata could ascribe the fault of

863 Cf. Akalanka’s commentary to this verse in his Astasati:

tatra ekam anekatra vartamanam pratyadhikaranam na tavad ekadesena, nispradesatvat | napi sarvatrmana
avayavyadibahutva prasamgat | athapi kathaiicit pradesSavattvam, tatrapi vrttikalpano ‘navastha ca tad
ekam eva na syad iti | nayam prasargo ‘nekante, kathaiicit tadatmyat, vedyavedakakarajianavat 62|

“There, the one firstly does not reside in the many partly in each substratum, because it does not have parts.
It can also not [reside in its parts wholly], because [then there would be] adhering to the whole etc. being
many. Now [if it is conceded that] it somehow possesses parts, then the determination of [the whole of
these parts] residing [in its parts partly or wholly] [remains] and there is infinite regress. It cannot be only
one. There is no adhering to this in the Anekanta[vada], because [according to the Anekantavada] there is
some identity [between the parts and the whole etc.], like [when] cognizing the form of cognized and
cognizer [they are seen as in some ways identical]” (My translation). See also Chapter 4.

8641.e. the fault applies to the Nyaya-VaiSesikas, not the Syadvadins.

865 The last half of this sentence is taken from Akalanka’s Astasati which reads: nayam prasaingo ‘nekante,
kathaiicit tadatmyat, vedyavedakakarajiianavat. Cf. footnote 863.

866 j.e. according to the anekantavada the relation is one of both identity and difference sui generis.

%7 i.e. had it been so that the Jains had held the whole and the part etc. to be absolutely different
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residing even [in the doctrine that posits] some identity of the parts and the whole etc.*®,
like [they do] in the [doctrine that holds them to be] completely different®®.

SSP §27 24, 25-25, 10

yad atranyad apy uktam — na paramarthah sthulakarah paramantnam sambandhasiddheh
tesam ekade$ena sambandhe digbhagabhedad *’anusatkena yugapad yoge
sadamS$atapatteh; sarvatmana sambandhe pracayasyaikaparamanumatratvapatter iti, tad
api diisanam paramaniinam ananyathanekantavadinam®”' syan na punah syadvadinam |
yathaiva hi naiyayikadayah “paramanavo viviktavasthavat pracayavasthayam api
paramanutvam na tyajanti” iti manyante na tatha syadvadino yena taddosas tesam
anusajyeta; taih paramantinam snigdhartksanam ajaghanyagunanam
dvyadhikadigunanam vijatiyanam sajatiyanam ca saktutoyavat samtaptajatukhandavat

kathamcit skandhakaraparinamatmakasya sambandhasyabhyupagamat |

$2lukkhassa lukkhena duvahiena niddhassa niddhena duvahiena |
niddhassa lukkhena havei bandho jahannavajje visame same va | [source not found] iti

vacanat |

SSP §27 English

Another [argument] is also declared with respect to this*”® [by the Buddhists]: “The gross
form is not real, because the relation of the atoms is not proved. Because, if [the atoms]
relate partly, [i.e.] if they have simultaneous contact with six atoms from different

directions®”

, it results in [the atom] having six parts.®” If [the atoms] relate wholly®*”®, it
results in a [composite atomic] aggregate having [the dimension] of only a single
atom.*”” [To this it is answered:] That fault is there for the absolutists who posit the non-

difference of the atoms®”, but not for the Syadvadins.

%65 i.e. the Anekanavada

869 i.e. Nyaya-Vaisesika

870 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “anusatkena”.

871 ed. note: “paramanavah paramanava eva na tu anyariipa avayaviriipa va bhavanti ity ekantavadinam [
¥72 editors note: “ruksasya ruksena dvayadhikena snigdheyasya snigdhena dvayadhikena | snigdhasya
riiksena bhavati bandhah jaghanyavarjye visame same va || uddhrtam sarva- pr- 307 [”. The Prakrit verse
quoted by Vidyanandin has here been given in Sanskrit by the editor. According to Pischel §475, the form
havei only seems to be found in Jain Sauraseni (1981: 396).

873 i.e. the unreality of the gross forms etc..

atoms are here imagined as having six sides (like a die) which they can combine with other atoms

875 i.e. and if atoms have parts they are not atoms but themselves composite entities.

%76 i.e. if one atom combines wholly with another atom, and not a part of the atom with a part of another
atom.

%77 i.e. no matter how many atoms would combine the resulting aggregate of atoms would never exceed the
spatial dimension of one single atom. Thus the gross forms cannot possible be made out of atoms as they do
not have the dimension of only one single atom.

%78 i.e. the Nyaya-Vaisesika who hold that the atoms do not change when entering into an aggregate.
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For the Naiyayikas etc. think: “The atoms do not abandon [their] atomic nature
when abiding in an aggregate, like when abiding alone”. It is not so for the Syadvadin, by
which®” that fault would result for them [the Syadvadins] as well. Because they
[Syadvadins] agree to a relation whose nature is somehow a transformation into the form
of an aggregate for the atoms® that do not have the minimum degree [of difference],
[i.e.] which have degrees [that differ by] two or more, dissimilar or similar. [The
combination of dissimilar atoms is] like [the combination of] barley meal and water, [the
combination of similar atoms is] like [the combination of] pieces of gum that are heated

together. Because of the statement:

A cohesive [atom] [can combine with another] cohesive [atom] which [differs in its]
degree [of cohesiveness] by two [or more]. A dry [atom] [can combine with another] dry
[atom] which [differs in its] degree [of dryness] by two [or more]. A cohesive [atom]
combines with a dry [atom] [which differs in its degree of dryness by two or more],
similar or dissimilar [atoms] [can combine], except when [the difference of degree is the]

minimum. 3!

SSP §28 25, 11-15

$82parair apy evam abhyupagamah kartavyah, anyatha arthakriyavirodhat, aninam
anyonyam asambandhato jaladharanaharanadyarthakriyakaritvanupapatteh |
rajjuvam$adandadinam ekadesapakarsane tadanyakarsane casambandhavadino na syat |
asti caitat sarvam, vikalpapratibhasinah pratyaksadrstatvasiddheh adrste vikalpayogat,
anyathatiprasamgasyoktaprayatvat |
asambaddhaparamanumatragrahipratyaksadipramanabhavasya pratipaditatvac ca | tato

jalaharanadyarthakriyanyathanupapatteh sambandhah siddhah®®® |

879 i.e. if this was held by the Syadvadin as well.

880 i.e. the Syadvadins do not hold that the atoms are static (like the Naiyayikas hold them to be). The atoms
somehow transform into the form of an aggregate.

81 Cf. TS 5, 32-35: “snigdharuksatvad bandhah, na jaghanyagunanam, gunasamye sadr$anam,
dvyadhigunanam tu”. Tatia (1994) translates as: “The integration of atoms is due to their tactile qualities of
viscosity and dryness. There cannot be integration of atoms that possess the minimum one degree of
viscosity or dryness. Atoms which have the same degree of viscosity or same degree of dryness cannot
integrate. Two viscous or two dry atoms can integrate if the viscosity or dryness of one is two or more
degrees higher than the other.” Put simply, atoms have one of the two qualities of “dryness” or
“cohesiveness” (called “viscosity” by Tatia), which they have in varying degrees (1, 2, 3 etc. up to
innumerable). Whether or not atoms can combine depends upon these qualities and their degrees. Exactly
what rules apply is not uniform in the commentaries to the TS. The detailed workings of this are also not
very significant in this context. Those interested in further details may confer with Tatia’s comments and
explanation to his translation of this section in Tatia 1994: 141-42. The general rule however seems to be
that both similar and dissimilar atoms (i.e. dry and cohesive) can combine as long as their degree of dryness
or cohesiveness differs by two or more. They cannot combine if their degree differs only by the minimum
amount (i.e. 1) (Tatia 1994: 140-142).

882 ed. note: “bauddhair api |

83 Amended according to variant reading supplied by editor. The printed edition reads:
”sambandhasiddhah”. “sambandhah siddhah” is given as an alternate reading in a footnote, but without
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SSP §28 English

Even the opponents [Buddhists] should assent to it being thus
885

84 because otherwise [they

are] contradicted by causal efficacy®™. Because causal efficacy, [like the pot] carrying
and holding water etc., is not found if** the atoms are not mutually connected.®” One
who holds that there is no combination [of atoms] cannot pull a rope, bamboo cane, staff
etc. in one direction while pulling [the same rope, bamboo cane, staff etc.] in the other
[direction].®*®

And all this happens®”. Because that which is cognized by determinate cognition
is proved to be cognized by [indeterminate] cognition, because determination is
unsuitable if it is not cognized [by indeterminate cognition]. Because otherwise [there
will result] the aforementioned arising of an unwarranted extension. Because the non-
existence of [any] valid means of knowledge, sensory perception etc., that grasp the mere
unconnected atoms has [already] been set forth [by us]. Hence, combination [of atoms] is

proved, because otherwise causal efficacy, such as holding water etc., is not found.

SSP §29 25, 16-22

kim ca, evam vedatah citrajiiananirbhasalavaviSesanam ekadeSena sarvatmanapi
sambandhasiddheh sakalaniladinirbhasavayavavyapy ekatvam tatra na siddhyet |
tadavayavaprthaktvakalpanayam citraikajianavyavaharo ma bhiit;

8% ekaikaksanavat | tatra pratyasattivi§esah kathamcid

prthagvarnantaravisayanekasamtana
aikyat ko ‘parah syat; deSapratyasatteh Sitavatadibhih vyabhicarat; kalapratyasatter
ekasamayavartibhir aSesarthair anekantat bhavapratyasatter
ekarthodbhiitanekapurusajiianair anaikantikatvat, dravyapratyasattir eva pariSesyat
sambhavyate | sa caikadravyatadatmyalaksanatvat pratyasattiviesa iti kathamcid aikyam

evaikatvavyavaharanibandhanam citrajfianasya |

reference to any of the manuscripts. It is thus uncertain if any of the manuscripts have this reading.
However, it is still a preferable reading.

884 1.e. the combination of atoms making up aggregates

85 according to Dharmakirti objects are real mainly because they have causal efficacy
(arthakriyasamarthya) (Matilal 1986: 320).

886 asambandhato has an ablative ending. Though the English translation “if”” usually represents the Sanskrit
locative case, the ablative is here best rendered to English as “if”.

87 and since these activities are found to take place, i.e. as pots hold water etc., the position that atoms do
not combine into aggregates is contradicted. Thus the Buddhists must accept it, or they will be adhering to a
Eosition that is shown to be untrue.

% The point seems to be that one cannot deny the one but maintain the other, i.e. one cannot deny the
combining of atoms, yet still maintain that the objects, such as pots etc., are still able to carry out their
activities. This is like pulling a rope in two different directions.

889 1.e. the objects do carry out their activities
890 Amended. Printed edition reads: “prthagvarnantaravisayanekasamtanaikaikaksanavat”. It does not seem
to make sense to have this as one long comparison, as there then does not seem to be anything in the

sentence which it is the comparison to.
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SSP §29 English

Moreover, on account of speaking thus the oneness [of a variegated cognition®']
pervading all [its] parts, [in the form of] reflections, such as blue etc., partly or wholly
cannot be proved, because the relation of the particular pieces of reflections of a
variegated cognition are not proved®”. If the parts of that [variegated cognition] are
conceived of as separate [from one another], one cannot speak of one single cognition of
variegated [color], [as the different parts would make up] many [separate] continuances
whose objects are different, separate colors, just like several [spatially separate] moments
[make up different continuances]*”. What other relation®* than “some identity” can there
be with respect to this*>?

By elimination, only the relation [of occupying the same] substance is possible.
Because the relation [of occupying the same] space is incorrect, on account of coldness
and wind etc. [not being one though they occupy the same space], [because] the relation
[of occupying the same] time [is incorrect] because it has the manifoldness of all objects
on account of abiding in the same moment [not being one but many], [and because]
relation [with the same] state [is incorrect] because there is manifoldness on account of
the cognitions of many people cognizing the same object [not being one but many]. And
that [relation of occupying the same substance] is the particular relation [that is possible
in this case], because [its] nature is [some] identity [of the parts] with one substance.

Thus only some identity is the basis for calling the variegated cognition one.*®

1 j.e. a cognition of variegated color

%92 i.e. if the combination of atoms is denied, how can a unified variegated cognition can be perceived? It
cannot be proved that the one, variegated cognition resides partly in all the reflections (i.e. colors) of which
it is made up, not wholly in each of them. In the first case the variegated cognition would have parts, in the
second case it would not be one, but many. Both alternatives would result in there not being one variegated
cognition. The variegated cognition is only possible if the different atoms combine, in the way that was
Ereviously described, into one whole.

% i.e. if the different parts of the variegated cognition are not connected, they would make up separate
continuums of moments, just like spatially different moments make up separate continuums (it must be
added that this concerns spatially separate moments, as temporally different moments can be part of the
same continuum of moments, as a continuum of moments consists of temporally separate moments
successively following each other). The syntax of this sentence, even after amending the text (cf. footnote
890), is slightly unusual. The absence of an ablative, which which one would expect to appear at the end of
this sentence, is noteworthy.

894 MMW gives this as “immediate proximity (in time, space etc.), close contact”. In this context, relation
seems to be the best English rendering.

%9 i.e. what other relation could account for the oneness of the variegated cognition?

8% i.e. occupying the same space cannot make the separate reflections a single variegated cognition,
because coldness and wind occupy the same space, yet they are not one. Occupying the same time can also
not make the separate reflections a single variegated cognition, as all the things existing in a given moment
would then make up a whole. Likewise relation with the same state cannot make the separate reflections a
single variegated cognition, as different people’s cognitions of a single object, which are cognitions of the
same state, i.e. whichever state the given object possesses at the time of cognition, (the condition of these
cognitions occurring at the same time thus seems to be presupposed and taken for granted), are not one
cognition but many cognitions. Thus it is established that only the relation of occupying the same
substance, which is characterized by having the nature of “some identity”, as, according to the
anekantavada the parts and the whole are not absolutely different, can make the separate reflections a single
variegated cognition.
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SSP §30 25, 23-26, 3

tad evam pramanaprasiddhacitrajianavat siksmasthulatmani jatyantare®”’
syadvadistavastunivrttidosadyakhiladoso navakasam labhate | atranyatra ca sarvatra
virodhadidiisanam citrajfianam evapahastayatiti kim niScintaya | tatah syadvadinam
sammatah sthiilakarah paramartha eva siddhah | etena tadabhimatah sadharanakaro ‘pi
paramarthataya siddhah syadvadisammatasya sadrSaparinamalaksanasya
samanyasyapratikseparhatvat, anyatha Suktikade rajatadyapeksaya
sadharmyadarSanasyabhavat, katham tannibandhanas tatra **rupyadhyaropah, yata idam

stiktam bhavet | §uktau va rajatakaro riipasadharmyadar$anat || [pra- va- 1| 45] iti

SSP §30 English
Thus indeed, just like variegated cognition is well known through the valid means of

knowledge, all faults, such as the fault of residing®”’

etc., do not find a footing in the
object, which has a nature that is sui generis both minute and gross, accepted by the
Syadvadins. With respect to this and other things, [indeed] with respect to everything,

variegated cognition itself removes the refutation, such as contradiction etc., in every

] %0 9901

case. Thus, why should [the Syadvadins] ""worry?
Hence the gross form, approved by the Syadvadins, is indeed proved to be real
[and not illusory]. By that [same logic] the common form as well, accepted by those
[Syadvadins] is proved to be real, because the universal, defined as similar
modification’”, does not deserve objection. Because otherwise [there would be] non-
existence of perception of similarity in a shell etc. with regard to silver etc.. [And then]
how [can] the wrong attribution of silver there [in the shell] be dependent on that
[similarity]?°” From which [it follows that] this must be well said’**: Or the silver form

[is perceived] in the shell, on account of the perception of similarity of form.

SSP §31 26, 4-11
na ca sadharmyad aparam asti, tasya nityavyapisvabhavasya kvacid api aprativedanat |

tatha syadvadisammatah sthirakarah paramartha eva, citrajianasyaikasya yugapad

897
898

editors note “kathamcid nityanityﬁtmani I
ed note: “riipyam — rajatam I
% i.e. the question of whether the whole etc. remdes partly or wholly in its parts etc..
900 o) Nis-, here prefixed to cinta (“thought”, “care”, “worry”) has a strengthening function.
!i.e. since the unitary variegated cognition (whlch is accepted by the Buddhists as one even though it

consists of many reflections) itself proves that there is no fault in the Jain position, why should the Jains be

worried?
%2 e. the Jain concept of samanya (universal) thus differs from the Nyaya-Vaisesika concept of samanya.
Samanya is not viewed as one and permanent, but defined as similar modification, or having similar
qualities or form (Shah 1968: 144). Cf. also §31 below and SSP 45, 10 (§6 Mimamsa chapter) and SSP 46,
24 ( §11 Mimamsa chapter).
%3 i.e. how can one then mistake a shell for silver because they have a similar appearance if similarity is not
accepted?
904 TEIS formulation is interesting as the following quote is from Dharmakirti’s Pramanavartika.
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anekakaravyapitvavat kramenapy ekasyatmader anekakaravyapitvasiddheh | tathaivoktam
bhattakalankadevaih —

yathaikam bhinnadesarthan kuryad vyapnoti va sakrt |
tathaikam bhinnakalarthan kuryad vyapnoti va kramat || [laghi- §lo- 37] iti

%05 arthakriyavirodhac ca | na hi

purvottaraksananam sarvathaniranvayatve
ksanaksayaikantapakse arthakriyopapanna; bahirantararthanam niravayavinase karyasya

nirhetukatvapatter janmavirodhasiddheh |

SSP §31 English

And there is no [universal] other than ‘similarity’, on account of there not being [any]
perception of [anything] whose nature is eternal and [all]-pervading, anywhere.”” In the
same way the solid form, accepted by the Syadvadins, is indeed real [and not illusory], on

%7 which is one, pervades manifold modes’®

account of proving that the self etc.
successively, just like variegated cognition, which is one, pervades manifold forms

simultaneously. Indeed thus it is said by the master, Bhattakalanka:

Just as one [thing] may simultaneously produce or pervade [many] objects in different
places. Just so one [thing] may successively produce or pervade [many] modes”™ at

different times.

Because, if [it is maintained that] the previous and following moments are completely
unconnected, it is contradicted by causal efficacy. For, causal efficacy is not found in the
absolutist doctrine of the destruction of moments. Because it is seen that [the theory of
momentariness] contradicts the production [of effects], on account of resulting in the

effect not having a cause if the external and internal objects are absolutely destroyed. *"

SSP §32 26, 12-13

%5 ed. note: “ekadravyanvayabhave |’

%6 i e. the universal is nothing other than similarity, not something whose nature is eternal and
(all)pervading (nityavyapisvabhava), which is posited by the Nyaya-VaiSesika.

97 i.e. substances such as the soul etc..

%8 akara is here best rendered as “mode” (normally paryaya or bhava).

% qrtha is here best rendered as “mode” (usually paryaya or bhava).

919 i e. the absolutely momentary object cannot be causally productive. According to Shah (1968), Bhadanta
Yogasena, a Buddhist who did not hold reality to be momentary, was the first Indian philosopher to raise
this objection against the momentary thing. Akalanka seems to be the first Jaina philosopher to use this
argument against momentarism (60 footnote 33).
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nanu purvaksanad uttaraksanasya pradur bhavat kuto niskaranatvam karyasyeti cet; na;

!'karyakalam aprapnuvatah karanatvanupapatteh, cirataratitavat |

SSP §32 English

If it is objected: Certainly, since the following instant manifests from the preceding
instant, how is the effect without a cause? [It is answered:] no, because the [moment]
which is not synchronous with the effect’’* is not found to be [its] cause, like that

[moment] which has become past a long time ago.”"”

SSP §33 26, 14-17

nanu karyakalam prapnuvato ‘pi na karanatvam, anyatha sarvasya samanaksanavartinas
tatkaranatvaprasamgat | tato yad anvayavyatirekanuvidhayi karyam tad eva tasya karanam
nananukrtvanvayavyatirekam karanam | [source not found] iti cet; na;

ksanaksayaikante anvayavyatirekasyaivaghatanat |

SSP §33 English
If it is objected: Certainly, even the [moment] which is synchronous with the effect is not

[its] cause. Because otherwise [there would be] adhering to everything that abides in the

] 914

same instant being the cause of that [effect].”” Therefore, that which accords with respect

Il Editors note: “tulana — asta$a- astasa- pr- 87 |”

912 1it. “that which does not obtain the time of the effect”

%13 j.e. since the momentary cause ceases to exist before the effect comes into existence, it cannot be its
cause. An effect can only be generated in the presence of the cause. If the cause is not present, the effect
cannot be generated. It does not matter if the supposed cause was destroyed a mere moment before the
effect was to be produced or a long time before. The size of the time gap between them is irrelevant as long
as they do not exist at the same time. Cf. Akalanka’s Siddhivini§caya: “pirvam na§varac chaktat karyam
kinnavinasvarat | karyotpattir virudhyeta na vai karanasattaya || (quoted in Shah 1968: 61 footnote 35).
Mookerjee (1944) writes: “...the absence of synchronism between the cause and the effect at the moment of
the latter’s emergence would make the effect independent of the cause. The effect was not in existence
when the cause was in existence and it comes into existence when the cause has ceased to exist. So if the
effect is independent of the cause when it comes into existence and is not found to be dependent upon the
cause either before or after, the bearing of the cause upon the effect becomes a fiction” (p28-29). Shah
(1968), in summarizing Akalanka’s critique of Dharmakirti’s philosophy, adds: “Dharmakirti should not
consider what immediately precedes the effect to be the cause of it just as he does not consider that which is
separated from the effect by a gap of time to be the cause of it; for both are similar as far as their utter non-
existence at the time of the effect is concerned” (1968: 63).

A similar argument is also found in the Astasahasr1: “na vinastam karanam asattvac
cirataratitavat | samanantaratitam karanam iti ced na, samanantaratve ‘py abhavavisesat | na ca
purvasyottaram karyam, tadasaty eva hi bhavad vastvataravad atikrantatamavad va, yatah piirvasya
karanatvanirnayah syat |’ (Astasahasti 182/10 quoted in Soni 2009: 452; italics and bold in original). Soni
(2009) translates: “...what has been destroyed cannot be a cause because of its non-existence, as with
what has passed by a long time ago. If you [Buddhists now] say: “what immediately follows what has
[just] passed by is the cause,” then [we Jains say] no, because even what immediately follows it is not
different from what does not exist. And neither is the effect what follows from what is previous,
because it [the effect] would exist in the very absence of what was previous, as another thing, or as
what has long since passed by; therefore, it would be an explanation of the cause of what was previous
[and not what came afterwards].” (Soni 2009: 452-3; bold in original).

714 i.e. synchronicity with the effect, i.e. existing at the same time, cannot be the defining characteristic of
its cause, as then everything synchronous with the effect would have to be regarded as its cause, which is
absurd. In other words such a definition is too wide (ativyapti).
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to agreement and contrariety’", that is its cause, on account of the saying: “that which
does not follow®'® agreement and contrariety [with respect to the effect], is not the
cause”.”" [It is answered:] no, because agreement and contrariety is not brought about in

the absolutist [doctrine] of the destruction of moments.”'®

SSP §34 26, 18-21

na khalu samarthe karane saty abhavatah svayam eva pa$cad abhavatas
tadanvayavyatirekanuvidhanam nama nityavat | “svadeSavat svakala sati samarthe karane
karyam jayate nasati” ity etavata ksanikapakse anvayavyatirekanuvidhane nitye ’pi *’tat
syat; svakale 'nadyanante sati samarthe nitye svasamaye karyasyotpatter’*

pratiyamanatvat |

SSP §34 English

Just like the permanent [cause] (cannot be said to accord with respect to agreement and
contrarity), [the momentary cause] [can] certainly not be named ““according with respect
to agreement and contrariety”. [Because, in the case of the momentary cause,] [the effect]
is later [generated] by itself alone, on account of the non-existence [of the cause at the
time of the effect], because [the effect] does not exist when the [causally] efficient cause

exists.”!

15 anvayavyatireka is a Buddhist technical term, especially used by Dharmakirti to describe the relation
between a cause and its effect (Soni 2009: 453 footnote 9). Bartley (2005) explains it as: “a mode of
reasoning (yukti) stating that when A is present, B is present, and when A is absent, B is absent. This is
used to establish a relation of cause and effect. For example: given that we see our own actions happen after
our intentions and that they do not happen in the absence of our intentions, there is a causal connection
between intention and the occurrence of action. The causal relation is established by perception and non-
perception and consists in positive and negative agreement.” (25, italics in original). In other words, if B
invariably follows A, then A is the cause of B.

1% ananukrtva, from anukrtvan is not found in the MMW. Krtvan (making, causing) and anu+kr (to follow)
are found. Anukrtvan is thus rendered as “that which follows”, making ananukrtvan “that which does not
follow”.

17 e. “that which accords with respect to agreement and contrariety to the effect is its cause”.

%18 i.e. because, according to the theory of momentariness, the effect never takes place while the cause is
present. It only takes place when the cause is absent, i.e. has been destroyed, as the moments, lasting only
one moment, are continuously destroyed. Thus the cause according with respect to agreement and
contrariety to the effect is impossible in the theory of momentariness.

%% ed. note: “anvayavyatirekanuvidhanam |’

920 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “karyasyotpatter asaty anutpatte§ ca pratiyamanatvat |, so that it mirrors
the argument of the Buddhists. But it makes no sense for the eternalists to argue that the effect will not be
generated at its own time if the cause is not present, as they regard the cause as eternal, i.e. always present.
It has therefore here been removed.

921 j.e. it is not possible for the Buddhists to conclude that the cause accords with respect to agreement and
contrariety because the cause and effect do not exist at the same time. The Buddhists must then hold that
the effect generates itself as it does not exist at the same time as its cause. But then the effect would no
longer be dependent on a cause, which is the defining characteristic of an effect.

This argument seems to be a condensed verison of an argument raised by Akalanka in his
Siddhivini§caya against Dharmakirti. Having established that the momentary cause and effect cannot exist
at the same time, Shah summarizes Akalankas further argument as follows: “If the effect is held to come
into existence as the result of the absence of something (say X) that immediately precedes the effect, then
the effect should be existent at all moments save the moment of X’s existence because at all those moments
there is the ‘absence of X’. If the momentarist wants to avoid this contingency, he will have to accept that
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If [it is held that] the doctrine of momentariness accords with respect to agreement
and contrariety [by arguing in such a way]: “In the presence of the [causally] efficient
cause the effect is produced only in its own time, [and] in the absence (of the causally
efficient cause) (the effect) is not (generated in its own time), just like (in the presence of
the causally efficient cause the effect is produced only in) its own place’*, (and in the
absence of the causally efficient cause the effect is not generated in its own place)™,
[then] that [accordance with respect to agreement and contrariety] [is found] even in the
case of the permanent [cause]. [For the eternalist could argue that the permanent cause
accords with respect to agreement and contrariety] because it is known that there is
arising of the effect at its own time in the presence of the eternal [cause], which is

[causally] efficient in its own time, which is beginningless and ***endless.””

SSP §35+§36 26, 22-30

sarvada nitye samarthe sati svakala eva karyam bhavat katham
tadanvayavyatirekanuvidhayiti cet; tarhi karanaksanat purvam pascat canadyanante
tadabhavavisiste’”® kvacid eva tadabhavasamaye bhavat karyam katham tadanuvidhayiti

samanam | *’nityasya pratiksanam anekakaryakaritve kramaso ‘nekasvabhavatvasiddheh

the effect comes into being by itself, that is, without any cause whatsoever; there is no other alternative for
him.” (Shah 1968: 63-64).

The comparison with the permanent cause seems to need some qualification, as the permanent
cause would not have the exact same problem as the momentary cause. The comparison must be understood
as referring only to the conclusion, i.e. that it cannot accord with respect to agreement and contrariety, as
the permanent cause will also not be able to meet these criteria as it would be eternally present. Its problem
is thus in a certain sense the opposite of that of the momentary cause. For while the momentary cause
cannot be shown to accord with respect to presence (as it cannot exist at the same time as its effect), the
permanent cause cannot be shown to accord with respect to absence (as it is eternal and thus always exists).
The comparison here, given simply as nityavat, is thus a bit unclear as the wording could imply that the
permanent cause would have the exact same problem as the momentary cause, though their problems are
really like two sides of a coin. While the eternal cause is eternally present and thus cannot be absent when
the effect is absent, the logical conclusion being that if there is such a thing as an eternal cause it would
continuously produce all its effects at once, just so the momentary cause is never present when the effect is
E)resent, and thus it can never produce its effects.

22 i.e. the effect is not produced in the place of the cause, but in its own place, like the effects of the magnet
occur in a different place than the magnet itself (i.e. a magnet can effect things which are one the other side
of the table etc.). The Buddhists hold that the effect need not be produced (spatially) next to the cause (Shah
1968: 63).

923 i e. if the Buddhist should argue that the effect does not need to be generated at the time of the cause, just
like it does not need to be generated in the place of the cause.

924 .e. the permanent cause is causally efficient in its own time, its own time being beginningless and
endless. Thus, the permanent cause is always causally efficient.

923 i e. the eternalist could then argue that, even though it is permanent and thus eternally causally efficient,
the permanent cause will not produce all its effects at once or continuously, because it is the nature of the
effect to only be produced at its own time. Thus the same logic used by the Buddhist to defend his doctrine
of the momentary cause can just as well be used to establish the permanent cause.

926 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tadabhave ‘viSiste”. It makes no sense to claim that the Buddhists would
say that all the moments prior to and following the causal moment are not characterized by the non-
existence of the causal moment. The negation has thus been removed.

927 The remainder of §35 (from nityasya and onward) and the whole of §36 are almost identical to
Astasahasr1 183/6-8: “nityasya pratiksanam anekakaryakaritve kramaso ‘nekasvabhavatvasiddheh katham
ekatvam syad iti cet ksanikasya katham iti samah saryanuyogah | sa hi ksanasthitir eko ‘pi bhavo

‘nekasvabhavas citrakaryatvan nanarthavat | na hi karanasaktibhedam antarena karyananatvam yuktan
ripadijiianavat | yathaiva hi karkatikadau ripadijiianani ripadisvabhavabhedanibandhanani tatha
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katham ekatvam syad iti cet; ksanikasya katham iti samah paryanuyogah | sa hi
ksanasthitir eko ‘pi bhavo nekasvabhavo vicitrakaryatvat nanarthaksanavat | na hi
karanasaktibhedam antarena karyananatvam yuktam riipadijiianavat | yathaiva
karkatikadau rupadijfianani ripadisvabhavabhedanibandhanani tatha ksanisthiter ekasmat
pradipadiksanat vartikadahatailaSosadivicitrakaryani Saktibhedanimittakani

vyavatisthante, anyatha riipader api nanatvam na syat |

SSP §35+§36 English

If it is objected: How can that [permanent cause] accord with respect to agreement and
contrariety [with the effect] when the permanent [cause] is always [causally] efficient,
[yet] the effect comes into existence at its own time [and not always]? Then a similar
[question is asked of the Buddhists]: when [all] the beginningless [moments] prior [to the
causal moment] and [all] the endless [moments] posterior to the causal moment are
characterized by the non-existence of that [causal moment], how can the effect, which
only takes place at some time [characterized by] the non-existence of that [causal
moment] be said to have that [accordance with respect to agreement and contrariety]?°**
If it is objected: Because, if the permanent [cause] in every moment successively

2 How can it then be

produces various effects, it is proved that it has many natures
unitary? [Then] the same is asked [of the Buddhist]: How can the momentary [cause] be
unitary? For that [momentary cause] which lasts [only one] moment, even though it is
one, has a manifold nature, like many momentary objects, on account of [producing]

various effects.”*°

ksanasthiter ekasmad api bhavat pradipader vartikamukhaddahatatailasosadivicitrakaryani
Saktibhedanimittakani vyavatisthante | anyatha rispader nanatvam na sidhyet, caksuradisamagribhedat
tajjiianirbhasabhedo ‘vakalpyeta,” (Astasahasri 183/6-8 quoted in Soni 2009: 455-56; italics and bold in
original).

Soni translates: “If you [Buddhists now] ask: ‘if what is permanent produces manifold effects in
every moment, and is therefore demonstrably of manifold nature [which arises] gradually, why would this
[permanent entity] be one [having a single nature],” then [we Jainas ask]: ‘how could the momentary [entity
have it]?’ The objection would be the same as [as your inquiry]. For, this momentary existence, although
only a single entity, would be of a multiple nature because of its various effects [and would be] like
many things [at the same time]. For, without the differentiation through the powers of the cause a
multitude of effects, as in the knowledge of form, and so on, would be unreasonable. Just as in a
cucumber, etc.., the knowledge of its form, etc.., depend on the differences of the intrinsic natures of
form, etc.., so too, because of a single entity that exists for [just] a single moment, like a flame, there are
various effects as the burning of the tip of the wick [and] the absorbtion of oil, caused by its different
powers. Otherwise [if the abilities were not different] the variety of form, etc.., would not be
established; since there is a difference in the apparatus of eyes, etc.., a difference in the appearance
of their [respective] knowledge should be considered possible;” (Soni 2009: 455-56; bold in original).
928 i.e. since the cause is momentary it only exists during one, single moment. Thus all its preceding
moments and the moments posterior to it are characterized by its non-existence (i.e. it does not exist during
these moments). How can one then say that the effect, which must appear in a moment posterior to the
causal moment, has accordance with respect to agreement and contrariety with the cause, i.e. how can one
say that the effect then only takes place in the presence of the cause and not in its absence?

929 i.e. which would entail it not being absolutely permanent as it would have to be different when
E)roducing different effects.

% This argument is also raised by Akalanika. The Buddhists hold that a momentary cause, such as a ripa-
ksana, can produce various effects according to sircumstance, i.e. whether it acts as the material cause or
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For it is not so that the variety of effects is logical by [any] other [explanation]
than the cause possessing multiplicity of capacities, just like cognition of color etc.”' [is
not possible unless the object of the cognition possesses multiplicity of capacities]. Just
as cognitions of color etc. in a cucumber etc. depend on [the cucumber etc.] having

various natures of color **

etc., just so the variegated effects, the burning of the wick, the
drying up of the oil etc., from the momentary lamp etc. which is one and lasts [only one]
moment, are established to have multiplicity of capacity as their cause.”” Otherwise there

would not be manifoldness even of color etc..”**

SSP §37 27, 1-3

nanu ca Saktimato ‘rthantaranarthantarapaksayoh®’ Saktinam aghatanat tasam
paramarthasattvabhavah, tarhi riipadinam api pratitisiddhadravyad
arthantaranarthantaravikalpayor asambhavat paramarthasattvabhavah syat | syadvadibhis

citrajiianavat jatyantarasya $aktimato ‘rthasyopagamac ca noktadosanusangah |

SSP §37 English

[If it is objected:] certainly, those [capacities] do not have real existence, because both the
alternative views, [i.e.] the capacities being a separate entity from that which possesses
the capacities [i.e. the object] and the capacities not being a separate entity (from that
which possesses the capacities) are impossible. [It is answered that:], in that case even
color etc. cannot have real existence, because determination of [them] being a separate
entity [from the object they are cognized in] or not being a separate entity [from the
object they are cognized in] is impossible on account of substance being proved by

experience.’® The aforementioned fault does not result [for the Syadvadins], because the

auxiliary cause. Thus a rijpa-ksana, acting as the material cause, can produce a following ripa-ksana. But,
acting as an auxiliary cause, it can also produce rasa-, gandha- and sparsa-ksanas, depending on the
circumstances, i.e. depending on which kind of ksana is the material cause. Thus when the rasa-ksana is
the material cause and the other ksanas are auxiliary causes, a rasa-ksana is produced etc.. Since the
Buddhists maintain that there is no change in the nature of the cause even though it, with the help of
assisting causes, produces various effects, then there should be no objection to the permanent cause
E)roducing various effects, with the help of assisting causes, without changing its nature (1968: 64-65).
*!i.e. rasa, gandha and sparsa (smell, taste and touch).
32 e. rasa, gandha and sparsa (smell, taste and touch).
933 Jike the momentary object such as a lamp produces various effects, such as the burning of the wick, the
drying up of oil etc., which are different from one another, yet, according to Dharmakirti, retains its unitary
nature (Shah 1968: 62).
%% {.e. just as the experience of a cucumber, i.e. its color, feel, smell and texture, shows it to have a
variegated nature (i.e. a color-nature, smell-nature, taste-nature and touch-nature), just so the lamp-moment
(i.e. momentary object, a lamp) has manifold capacities as it produces various effects simultaneously, such
as the burning of the wick, the drying up of the oil etc.. Otherwise (if they did not have manifold nature)
cucumbers would only have color but not smell, taste or texture etc..
933 ed. note: “bhedabhedapaksayoh |”
936 i e. if the impossibility of determining the capacities as either absolutely different or identical with that
which possesses them results in them not being real, then surely the same will result for color etc. (which
the Buddhists do believe to have real existence as it is a svalaksana), as these too cannot be determined as
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Syadvadins accept that the object that possesses the capacities is sui generis [both

identical and different from the capactities], like variegated cognition.”’

SSP §38 27, 4-7

atha pratyaksabuddhau pratibhasamanatvad ripadayah paramarthasanto’®

na punas
tacchaktayas tasam anumanabuddhau pratibhasamanatvat; ity apy ayuktam;
ksanaksayasvargaprapana$aktyadinam aparamarthasattvaprasamgat | tato yatha
ksanikasya yugapad anekakaryakaritve ‘py ekatvavirodhas tatha aksanikasya krama$o

‘nekakaryakaritve ‘pity anavadyam sthirakaro ‘pi paramartha iti |

SSP §38 English

Now, it is not suitable to say: “color etc. really exist because [they] are perceived in
perceptual cognition, but their capacities are not [real] because they are perceived in
inferential cognition [and not perceptual cognition]”. Because then there would be
adherence to the destruction of moments, the capacity to lead one to heaven etc. being

1. Therefore it is unobjectionable to say: “just as there is no contradiction with

unrea
respect to [its] oneness even though the momentary [cause] produces various effects at
the same time, just so [there is no contradiction with respect to its oneness] even though
the non-momentary [cause] produces many effects successively”, and even the solid form

is real.

SSP §39 27, 8-9
tad evam sakalabadhakabhavad apratikseparhanam arthatabhimatanam
sthirasthiilasadharanakaranam paramarthatvasiddheh abhrantena tadgrahipratyaksena

svalaksanalaksanatattvasya viruddhatvam siddhyati eva |

SSP §39 English

Thus, the real, defined as the bare particular, is proved to be contradicted by non-illusory
sensory perception, because the solid, gross and common forms that are acknowledged by
the followers of the Arhats [i.e. the Jainas] and deserve no objections are proved to be

real on account of the non-existence of all negation.

SSP §40 27, 10-11

absolutely different or identical with the objects in which they reside because (the Jain view of) substance,
which is both different and non-different from its modes, is proved to be true.

%7 Like the variegated cognition is both different and non-different sui generis from the colors that make up
the variegated cognition. Cf. §29 above

938 Paramarthasanto as been underlined by the editor, marking it as a name. This seems to be incorrect.
Paramarthasanto should rather be read as an adjective qualifying ripadayah.

%39 i.e. as these are inferred and not perceived in perceptual cognition.
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nanu naisa dosah, saugatabhimatasvalaksanatattvasya avacyatvad iti cet; tadasamgatam;

SSP §40 English

If it is objected: Certainly this fault does not [occur], because the real bare particular
which is acknowledged by the followers of the Sugata is inexpressible. [It is answered:]
that is self-contradictory, because [according to your own statement] the real bare
particular is expressible by means of the word “inexpressible”. [The fault remains]

because it is seen that [your] position is given up by your own statement.”*

SSP §41 27, 12-17

nanv avacyaSabdenapi na svalaksanasvariipam ucyate
“ltenaropitasamanyakarasyaivabhidhanad iti cet; vyahatam etat |
samanyakhyaparartipavacina avacyasabdena svalaksanasvartipabhidhanasya viruddhatvat

nilasabdena pitabhidhanavat | tad uktam yuktyanu$asane svamibhih —

avacyam ity atra ca vacyabhavad avacyam evety anyathapratijfiam |

svariipata$ cet pararlipavaci svariipavaciti vaco viruddham | [yuktyanu- §lo- 29] iti

SSP §41 English

If it is objected: “Certainly, the nature of the bare particular is not expressed by the word
“inexpressible”, on account of only the superimposed, common form being expressed by
that [word]”. [It is answered:] This is contradicted. Because expressing the nature of the
bare particular by means of the word “inexpressible”, which expresses a nature which is
alien [to the bare particular], namely the common form, [and not the nature of the bare
particular], is contradictory, like expressing yellow by means of the word “blue”.”** It is

said by the Master in the YuktyanuSasana:

[It is said that]: “[the bare particular is] inexpressible”. Here it is certainly [said to be]

inexpressible because it is expressible’

. Thus the proposition is contradicted. If the word
[“inexpressible”] by its own nature expresses a nature alien [to the bare particular], it is

contradictory [to say that it] expresses the nature [of the bare particular].

40 i e. saying that something is inexpressible is an expression (i.e. description) of that thing. As the
objection, being self-contradictory, is thus not valid, the fault remains.

%l'ed. note: “sabdena |”

92 e. if the word “inexpressible” really expresses the nature of the common form, which is merely
superimposed upon the bare particular, why then would the Buddhist use it to refer to the bare particular?
3 ].e. the only reason one can say that it is inexpressible is that it must be expressible, otherwise one could

not describe it as inexpressible. Thus saying that it is inexpressible contradicts one’s own position.
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SSP §42 27, 18-19
tato navacyataikantah §reyan iti katham api pratyaksavirodho duh§akah parihartum |

tasmat suvyavasthityam pratijiia®* drstaviruddham §akyasasanam iti |

SSP §42 English
Hence absolutist inexpressibility is not beneficial. Thus it is impossible to avoid [its]
contradiction by sensory perception in any way. On account of that, this proposition

b

stands firmly: “The teaching of the followers of Sakya is contradicted by perception”.

SSP §43 27, 20-30

tatha tathagata§asanam istaviruddham | tadabhimataksanaksayaikantaviruddhasya
atmadinam kathamcin nityatvasyanumanena sadhanat | tatha hi — yat sat tat sarvam
kathamcin nityatvam, sarvatha ksanike kramayaugapadyabhyam arthakriyavirodhat
sattvanupapatteh iti | atra na tavad dhetor anaikantikatvam; sarvatha nityatve
sattvasyabhavat, sarvatha ksanikatvavat | tadabhava$ ca kramakramanupapatteh |
tadanupapatti§ ca purvaparasvabhavatyagopadananvitaripabhavat; sakrd
anekaSaktyatmakatvabhavac ca | na hi kiitasthe piirvottarasvabhavatyagopadane stah®®,
ksanike canvitam riipam asti yatah kramah kalakrto desakrto va syat | napi yugapad
anekasvabhavatvam yato yaugapadyam, kautasthyavirodhat, sarvathaikarupatvat
kiitasthasya | ekariipataya tu yas trikalavyapi sah kiitasthah [source not found] ity
abhidhanat, niranvayaksanikatvavyaghatac ca, tatha kramakramanekantatmakasyaiva
siddheh | sahakarikramakramapeksaya tatra®*® kramayaugapadyakalpanapi na sadhiyasT;

svayam *“’tadapeksakrametarasvabhavatvabhave tadanupapatteh |

SSP §43 English

In the same way the doctrine of the followers of the Tathagata is contradicted by
inference. Because some permanence of the self etc., which is contradicted by the one-
sided destruction of moments which is acknowledged by those [Buddhists], is proved by
inference. [That inference] is as follows — All that which exists must have some
permanence. Because if [a thing is] completely momentary it is not found that it exist on
account of being contradicted by causal efficacy [both] successively and

simultaneously.”*

t2)

%4 Ed. note: “bauddhena krta yat $akyasasanam drstaviruddham iti
% the print is unclear, but stah is the most likely reading.

%6 ed. note: “nitye . As this point is valid with respect to both the absolutely permanent (nitya) and
absolutely momentary (ksanika) cause, as it has been shown that none of them can have manifold natures, it
seems better to read fatra as referring to both the permanent and impermanent cause.

%7 ed. note: “sahakaryapeksa svatham tatsvabhavasyaiva sambhavyatam |

948 i.e. the absolutely momentary thing cannot be real, as the absolutely momentary thing cannot be causally

efficient, i.e. it cannot produce effects simultaneously or successively. According to Dharmakirti that which
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Firstly, the premise in this [syllogism] is not inconclusive®, because if [a thing is]
completely permanent it does not exist, just like the completely momentary [thing] (does
not exist). And that [completely permanent or completely momentary cause] does not
exist because it is not found [that it can produce effects] successively or simultaneously.
And that [production of effects successively or simultaneously] is not found [in the
completely permanent or completely momentary cause] on account of not having a nature
[characterized by] abandoning a previous nature, appropriating a following nature and
continuous nature”, and on account of not having manifold capacity simultaneously. For,
if it is uniform®", there is no abandoning of [its] previous nature and appropriating of [its]
following nature, and, if it is momentary®**, there is [no] constant form from which [there
could be] succession in time or in space. It does also not have manifold natures at the
same time, on account of which simultaneous [production of many effects] [would be
possible], because it is contradicted by being uniform. Because the completely uniform
has a single nature. Because of the statement: “That which pervades the three [divisions
of] time* by its one nature, that is uniform”. And because it is contradicted by being
absolutely momentary [as the absolutely momentary thing exists for a mere moment].
Because thus it is proved that only that which has a manifold nature [can produce effects]
successively or simultaneously.”*

Even the postulation of [the cause producing many effects] successively or
simultaneously by depending on successive or simultaneous [assistance] by an assisting
cause is, in the case of the [absolutely permanent or absolutely momentary cause], not
any better. Because that [producing many effects successively or simultaneously] is not
found if there is absence of [the dual] nature of successive and simultaneous expectancy
of that [assisting cause] [in the absolutely permanent or absolutely momentary cause]

itself.”>>

is real must be causally efficient (Shah 1968: 43). Dharmakirti has argued against the permanent cause by
showing that it cannot be causally efficient, and thus cannot exist. Vidyanandin here attempts to show that
the momentary cause does not fare any better. The first Jain philosopher to argue in this way against
momentarism seems to have been Akalanka (Shah 1968: 60 footnote 33).
%9 anaikantikatva is a technical term for a kind of fallacy of the hetu. Anaikantika-hetu is the fallacy of the
concomitance of the premise (heru) and that which is to be established (sa@dhya) is not absolute, i.e. the hetu
is found outside the sadhya as well.
90 cf, the three characteristics of substances according to Jainism. Origination (utpdda), destruction (vyaya)
and continued existence (sthiti).
%1 ].e. absolutely permanent
952

i.e. absolutely momentary.
953 past, present and future
%% ].e. since both the absolutely momentary and the absolutely permanent cannot have a manifold nature,
they cannot be causally efficient, i.e. they cannot produce their effects either simultaneously or
successively. Thus they cannot be real, for being real is defined by Dharmakirti as being causally efficient
(arthakriyakaritva) (Shah 1968: 43). Thus only the sui generis permanent and impermanent cause proposed
bSy the Jains can be real, as only such an object can be causally efficient.
%3 .e. both the permanent and impermanent cause would have to have the dual nature of expecting the
assistance of the assisting causes both successively and simultaneously, i.e. they would have to have a
manifold (non-singular) nature. As this has been shown to be impossible, this possibility must be rejected
as well.
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SSP §44 28, 1-2
tatkaryanam tadapeksa na punar nityasya ksanikasya cety api na $reyah; tesam

tadakaryatvaprasamgat |

SSP §44 English

Even [saying that]: “it is the effects of [the absolutely permanent or momentary cause]
which expects the assistance [of the assisting causes], and not that the [absolutely]
permanent or momentary cause [itself]”, is not any better. Because [then there would be]
adherence to those [effects] not being the effects of those [absolutely permanent or

absolutely momentary causes].”*®

SSP §45 28, 3-8

tatsahitebhyah sahakaribhyah karyanam utpatteh anyatha ‘nutpattes tatkaryatvanirnayah
iti cet; tarhi yena svabhavenaikena sahakarina sahabhavah tenaiva sarvasahakarina yadi
tasya syat tadaikakaryakarane sarvakaryakaranat kramakaryanutpattih |
sahakaryantarabhave ‘pi ca tatsahabhavat sakrd eva sakalakaryotpattih prasajyeta |
svabhavantaraih sahakaryantarasahabhave tasya
kramakramavrttyanekasvabhavatvasiddheh kuto nityam ekatvasvabhavam ksanikam va
vastu kramayaugapadyayor vyapakam syat, kathamcin nityasyaiva

kramakramanekasvabhavasya tadvyapakatvapratiteh |

SSP §45 English

If it is objected: [They are to be regarded as effects of the cause proper], because the
effects arise from the assisting causes, which are accompanied by that [permanent or
momentary cause proper], because [the effects] do not arise otherwise.”” [It is answered:]
then the nature by which [the cause proper] is associated with one assisting cause is the
[nature] by which [the cause proper] (is associated) with all [its] assisting causes. And if
it is [thus] for that [cause proper], then there can be no arising of effects successively on

account of it producing all [its] effects when producing one effect.”®

956 i e. such argumentation will only result in the effects having to be considered to be effects of the
assisting causes, and not the permanent or momentary cause proper.

%7 ].e. they are to be regarded as the effects of the cause proper as they cannot come into being without it.
% i.e. seeing as the absolutely permanent or momentary cause cannot have a manifold nature, the nature by
which it is associates with the assisting causes must be the same (otherwise its nature would be manifold).
The association being identical, all the effects would be created simultaneously. A thing producing

manifold successive effects would then be impossible.
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Even if there is absence of the other assisting causes, the arising of all effects
simultaneously must be adhered to from [its] connection to that [one assisting cause]””’.
Because, if [the momentary or permanent cause proper] is connected to the different
assisting causes by means of different natures, it is proved that that [cause proper] has
manifold natures while producing [effects] successively and simultaneously. So how can
the [absolutely] permanent or momentary object [i.e. cause] be the pervader of successive
and simultaneous [production of effects]? Because only the somewhat permanent

] 960

[cause]™, which has a manifold nature [required to produce effects] both successively

and simultaneously, is seen to be the pervader of that [production of effects

simultaneously and successively].”"!

SSP §46 28, 9-11
etena vipakse hetor badhakasya vyapakanupalambhasya®” vyatirekaniScayah kathamcin
nitye pratyaksapravrtteh pradar§itah pratyeyah | tatah satyam kathamcin nityam eva

sadhayatiti siddham $auddhodani$asanam istaviruddham iti |

SSP §46 English

By this [above argumentation] the determination of the opposite of the non-perception of
the pervader [i.e. that which is found in all existing things and in existing things only,
namely the production of effects successively and simultaneously], which’® negates the
premise [i.e. existence], is to be understood as having been shown in the counter-
statement [1.e. the somehow permanent thing] on account of the operation of sensory
perception in the somehow permanent [thing]. Hence, [the premise] establishes that only
the thing which is in some ways permanent is true. It is proved that the teaching of

Sauddhodani®® is contradicted by inference.’®

9% i.e. since its connections with the various assisting causes would have to be identical, the cause proper
would not even have to come into contact with all of them in order to produce all its effects simultaneously.
Coming into contact with one of them would suffice.
%0 i e. both permanent and impermenent sui generis.

%! j.e. in a syllogism the sa@dhya (that which is to be proved) must be the pervader (vyapaka) and the hetu
(premise) the pervaded (vyapya). The point Vidyanandin is making is that simultaneous and successive
production of effects cannot be proof of the absolutely permanent or momentary cause, as both have a
uniform nature. In other words, one cannot set up a syllogism consisting of either the absolutely permanent
or the absolutely impermanent cause as the sadhya and “simultaneous and simultaneouls production of
effects” as the heru (i.e. “the cause is absolutely permanent/impermanent, because it produces effects
simulataneously and successively”). Such a syllogism would not be valid. It is however possible to set up
such a syllogism using the somewhat permanent cause, as it possesses the manifold nature required to
E)roduce effects both simultaneously and successively.

%2 ed. note: “kramakramayor vyapakayor anupalambhah
%3 i e. the non-perception of the vyapaka (pervader) in the vyapya (pervaded).
%4 According to the MMW a name for Gautama Buddha.
%3 i.e. the non-perception of the pervader in the counter-statement, i.e. the condition of the production of
effects successively and simultaneously not being seen in the somehow permanent thing, is not determined
(i.e. found). The opposite is found, i.e. the perception of the pervader in the counter-statement. While the
non-perception of the production of effects successively and simultaneously would negate the premise
(existence), i.e. the heru (premise) would then not be pervaded by the sadhya (that which is to be proved)

2

226



SSP §47 28, 12-15

tatha ca Subhasubhanusthanapunyapapa$vabhrasvargadi
paralokabadhabandhakaranamoksamoksakaranabandhamoksaphalabaddhamuktadi-
paroksatatkaranasvarupapratipadako ‘pi bauddhagame na pramanam;
drstestaviruddhagamasamakartrkasya tasyatindriyesv atitaram apramanyapatter iti na
bauddhanam dharmanusthanam pratistham iyarti | kim bahuna, bauddhair yad yad

abhidhiyate tad sarvam asad eva, tadabhimatasarvatattvasya §linyatvat |

SSP §47 English

And in the same way the Buddhist scriptural tradition, even though it teaches about
performance of auspicious and inauspicious [practice], merit and demerit, the other
worlds, i.e. hell, heaven etc., bondage and the cause of bondage, liberation and the causes
of liberation, the fruits of bondage and liberation, the bound [soul] and the liberated [soul]

%6 nature of [their] causes®®, is not a valid means of

etc., and the imperceptible
knowledge. Because the author of those [the Buddhist scriptures], who is like the authors
of the scriptural traditions that are contradicted by perception and inference, [suffers
from] the fault of invalidity, even more so with respect to those things that are beyond
sensory [perception]’®®

exhalted position. In short, whatever is set forth by the Buddhists, all that is indeed

. Thus the religious practice of the Buddhists does not reach an
untrue, because all the tattvas that are acknowledged by them are void.

SSP §48 28, 16-22

tatha hi *®vikalpo ‘bhilapasambandharthagrahanariipah parair istah | sa ca nasty eva | na
hi tavad visayasyabhilapena tadgatenaiva sambandhah, tatra tadabhavat |
smaranopanitena samketakalapratipanneneti cet; na; smaranasya nirvikalpakatve

tadvisayasya svalaksanatve na kvacid upanayananupapatteh | vyavasayartipatve ca tenapi

and would thus be negated, it is the opposite of this, namely the perception of the production of effects
successively and simultaneously, that is determined. It is however not determined in the paksa (subject), i.e.
the absolutely permanent or impermanent cause, but in the vipaksa (counter-statement), i.e. the somehow
permanent cause.

In other words, Vidyanandin seems to here consider a possible syllogism raised on behalf of those
who hold the cause to be absolutely permanent or impermanent. This syllogism would be: 1) *pratijiia
(proposition): the absolutely permanent/impermanent cause produces effects both successively and
simultaneously; 2) *hetu (premise): because it exists; 3) *vipaksa (counter-statement): unlike the somehow
permanent cause. Vidyanandin’s point here is that the vyapaka (pervader), i.e. the sadhya (that which is to
be shown), namely “producing effects both simultaneously and successively” is, by the above
argumentation shown to be found in the somehow permanent cause, which is the vipaksa in the syllogism
of the opponents. Thus the syllogism is invalid and the somehow permanent cause is established while the
absolutely permanent and the absolutely impermanent cause are contradicted by inference.

%6 j e. indirect as they cannot be cognized directly. Here it seems best rendered as “imperceptible”.

%7 i.e. the causes of merit, demerit, heaven, hell etc..

%8 i.e. what is written in the Buddhist scriptures is not valid, especially that which refers to imperceptible
things.

969 e%i. note: “vikalpo nama samsrayah [pra- va- 2|123] ity abhidhanat |”
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svavisayo ‘bhilapasambandha eva smarttavyah | tadabhilapo ‘pi tathavidha eva
tatsmaranenety anavasthitiprasamgat | smaranasya tadanabhisambandhavastuveditve ‘pi
vyavasayasvabhavatve pratyaksasyapi tat kim na syat,
““syabhidhanavisesapeksayaivartha niscair vyavasiyante” ity ekantatyagat | namnah

svalaksanasyapi svabhidhanavi§esanapeksasyaiva vyavasayavacanat |

SSP §48 English

For it is thus: determinate cognition is accepted by the opponents [i.e. Buddhists] to have
the nature of grasping the object as associated with the word [denoting it]. And that
[determinate cognition which has such a nature] does indeed not exist. For, firstly, there
is no association of the object with the word which resides in it, on account of the absence
of that [word] in that [object].

If it is objected: [the object is associated with the word] because that which is
learned at the time of convention is brought near [to the object] by recollection.””" [It is
answered:] no, because, if recollection is indeterminate and its object is the bare
particular, [recollection] bringing [the word] near [the object] is not found at any time.
And if [recollection] has a determinate nature, its own object must be recollected as
associated with the word also by that [recollection]. And the word of that [object] too is
of such a kind [i.e. not in the object] and [must be recollected] by another recollection.
Thus [this is unacceptable] because there [would be] adhering to an infinite regress.”’

If recollection cognizes the object as not associated with that [word] and [yet] has
a determinate nature, why can it not be [thus] even for sensory perception? Because there
is giving up of one’s absolutist [position]: “The objects are determinately cognized only
with regard to their own particular words”. °”® Because even a name, which is a bare
particular, is said to be determinately cognized without regard to its own particular

name.””*

7% Amended. Printed ed. reads: svabhidhanavi$esapeksaya eva”. Amended according to sandhi rules.

971 i.e. the word associated with the object is at some point learned through convention. On future
cognitions of such objects this convention is remembered, and the object is thus associated with the word
that denotes it. Matilal (1986) explains: “For after the particular has been visually grasped, there arises the
remembering of the word/concept. Constructive awareness in this way is intervened by at least two
moments through the arising of memory, etc..” (328).

972 i.e. if memory is indeterminate and thus free from mental constructions as it has for its object the bare
particular, it cannot associate the object with the word denoting it as this would involve mental
construction. If memory is determinate, then it too must be associated with the word by another memory
etc., which ends in infinite regress.

973 i.e. if memory is held to be determinate even though it does not cognize the object as associated with its
word, then this must surely also apply to perception itself. Thus there is no need to hold the position that
perception which is determinate is so on account of cognizing the object as associated with its word (viz.
“determinate cognition always cognizes the object as associated with its word”), as the Buddhists would
have given up this absolutist position. Thus one will end up having to accept that memory cannot be
determinate.

97 i.e. a name, which is a bare particular (svalaksana) does not have a particular name of its own. Fom this
it follows that the bare particular is not always the object of indeterminate cognition but can also be the
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SSP §49 28, 23-27

evam anavasthadidosopanipatan namasmaranobhavena kvacid vikalpa na siddhyet |
smaranopanitanamasambaddharthagrahanasyaiva vikalpatvat | vikalpabhavena na kvacit
pratyaksam | akrtavikalpena pratyaksena bahir antar va grhitasyapy agrhitakalpatvat
ksanaksayadisamvedanavat | pratyaksabhave na kvacid anumanam pratyaksapiirvakatvat
tasyeti sakalapramanabhavah | ”*tadabhave sakalaprameyabhavah, pramanapaye

prameyavyavasthanupapatter iti saugatabhimatam sarvam tattvam $§tinyam eva syat |

SSP §49 English

Thus, on account of the occurring of faults, such as infinite regress etc., determinate
[cognitions] [as defined by the Buddhists, i.e. as always connected to the word] can never
be established as arising through the recollection of names. Because [according to the
Buddhists] only the grasping of objects as related to [their] names, brought near by
recollection, is determinate [cognition].

There is no sensory perception at any time because of the non-existence of
determinate [cognition].””® Because even the grasping, whether external or internal, by
means of sensory perception by which determination is not performed, is as good as non-
grasping, like cognition of the destruction of moments etc..””’ If there is non-existence of
perception, there is no inference at any time. Because that [inference] is preceded by
perception. °”® Thus all the valid means of knowledge are non-existent.”” If those [valid
means of knowledge] do not exist, the objects of valid knowledge do not exist. Because,
if there is destruction of the means of valid knowledge, the establishing of the objects of
valid knowledge is not found. Thus all the tattvas that are acknowledged by the followers
of the Sugata must [thus] be void.

SSP §50 29, 1-2

object of determinate cognition, as the bare particular name can be the object of determinate cognition

without association to its word (as it does not have one).

5 ed. note: “pramanabhave |”

976 i.e. since it has been shown that it is not possible for memory to associate the object and the word, there

can thus be no determinate cognition such as it is defined by the Buddhists. Thus there cannot be any

sensory perception, as the Buddhists regard sensory perception (which is indeterminate) as valid only when

it generates an appropriate determinate cognition. Since determinate cognition is impossible, no sensory
erception can be valid.

"7 {.e. if determinate cognition is impossible, that which is cognized by indeterminate cognition, such as the
momentary nature of things, is as good as uncognized as its indeterminate cognition cannot be validated
(i.e. as indeterminate cognition depends on determinate cognition for its validity).

78 inference must always in some way rest on sensory perception. One can infer the presence of fire only
b_[y seeing the smoke etc..

9% i.e. as the Buddhists only acknowledge perception and inference as valid means of knowledge (testimony
only being regarded as a case of inference), this results in the eradication of all their accepted valid means
of knowledge.
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tatha ca saugato heyopadeyopayarahito ‘yam ahrikah kevalam vikro§atiti upeksarha eveti

krtamativistarena, drstestaviruddhatvat tanmatasyasatyatvasiddheh |

drstestesu drstestavirodhat sugatoditah |

paroksesu tadekatvad agamo na pramanatam ||

vikalpabhavatah sarvahaner bauddhavaco ‘khilam |

bhavet pralapamatratvan navadheyam vipascitam |

drstestabhyam viruddhatvan na satyam $akyasasanam |

na ca tena pratiksepah syadvadasyeti ni§citam ||

SSP §50 English

And thus the follower of the Sugata, the shameless beggar, deprived of the means for that
which is to be avoided and that which is to be accepted, merely cries out. Hence he only
deserves to be disregarded because of the extensive opinion [i.e. investigation] performed
[in this treatise], because their doctrine is proved to be false on account of being

contradicted by perception and inference.

That which is proclaimed by the Sugata is not valid with respect to the perceptible and

980

inferable™”, on account of being contradicted by perception and inference.

The [Buddhist] scriptural tradition (is also not valid) with respect to the imperceptible”’
on account of being one with that [part which is contradicted by perception and

inference].

Because there is abandoning of everything on account of the non-existence of determinate
cognition, [and hence] all that which is said by the Buddhists is not to be attended to by

the wise, on account of it being mere talk.

The teaching of the followers of Sakya is not true,
on account of being contradicted by perception and inference.

Thus it is ascertained: the Syadvada is not refuted by that [Buddhist teaching].

[iti bauddhasasanapariksa]

Thus is the investigation into the theaching of the Bauddha.

%80 i e. that which is seen (drsta) and inferred (ista).

%1 .e. that which can only be known indirectly.
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Samkhya$asanapariksa

Investigation into the Samkhya teaching.

SSP 30, 3

tatha samkhyasasanam api drstestaviruddham | evam hi tavad akhyanti samkhyah —**

SSP 30, 3 English
In the same way also the doctrine of the Samkhya is contradicted by perception and

inference. For, firstly, the Samkhya declare it to be thus:

[purvapaksa]

The opponent’s side.

SSP §1 30, 3-8
sarvam idam jagat pradhanam ayam®®; pradhanam ca sattvarajastamasam

samyavasthasvarlipam | tatha ca tadgranthah |

sattvam laghu prakasakam istam avastambhakam®® calam ca rajah |

guruvaranakam eva tamah samyavastha bhavet prakrtih | [Samkhyaka- 13]°®

SSP §1 English

This whole world is Pradhana’’, and Pradhana is that which has as its nature the
equipoise of sattva, rajas and tamas”’.

And thus their texts [say]:

988
t

Sattva is accepted to be light™™® and illuminating, rajas is that which applies and moving,

%2 Amended. This opening part is included in the ptirvapaksa by the editor. It is strictly speaking not part of
the purvapaksa (opponent’s side) as it states that the Purusadvaita is contradicted by perception and
inference. It has therefore been separated from the rest of §5 (in which it was included by the editor), which
starts the purvapaksa.

%3 ed. note: “pradhanam iti prakrtir namantaram |

%% All consulted versions read upastambhakam (cf. footnote 985). As the term is used again in the
commentary to this verse (§2 below), it has not been amended.

%3 This version of verse 13 of the Samkhyakarika does not match the version given in Larson (1969) and
Sastri (1948), which read: sattvam laghu prakasakam istam upastambhakam calam ca rajah |
guruvaranakam eva tamah pradipavac carthato vrttih || 13 |. This discrepancy is not noted by the editor of
the text.

%8 From pra + dha, “chief”, “the foremost”. Technical term in Samkhya philosophy, synonymous with
Prakrti, the eternal cause of the creation of the world. As this is a well known technical term it is here left
untranslated. Cf. editors note in footnote 983.

%7 following Larson (1987: 23), these can be translated as intelligibility, activity and inertia respectively.
They are left untranslated throughout this chapter as they are well known technical terms.
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tamas is heavy and concealing. Prakrti is the state of equipoise [of the three].

SSP §2 30, 9-15

tatra yad istam prakasakam laghu tat sattvam ity ucyate | sattvodayat prasasta eva
parinama jayante | yac ca calam avastambhakam darakam grahakam va tad raja ity ucyate
| rajasa udayad ragaparinama eva jayante | yad guru avaranakam ajfianahetubhiitam tat
tama iti nirlipyate | tamasa udayat dvesad ajfianaparinama eva jayante |

sattvarajastamasam samyavastha prakrtih |

prakrter mahams tato ‘hamkaras tasmad gana$ ca sodaSakah |

tasmad api sodasakat paficabhyah paficabhiitani || [samkhyaka- 22]

SSP §2 English
There®®, that which is accepted to be illuminating and light, that is said to be sattva. From
the arising of sattva’’, only auspicious evolutions are produced. And that which is

! that is said to be rajas. From the arising of

moving and applying, breaking or seizing
rajas’?, only evolutions of passion are produced. That which is heavy, concealing, and
the cause of ignorance, that is defined to be tamas. Only evolutions of ignorance are
produced from aversion, [which in turn arises] from the arising of tamas®”. Prakrti is the

state of equipoise of sattva, rajas and tamas.

[When the equipoise of sattva, rajas and tamas is disturbed] the Great one”* [arises] from
Prakrti, from that [Great one] individuality [arises], and from that [individuality] a group

consisting of 16 [arises]. Also, the five gross elements [arise] from five’ of the group of
16.%%°

SSP §3 30, 16-21

%88 as opposed to heavy

% tatra here indicates that the following paragraph is a commentary to the preceeding verse (SK verse 13)
%uoted above.

% i.e. when the equipoise between the three (sattva, rajas and tamas) has been disturbed and sattva
Eredominates.

%! This is a bit unclear. Is “darakam grahakam va” a gloss of “calam avastambhakam”? So that cala
(moving) is explained as daraka (braking, bursting), and upastambhaka (supporting) as grahaka (seizing,
§rasping)? Or are daraka and grahaka simply additional characteristics added to describe rajas?

°2 i.e. when the equipoise between the three (sattva, rajas and tamas) has been disturbed and rajas

redominates.

% i.e. when the equipoise between the three (sattva, rajas and tamas) has been disturbed and tamas
E)redominates.

% In Samkhya mahat = buddhi (intellect)

9 the five tanmatras, i.e. subtle elements
9% This verse is commented upon in the following paragraph (§3 below), where the terms and categories
used here are explained.
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jagadutpadika prakrtih, “pradhanam bahudhanakam” iti prakrter abhidhanani | tatah
prakrter mahan utpadyate | asargapralayasthayini buddhir mahan | tato mahatah sakasad
ahamkara utpadyate | “aham jfiata, aham sukhi, aham duhkhi” ityadi pratyayavisayah |
tato ‘hamkarad gandharasarupasparSasabdah, paficatanmatrah,

%Tpayupasthani”®

sparSanarasanaghranacaksusrotrani paficabuddhindriyani, vakpanipada
paficakarmendriyani, mana$ ceti sodasaganah samutpadyante | tesu soda$aganesu

paficatanmatrebhyah paficabhiitani samutpadyante |

SSP §3 English

Prakrti is the generator of the world. The names of Prakrti are “The foremost™ and
“That which holds the many “. From that'*” Prakrti, The Great one arises. The Great one
is the faculty of mental perception, which remains from creation untill dissolution. From
the Great one, the individuality arises. [It is] the object of the cognitions: “I am the
knower, I am happy, I am suffering” etc.. Thus the group of 16 arise from the
individuality: The five subtle elements: smell, taste, form, touch and sound; the five
organs of consciousness: the organs of touch, taste, smell, the eye and the ear; the five
organs of action: speech, the hand, the foot, the anus and the organ of generation; and the
mind. Within the group of 16, the five great elements arise from the five subtle

elements. '

SSP §4 30, 22-25

tad yatha - gandharuparasasparSebhyah prthivi, rasarupasparSebhyo jalam,
riipaspar§abhyam tejah, sparsad vayuh, sabdad akasah samutpadyate iti srstikramah | etani
caturvim§atitattvani | paficavimsatko jivah | sadvimgatikah parama iti niriévarasamkhyah |

sadvim$ako mahe$varah, saptavimsatih parama'®” iti se§varasamkhyah | tesu tattvesu —

milaprakrtir avikrtir mahadadyah prakrtivikrtayah sapta |

soda$akas$ ca vikaro na prakrtir na vikrtih purusah | [Samkhyaka- 3]

SSP §4 English

997
998

2

ed. note: “malavisarjanadvaram
ed. note: “mutravisarjanendriyam
9% i.e. pradhana. As these names of prakrti seem here partly to be given as explanations of prakrti as “the
foremost” and “that which holds the many”, it has here been translated. In the rest of the chapter it is left
untranslated.

199 tatah is probably used here to avoid using the feminine ablative singular of the pronoun tad (tasyah), as
the feminine genitive singular and ablative singular endings are identical. Using fatah thus makes it
absolutely clear that prakrter is to be read as an ablative.

11 How the great elements are derived from the subtle elements is explained in the following paragraph
(84 below).

1002 ¢d. note: “muktah |

|”
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It is as follows: earth (arises) from smell, form, taste and touch. Water (arises) from taste,
form and touch. Fire (arises) from form and touch. Wind (arises) from touch. Ether arises
from sound.”®” Thus is the series of creation. These are the 24 tattvas. The soul is the
25™, “The liberated soul'™ is the 26™” the non-theistic Samkhya say. “The Supreme God
is the 26™, the liberated soul is the 27™ the theistic Samkhya say. Among the tattvas:

Milaprakrti'® is uncreated, the seven, the Great etc., are both creative and created,

1006 1 dl 007

the group of 16 is created, the purusa ™ is neither creative nor create

SSP §531,1-5
avyaktacaltanyopayogena svarupamatravasthalaksano moksah | tasya copayah

paficavim§atitattvaparijianam eva

paficavim$atitattvajfio yatra kutra§rame sthitah |

jat1 mundi §ikhi ke§T mucyate natra samsayah'®® | [source not found] iti vacanat

SSP §5 English

Thus, when there is cessation of prakrti as a consequence of discerning the difference of
prakrti and purusa, [then] there is liberation, which has as its characteristic the
establishing [of purusa] in its own nature only, because the consciousness [of the purusa]
is un-manifest, like that of a man in deep sleep.'® And the means for that [liberation] is

only thorough knowledge of the 25 tattvas. Because it is said:

1993 How the gross elements are derived from the subtle elements is not explained in the SK. According to
Larson (1987: 51), some commentaries put forth what they call the “accumulation theory”, in which sabda
generates akasa, Sabda and sparsa generate vayu etc., following an ‘a -> 1. a+b -> 2, atbtc > ¢ etc..” form.
The explanatlon given in the SSP closely resembles thlS except for a discrepancy in the beginning, thus
following an ‘a -> 1, b -> 2, b4+c -> 3, b+c+d -> 4 etc..” form. Whether this is simply a mistake on the
authors part, or if this is another way of explaining this process which can be found in other texts remains to
be properly investigated.

1994 parama (superlative of para, meaning “most distant”, “most remote” and thus “supreme”, “best” etc.)
seems here to be used to denote the liberated soul. This meaning is perhaps derived from parama (supreme)
being used to designate the supreme goal, i.e. liberation (moksa). Here this meaning seems to be extended
to describe one who has reached this goal i.e. the liberated soul.

19 Milaprakrti (miila meaning “root”) is synonymous with prakrti/pradhana.

106§ e. the soul

1007 The translation of this verse is based on Larson’s (1969: 258) translation. It should be noted that the
term sodasaka (group of 16) in this verse does not refer to the same 16 tattvas as in SK verse 22 (quoted in
SSP 30, 13-14). If it did, the Samkhyakarika would contradict itself as SK 22 states that sosasakat
panicabhyah paficabhiitani (the five gross elements [arise] from five of the group of 16). The group of 16
tattvas refered to in SK 22 is thus clearly not only created, as five of those 16 are also creative.

1008 &d. note: “$loko ‘yam samkhyaka- matharavrttau ‘yad uktam’ iti krtva uddhrtah |”.

109 § e. from realizing the difference between prakrti and purusa, prakm ceases. From the ceasing of prakrti
the consciousness of the purusa remains dormant, just like the consciousness of someone in deep sleep. The
soul is then liberated as a result of this. Liberation is characterized by the soul establishing itself in its own
nature only.

ER T3
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“The knower of the 25 tattvas stays in whatever hermitage, [whether he is] an ascetic
with twisted locks of hair, bald, with a tuft of hair or with long hair, he is liberated. With

respect to this there is no doubt.”

[uttarapaksa]

The refutation.

SSP §6 31, 7-11

tad etat kapilamatam drstaviruddham | tatha hi — tavat purusavyatiriktasarvarthah
pradhanamayah kapilair istah | tac ca pradhanam sarvada vartate nityatvat, sarvatra ca
vartate tasya vyapakatvenabhyupagamat, sarvatra ca sampiirnataya vartate tasya
sarvathaniravayavatvenestatvat | tatha ca “sarvam sarvatra vartate” ity ayatam |
“sarvamayam pradhanam sarvatra sakalyena vartate” ity abhyupagame “sarvam sarvatra

vartate” ity asyavaSyam abhyupagantavyatvat.

SSP §6 English

This very doctrine of Kapila'®"’ is contradicted by perception. For it is as follows — firstly,
all objects, except the purusa, are accepted by the followers of Kapila to be identical
with'”"! pradhana. And that pradhana exists at all times, because it is eternal. And it exists
everywhere, because it is accepted that it is [all]-pervading. And it exists everywhere
wholly because it is accepted to be absolutely partless. And thus it is arrived at that
“everything exists everywhere”. Because, if it is agreed that pradhana, which is identical
with all [objects], exists everywhere wholly, one must necessarily agree that “everything

exists everywhere”.

SSP §7 31, 12-14

nanv istapadanam idam sarvam sarvatra casta'®'

iti kapilair ururikaranad iti cet; tad idam
hi spastam drstaviruddham; pratyaksena pratiniyatade$akalasyaivarthasya dar§anat | na hi
pratyaksena sarvam sarvatra dréyate | angulyagre hastiyithasatader api darS§anaprasamgat

SSP §7 English
If it is answered: Certainly, this is conductive to that which is agreed to [by us], because it

is admitted by the followers of Kapila that “everything is everywhere”. [It answered:]

1010 K apila is said to be the founder of the Samkhya system

" Maya may also mean “made up of”, “consisting of” etc.. In this context it seems best translated as
“identical with”. This meaning is found in the MMW under tanmaya.

1012 31 o pres. ind. atmanepada of the root as.
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then that is clearly contradicted by perception, because an object is seen, by means of
sensory perception, only in a specific place and time. For everything is not seen [to be]
everywhere by means of sensory perception. Because [then there would be] adhering to

seeing a hundred elephant-herds on the tip of a finger as well.

SSP §8 31, 15-21

nanu naisa dosah sarvasya sarvatra sadbhava ‘pi yatra yasyavirbhavah sa eva tatra driyate
na punar anyas tirohitah, ity arthanam dar§anayogyayogyatvavyavasthiter iti cet; ko ‘yam
avirbhavo nama — prag anupalabdhasya vyafijakavyaparad upalambha iti cet; sa ca nityo
va ‘nityo va; yady anityah, tada sa prag asan karanaih kriyeta, anyatha nityatvaprasamgat,
tatha ca ghatadir api tadvat prag asan karanaih kriyatam, na caivam, satkaryavadavirodhat
| avirbhavah prag asan karanaih kriyeta na punar ghatadir iti svarucivacanamatram
nirupapattikatvat | yadi nityah, tada tad eva sarvatra sarvasya dar§anam syat, avirbhavasya

sada sattvat |

SSP §8 English

If it is objected: “Certainly this fault does not [occur] even though everything exists
everywhere. Where there is manifestation of something, there that alone 1s seen.
However, the other, [which is] concealed, is not [seen in that place], because objects are

"¢cognizable or uncognizable™™; [It is asked:] What is this

established as being either
which is called “manifestation”? If [it is answered]: “It is the cognizing of that which was
previously not cognized on account of the operation of manifestation'.” [It is asked:] Is
that [manifestation] eternal or non-eternal?'®'® If it is non-eternal, then that previously
non-existent [manifestation] must be produced by causes, because otherwise [there would
be] adhering to [it being] eternal'®"’. In the same way a jar etc.. which previously did not
exist, must likewise be produced by causes. But it is not thus, because it is in opposition
to the doctrine of the effect being latently pre-existent in the cause. [To say that] “A

manifestation that was previously non-existent must be made by causes, however, the jar

19 darsanayogayogatva, lit. “the state of being suitable and unsuitable with respect to seeing”, i.e.
cognizable or uncognizable.

1919 The concept of manifestation (avirbhava, pradurbhava) and concealment (tirohita, tirobhava) are
important concepts in the satkaryavada (theory that the effect is latently pre-existent in the material cause)
of the Samkhya (Paradkar 2004: 14). The effect (karya) is the manifestation (vyakta) of the unmanifest
(avyakta) potentiality in the cause. The 23 evolutes (i.e. the tattvas) are considered the effects (karya) of
prakrti, which is considered to be their material cause (karana). These evolutes pre-exist in prakrti in the
sense that they are specifications of its inherent generativity (Larson 1987: 68), their production thus being
a manifestation of the potentiality in prakrti.

1915 this being an explanation of avirbhava (manifestation), the term vaiijaka is here used for manifestation
to make clear the meaning of avirbhava.

1916 though no interrogative pronouns are used here this is best rendered into English as a question on
account of the context and the use of va (or).

1917 e. if something were to exist but not be created by a cause, then it would have to be eternal. Thus, for a
thing to be non-eternal, it must have previously not existed and been brought into existence by a cause.
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etc.. is not” are mere words of ones own fancy, because it is illogical.'”® If it is eternal,
then there must be seeing of everything everywhere, because of the constant existence of

the manifestation.

SSP §9 31, 22-23
athavirbhavasya prak tirohitasya sata eva karanair avirbhavantaram isyate, tarhi tasyapy

anyat tasyapy anyad avirbhavanam ity anavasthanan na kadacit ghatader avirbhavah syat |

SSP §9 English

Now, another manifestation is accepted as a cause for the manifestation that exists but
was previously concealed. In that case another (manifestation) for that [manifestation],
and yet another manifestation for that [manifestation] [etc.. etc.. has to be posited]. Thus

the manifestation of a jar etc.. can never exist, because of infinite regress.'"

SSP §10 31, 24-26

athavirbhavasyopalambhartpasya tadripavirbhavantaranapeksatvat prakasasya
prakasantaranapeksatvavan nanavasthti matam; tarhi tasya karanasya karanad atmalabho
‘bhyupagantavyah, '"utpattyabhivyaktibhyam prakarantarabhavat tatra coktadosa iti
navirbhavah siddhyet |

SSP §10 English

Now, it is thought: “There is no infinite regress because a manifestation, which has the
nature of cognition'®”, does not need another manifestation which has the [same] nature,
like a light does not need another light [to be seen]”.'"* [To that it is answered:] In that
case it must be accepted that the cause of that [manifestation] comes into existence from a

cause, on account of the non-existence of any other alternative than production and

1918 The satkaryavada is the theory of the relation between cause and effect advocated by Samkhya
philosophy, which claims that the effect is pre-existent in its meterial cause (upadanakarana). The point
Vidyanandin is here trying to make is that from this point of view it cannot be correct to say that the pot
which is made did not previously exist and that it was brought into existence by some causes. The pot
always existed within its cause. The same must then apply to manifestation (avirbhava). It cannot have
previously not existed and then be created by its cause. Saying that the satkaryavada applies to the pot but
not manifestation is illogical as there is not difference between the two cases. Thus manifestation cannot be
non-eternal as this is contradictory to the doctrines of the Samkhya themselves.

1019 i e. if one admits that the manifestation must be eternal, but tries to solve the problem of everything
existing everywhere by positing another manifestation that reveals the manifestation, one ends up in an
infinite regress of manifestations as each new manifestation will require another manifestation in order to
not be manifest all the time. The pot will thus never manifest on account of the infinite number of
manifestations that have to precede the actual manifestation of the pot.

1020 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “utpatti-abhivyaktibhyam”. Amended according to sandhi rules.

121 ypalambha (from upa + labh) literally means “to seize”, and is used similarly to the English “to grasp”,
i.e. cognition.

1022 j e. light allows one to see the objects surrounding it as well as itself. One need not postulate another
light to see the light, as the light does this by itself. It is just so with manifestation as well. The argument is
thus that manifestation manifests itself.
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manifestation. And in that case the declared fault [applies]. Thus manifestation is not

proved.'"”

SSP §11 31, 27-29

yat tena tirobhave ‘pi pratyadistaprayah tasya nityanityapaksayor uktadosanusangat |
avirbhavasya nirastatvena trtiyapaksena casambhavat | evam avirbhavatirobhavayor
asiddhau tadvasat kvacit kasyacit pratiter anupapatteh sarvam sarvatra dréyatam | na

caivam; iti pratyaksavirodhas tadavastha eva |

SSP §11 English

Even in the case of concealment it is very much overcome by that [i.e. the same
arguments], because of the extension of the declared faults to that [concealment] having
[one of] the two alternatives of [being] eternal or non-eternal, because manifestation is
refuted and because of the impossibility of a third alternative'®*. Thus, because, since
manifestation and concealment is not proved, the cognition of some things somewhere on
account of that [manifestation] is not found, everything must be seen everywhere. But it

is not so. Thus the contradiction with sensory perception remains the same.'"”

SSP §12 32, 1-13

tatha saty upalabdhiyogyatve saty anupalabdheh nasti pradhanam | tadabhave
tannimittaka mahadadayo ‘pi na siddheyur iti sarvabhavah | tathapi vaiyyatyat'**
mahadadisrstiprakriyocyate tadayam prastavyah - kim idam mahadadikam pradhanasya
karyam va parinamo vti, prathamampakse na tavat satas tasya karyatvam; sarvatha satah
karanavaiyyarthat purusavat | yadi sat sarvatha karyam pumvan notpattum arhati |

[aptami- §lo- 39] iti vacanat | napy asatah |

asadakaranad upadanagrahanat sarvasambhavabhavat |

192 yidyanandin’s argument here is not entirely clear. It seems seems to be that even if manifestation
manifests itself like a lamp illuminates itself, it still requires a cause, i.e. the fact that it manifests (both
itself and the effect) at a certain time must be caused by something. To continue the comparison with the
lamp, even though a lamp illuminates both itself and the things around it, it does not light itself. This
something must be a cause, as there is no third alternative, i.e. it must be either a cause or another
manifestation. It cannot be another manifestation as this has already been shown to end in infinite regress.
From this it follows that it must be a cause. This cause will also have to face the question of being eternal or
not, i.e. produced or not, and will thus run into the same faults as the manifestation. Thus manifestation is
not established.

1024 j e. the same faults apply to the notion of concealment. The point here is simply to make clear that
expressing the same argument (regarding manifestation) negatively, i.e.” when something is perceived it is
‘un-concealed’, at all other times it is concealed”, would not help, as the same faults would apply.

1023 § e. since one has been unable to establish manifestation and concealment one cannot show how it is that
things are seen at a specific time and place as a result of manifestation. Thus, since one desires to uphold
the theory of prakrti, everything must be seen everywhere. Since perception shows this not to be the case,
the Samkhya doctrine is contradicted by perception.

1026 ed. note: “viparitagrahat |
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§aktasya Sakyakaranat karanabhavac ca satkaryam | [samkhyaka. 9]

iti svasiddhantavirodhat | sarvathapy asatah utpattivirodhac ca | yady asat sarvatha karya

tan ma jani khapuspakavat | [aptami- §lo- 42] iti vacanat |

SSP §12 English
This being so, pradhana does not exist, because there is no cognition [of pradhana] even
though [pradhana] is fit to be cognized.'””’ Since that [pradhana] does not exist, [then]
also the Great etc.. which are caused by that [pradhana] cannot be proved. Thus there is
non-existence of everything.'**®

If it, even though it is thus, is said, on account of shamelessness, that the process
of creation, the Great etc., [arises from pradhana], then it is to be asked: “Is this, the Great
etc., an effect or a transformation of Pradhana?” In the first case, that [the Great etc.],
which exists, [can] not be an effect, because of the uselessness of [positing] a cause for
that which exists completely, like the Purusa. Because it is said: “If the effect exists
completely it is not able to be an effect, like the soul”.'” And that which is [completely]
non-existent [can] also not [be an effect], on account of it contradicting your own

established conclusion:

“The effect must be pre-existent in the cause because there is no cause for the non-

existent, because there is an apprehension of the material [not being different], because

1927 § e. if pradhana existed there is no reason why it should not be cognized. Since it is “fit to be

erceived”, the fact that it is not perceived proves that it does not exist.
028 i e. thus the whole evolution of the world, as seen by the Samkhya, breaks down.

1929 Cf. Akalanka’s commentary to this verse in his AstaSatt:

na tavat satah karyatvam caitanyavat | napy asatah siddhantavirodhat, gaganakusumadivat | naparam
ekantaprakarantaram asit, vivartadeh piarvottarasvabhavapradhvamsitpattilaksanatvat | tad etat trailokyam
vyakter apiti nityatvapratisedhat | apetam apy asti vinasapratisedhat, iti anekantoktih
andhasarpabilapravesanyayam anusarati || 39 ||

“Firstly, that which exists [completely] is not an effect, like the soul [is held by the Samkhya not to be an
effect]. The [completely] non-existent is also not [an effect], because it contradicts the established
conclusion [of the Samkhya themselves], like the sky flower [cannot be an effect as it is completely non-
existent]. Moreover, there is no other one-sided way [except for the effect to completely exist or not exist],
because transformation being characterized by the destruction and arising of prior and posterior modes [of
the thing that transforms] [is the non-one-sided view] [because transformation is not compatible with the
one-sided permanence which is held by the Samkhya]. This very triple world vanishes on account of
manifestation, because permanence is denied. It also vanishes because destruction is denied. Thus the
speech of the Anekanta[vadin] follows the analogy of the blind snake entering a hole.” (My translation).
See also Chapter 4.

Vidyanandin’s argument, taken from Samantabhadra and Akalanka, here seems to be that, as the
satkaryavada entails the pre-existence of the effect in the cause and the Samkhya hold a one-sided (ekanta)
view of permanence (nitya), the evolutes must be held to already exist completely. Thus it is not suitable
that they have a cause, as they are completely existent. Likewise it is unsuitable to posit a cause for
something that is completely non-existent. The underlying premise here is that only the siu generis both
existent and non-existent thing can be produced. As the Samkhya do not hold the evolutes to be sui generis
both pre-existent and non-existent, they cannot be effects of pradhana.
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the possibility of everything does not exist, because the potent is the cause of that which

is to have potency and because [the effect] has the nature of the cause™'**

And because the arising of that which is completely non-existent [in the cause] is
contradictory. Because it is said: “If the effect is completely non-existent, it cannot be

produced, just like the sky-flower [can never be produced].”'*"

SSP §13 32, 14-16
dvitiyapakse parinamino bahudhanakasya parinama mahadadayo ‘tyantam bhinna va
syuh abhinna va, tatra parinamanam tadabhinnanam kramaso vrttir ma bhut parinamino

‘kramatvat | tato bhinnanam vyapade$o na syat sambandhasiddher anupakarakatvat |

SSP §13 English
In the second case!®??, the transformations, The Great etc., of “That which holds the

many*“'*, which is that which transforms, must either be absolutely different [from

1'3* the transformations that are identical

pradhana], or identical [to it]. In the [first case
to that [which is transformed, i.e. pradhana] cannot have successive order, on account of
that which transforms having no successive order."™ [Concerning the second alternative],
there cannot be an appeal to the [transformations] being different from that [pradhana],
because, [if they are different from pradhana], there is no established relation [between
that which transforms and the transformations] and [pradhana cannot render any]

assistance [to the transformations].'**

SSP §14 32, 17-23

1030 This verse from the SK gives five reasons for the satkaryavada. They are 1) asadkarana — the non-
existent cannot be the object of any activity. The sky flower cannot be produced. Blue cannot be made
yellow even by a thousand artists (na hi nilam Silpisahasrenapi pitam kartum $akyate | Tattvakaumudr)
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 256); 2) upadanagrahana — The effect is not different from the material from which
it is produced. Only milk can produce curds as milk alone is materially related to curds. (Radhakrishnan
1966b: 257; Paradkar 2004: 13); 3) sarvasambhavabhava —If the effect does not exist in the material from
which it is created, any cause might give rise to any effect. (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 257); 4) saktasya
Sakyakarana — Causal efficiency belongs to that which has the necessary potency (Radhakrishnan 1966b:
257), otherwise oil could be produced from sand (Paradkar 2004: 14); and 5) karanabhava — the effect has
the same nature as the cause. A causal relation cannot subsist between two things that are essentially
different (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 257).

1031' Akalanka’s commentary to this verse in his Asta$ati is quoted in Chapter 4.

1032 § e. if the evolutes are transformations of Pradhana.

1033 ¢

i.e. pradhana/prakrti. Cf. §3 above.

1034 § e. if they are identical to Pradhana.

1035 i e. being identical to pradhana the evolutes could not have sequential order as pradhana has no
sequential order.

103§ e. if the evolutes are held to be absolutely different from pradhana they cannot be said to be
transformations of pradhana, as there can be no relation between them (as they are absolutely different).
Moreover, pradhana cannot render assistance to the transformations. This final point is explored in greater

detail in §14 below.
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na tavat pradhanam parinamanam upakarakam; tatkrtopakarantarasya karyatve
sadasatpaksoktadosanusamgat | parinamatvetarabhinnanam kramotpattir ma bhiit |
bhinnanam vyapadeso na syat sambandhasiddher anupakarat | upakarantarakalpanayam
anavasthaprasamgat | parinamaih pradhanasyopakare yavanto hi parinamas tavantas
tasyopakaras tatkrtas tato yadi bhinnah, tada tasyeti vyapade$o ‘pi ma bhut
sambandhasiddher anupakarakatvat | tadvatas tair upakarantare ‘pi sa eva paryanuyogah
ity anavastha | tatas te yady abhinnas tada tavad dha pradhanam bhidyeta | te va

pradhanaikariipatam pratipaderann iti pradhanasyopakaranam cavasthanasambhavah |

SSP §14 English

First of all, Pradhana does not assist the transformations. Because, if the other assistance
rendered by that [pradhana] is an effect [produced by pradhana], the declared faults
concerning the [two] alternatives of existence and non-existence will result. [The
assistances], being different from the other, which has the state of transformation, cannot
have sequential arising. There cannot be appeal to the [assistances] being different [from
the transformations], because there is no established relation. [The problem can also not
be solved by positing another assistance for the assistance] because [there would be]
adhering to infinite regress if [yet] another assistance is postulated [in order to relate the

assistance to the transformations].'*’

1037 yVidyanandin’s arguments in the first part of this paragraph are somewhat unclear. The arguments seem
to revolve around the potential relationship between the assistances rendered by pradhana (to the
transformations) and the transformations, while the potential relationship between assistances rendered by
the transformations (to pradhana) and pradhana is discussed in the latter half of the paragraph.

The first argument (tatkrtopakarantarasya karyatve sadasatpaksoktadosanusamgat |) seems to be
that if the assistance is an effect of Pradhana, the previously declared faults (cf. SSP 31, 17-21) will then
apply. If this is the meaning, it is however not at all clear why the assistance is refered to by the compound
tatkrtopakarantarasya. Tat would then be pradhana. Tatkrtopakara would then mean “the assistance
performed by pradhana”. The role of antara is however unclear. Antara means “other” or “another”. It is
however not clear why the argument reads “if another/the other assistance performed by pradhana is an
effect”. While it is clear that Vidyanandin’s argument is that if the assistance rendered by Pradhana to the
transformations is an effect of Pradhana, it will simply run into the same problems with regard to existence
and non-existence etc., it is not clear why antara is included.

The second argument (parinamatvetarabhinnanam kramotpattir ma bhiit |) is even more unclear.
The phrase parinamatvetarabhinnanam is curious. It seems clear that bhinna must refer to the assistances.
Itara sometimes forms tatpurusa compounds to express the opposite of that which it is compounded with. If
this is the meaning here, then the phrase parinamatvetarabhinnanam would refer to the assistances being
different from the opposite of that which has transformation-ness, which could be taken to refer to
pradhana. It is not at all clear why sequential arising (kramotpattir) would be impossible if the assistances
were different from pradhdna, as the opposite has been argued in §13 above, where the transformations
were said to be unable to have successive order if they were held to be identical to pradhana.

A second interpretation would be that bhinna refers to the assistances, qualified by
parinamatvetara in the sense of “either they are transformations or the other”. The argument would thus be
that the assistances being different (from the transformations?), whether they are conceived of as
transformations of pradhana or effects of pradhana, could not have sequential arising. It is then not at all
clear why the result of this would be that they could not have sequential arising.

Alternately, parinamatvetara may be a karmadharaya compound referring to the transformations. If
so the phrase parinamatvetarabhinnanam could refer to the assistances being different from the other
(itara), i.e. the transformations, which have the nature of transformation (paranamatva). It is however not
entirely clear why the assistances being different from the transformations would prevent their sequential
arising. The argument that as the transformations have sequential arising, the assistances, being different
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Because, if assistance [is rendered] to pradhana by the transformations, there are
as many assistances [rendered] to that [pradhana] as there are transformations. If [these
assistances] are different from that [pradhana], then there cannot be [any] appeal to that
[assistance] [assisting pradhana], because there is [then] no established relation [between
the assistance and pradhana] and [thus] no assistance [to relate the assistance and
pradhana]. And if another assistance [is rendered] by those [transformations] [to solve
this problem], for [pradhana] possessing that [relation to the assistance], [then] the same
question [i.e. is this latter assistance identical to pradhana or different from pradhana?] [is
asked], and thus there is infinite regress. If those [assistances rendered to pradhana by the
transformations] are identical to that [pradhana], they must, alas, either'™® destroy
pradhana, or they must attain to the state of having the same nature as pradhana, and thus

establishing the assistances for pradhana is impossible.'*

SSP §15 32, 24-26

atha na bhinno napy abhinnah parinamah kevalam mahadadirupena pradhanam
parinamate dandakundaladyakaraih sarpavad iti cet; tad etat svestanityaikantabadhakam,;
purvottarakarapariharavaptisthitilaksanaparinamabhyupagame

nityanityatmakatvasyavasyam bhavat |

SSP §15 English

Now, if it is objected: the transformation is neither different [from pradhana] nor identical
[to pradhana]. Pradhana merely transforms itself into the form of Mahat etc., like a snake
[transforms itself] into the forms of a stick, a coil of rope etc..'* [It is answered:] Then

that opposes the one-sided [position] of permanence that is accepted by [the Samkhya]

from the transformations, would not have sequential arising, does not seem very convincing. The only
reason for sequential arising being impossible which seems to make sense is being identical to pradhana (as
argued in §13 above), as pradhana does not have sequential arising. But it is difficult to see how
parinamatvetarabhinna would express identity with pradhana. The meaning of this argument is thus not
entirely clear.

The third and forth arguments however seem clear, stating that if the assistances and
transformations are different then there cannot be any relation between them and that if another assistance
is posited to solve this problem it will only result in infinite regress. It thus seems that only the faults of the
assistances being different from the transformations are stated here. This may be because Vidyanandin
takes for granted that they cannot be identical, because then they would simply end up suffering from the
same faults as the transformations as discussed in §13 above.

1938 tavat here strictly speaking means “firstly”, signifying that this is the first of two options, the second
option (found in the following sentence) being connected to this first one by “va” (or). It is here best
rendered into English by the word “either”.

1039 Cf. SSP 32, 19-21 above: there must be as many assistances as there are transformations. If they are
identical (abhinna) to pradhana, then pradhana must have such a nature aswell. The result is the refutation
of pradhana as postulated by the followers of Samkhya, as its unitary character is lost. Alternatively, the
upakaras (assistances) must have the same nature as pradhana, i.e. non-partite, i.e. non-sequential, in which
case they cannot possibly assist pradhana in manifesting sequentially.

1040 { e. just as it makes no sense to ask if the different shapes of a snake, i.e. stretc.hed out (like a stick),
coiled (like a rope) etc., are different from the snake or identical to the snake, as they are merely the snake
in two different shapes. In the same way it does not make sense to ask this question with respect to
pradhana and its transformations. Pradhana merely transforms into these forms.
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itself. Because, if [one] acknowledges transformation, defined as abandoning of previous
modes, taking up of succeeding modes and continuity '*, [this] inevitably [leads to] the

existence of that which has a permanent and impermanent nature [sui generis].'"**

SSP §16 32, 27-33,2

tad evam anekabadhakopanipatat pradhanadicaturvimsatitattvani na vyavatisthante |
tadavyavasthitau bhogyabhave pumso bhoktrtvabhavad abhavah syat tasya'®”
tallaksanatvat | tatah prakrtipurusatattvayor avasthanabhavat samkhyabhimatam sarvam
tattvam punar api Stinyam jayata iti tat katham pratyaksasiddham syat; syat;
urviparvatatarvadipadarthanam brahmamayavat pradhanamayatvasyapi

pratyaksenanupalaksanat siddham samkhyasasanam drstaviruddham |

SSP §16 English

Thus, on account of the many negations, the 24 tattvas, Pradhana etc., do not stand. If [the
objects] which are to be experienced do not exist since that [Pradhana etc.] is not
established, then the soul cannot exist, on account of the non-existence of the state of
being “the experiencer”, because it [he soul] has that [being the experiencer] as its
defining characteristic'®. Therefore, all the tattvas which are accepted by the Samkhya
become completely void because there is no establishment of the two tattvas prakrti and
purusa. So how can that [which is accepted by the Samkhya] be proved by means of
sensory-perception?

[If it is objected that:] it can [be proved by sensory perception], [then this is
rejected:]'*". That which is supposed by the Samkhya is proved to be contradicted by
perception, because, just like (there is no observing, by means of sensory perception, of
the categories of earth, mountains, trees etc.) being identical with brahman, there is also
no observing by means of sensory perception of the categories of earth, mountains, trees

etc. being identical with pradhana.

SSP §17 33, 3-6
tatha tadistaviruddham ca | kapilabhimatasya kiitasthanityapurusasya kathamcit
tadanityatvasadhakanumanena viruddhatvat | tac cedam — vivadapannah purusah

syadanityah; anityabhogabhinnatvat | yad ittham tad ittham drstam; yatha bhogasvariipam

1041'§ e. in Jain terms: that the dravya (substance) remains the same but that the paryayas (modes) change

1042 j e. this would be abandoning the ekanta (one-sided) Samkhya view of permanence and an acceptance
of the Jain anekanta view of both permanence and impermanence sui generis.

1043 ed. note: “purusasya |”

1044 §.e. since purusa is defined as the experiencer (bhoktr), it cannot exist as that which is experienced does
not exist. Cf. AM 68: karyalingam hi karanam |, “the cause is that which has the effect as its mark”.

1045 The structure here is puzzling. Either the second syat should be removed, or the syat following the
question fat katham pratyaksasiddham syat represents a hypothetical Samkhya answer to this question (in

an extremely minimalistic form). The rest of the sentence is then the refutation of this answer.

243



iti | nasiddham bhogasyanityatvam, “anitya bhogah utpattimattvat, jfianavat” ity anumanat
tatsiddheh |

SSP §17 English

In the same way that [Samkhya teaching] is also contradicted by inference. Because the
soul, which is accepted by the followers of Kapila to be unchanging and permanent, is
contradicted by an inference which proves that that [soul] is in some ways impermanent.
And this is that [inference] — the soul, which has entered into the dispute, is impermanent
because it is identical'** to experience, which is impermanent. And that which is thus
[identical to experience, which is impermanent] is seen [to be] thus [impermanent], such
as experience itself.'"™ The impermanence of experience is not unproved, because it is
proved from the inference: “Experience is impermanent because it has origination, just

99 1048

like knowledge”.

SSP §18 33, 7-12

katham utpattiman bhoga iti cet; parapeksatvat tadvad eva parapekso ‘sau
buddhyadhyavasayapeksatvat | buddhyavasitam artham purusa$ cetayate [source not
found] iti vacanat | bhogasya buddhyadhyavasayanapeksatve pumsah sarvatra sarvada
sarvabhogaprasamgat | bhogyasamnidhisavyapeksataya kadacitkatvac canityah siddho
bhogah | tasya ca purusad bhede tena tasya gaganader iva purusantarasyeva'®’ va
bhoktrtvanupapatteh | tato'®® bhogasyabhede tadriipataya purusasya kathamcid
anityatvam siddhyatiti samyag idam sadhanam atmanityatvam sadhayati | tatah stiktam —

samkhyamatam istaviruddham iti |

SSP §18 English

If it is objected: How [can one say that] experience has origination? [It is answered:]
Because [experience] depends on something else just like that [knowledge]. It
[experience] depends on something else on account of depending on determinate

cognition in the intellect. For it is said: “The soul is conscious of the object that is

104§ e. in some ways identical (kathamcid abhinnah)

1047 This is the syllogism. 1) pratijfia (proposition): the soul is impermanent. 2) hetu (premise): because it is
identical to experience, which is impermanent. 3) udaharana (explanatory example with a general
statement): that which is identical to experience is impermanent, such as experience itself. ¥*4) upanaya
(application): *and the soul is identical to experience. *5) nigamana (conclusion): *thus the soul is
impermanent.

104§ e. the followers of Samkhya cannot object that the hetu (premise) in the preceding syllogism is not
proved to be true (and that the syllogism is thus not valid), for the impermanent nature of experience is
proved by inference: 1) pratijia (proposition): experience is impermanent. 2) hetu (premise): because it has
origination. 3) drstanta (example): just like knowledge.

104 Amended. Printed edition reads: “purusantarasyaiva”. The va and the context indicate that this too
should be read as a comparison.

1050 ed. note: “purusat |”
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determinately cognized by the intellect.” Because, if experience was not dependent on
determinate cognition in the intellect, there [would be adhering to] the soul always having
all experiences. Experience is proved to be impermanent because it happens occasionally,
because it is dependent on the presence of that which is to be experienced.

Because, if that [experience] is different from the soul, it is not found that that
[soul] is the experiencer, like another soul or like space etc. [is not the experiencer].'®! If
experience is identical to that [soul], it is proved that the soul is in some ways
impermanent because it has the nature of that [experience]. Thus this correct proof proves
that the soul is impermanent. Thus it is rightly said that the Samkhya doctrine is

contradicted by inference.

SSP §19 33, 13-25

tatha caturvidhavarnasramatattadvidheyavividhacarapunyapapaparalokabandhamoksa-
tatkaranatatphalabaddhamuktadisvarupapratipadakah samkhyagamo na pramanam
drstestaviruddhagamabhinnasya tasya paroksatatkaranesu
pramanyasambhavananupapatter iti na tesam dharmanusthanam pratistham iyarti | kim

atra bahunoktena yat kimcit se$varaniriévarasamkhyair asamkhyavadbhir'®*

akhyayate
tatsarvam mrsaiva, tadabhimatasakalatattvanam avirbhavadyapakaranadvarena
Sunyatvasyapaditatvad ity alam prasamgena, drstestaviruddhatvat

samkhya§asanasyasatyatvasiddheh |

drstestesu drstestavirodhat samkhyasammatah |

paroksesu tadekatvadagamo na pramanatam |

avirbhavacyutau sarvacyuteh samkhyavaco ‘khilam |

bhavet pralapamatratvat navadheyam vipaSicatam ||

na samkhyasasanam satyam '°*drstadrstestabadhatah |

na ca tena pratiksepah syadvadasyeti ni§citam ||

SSP §19 English
In the same way the scriptural tradition of the Samkhya, which explains the fourfold caste

system, the (fourfold) stages of life, the manifold practices which are to be performed

1951 The argument seems to be that the soul cannot be the experiencer of its experience if the experience is
completely different from it, just like another soul cannot be the experiencer of its experience. The
comparison with the sky (gagana) is however not clear.

1952 pyn: The Samkhya is asamkhyavat. )

1953 Amended. The printed edition reads: “drstadrstestabadhatah”. Cf. SSP 19, 18 (Carvaka-chapter) for the
same phrase (drstadrstestabadhatah).
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[according to] these [i.e. the fourfold castes and stages of life], merit, demerit, the other
world, bondage, liberation, the causes of that [bondage], the fruits of that [liberation], the
nature of the bound and liberated [souls] etc.. is not a valid means of knowledge because

1054 causes, is not found for

the possibility of validity with regard to their imperceptible
this [tradition]. Thus their religious practice does not reach an exhalted position.

In short'*”, that which is declared by the unintelligent'®® theistic and non-theistic
Samkhya, is completely wrong on account of the establishing of the voidness of all the
tattvas that are accepted by the [Samkhya] means of the refutation of manifestation etc..
Enough with contingencies, because the Samkhya teaching is proved to be false on

account of being contradicted by perception and inference.

That which is accepted by the Samkhya is not valid with regard to that which is perceived
and inferred because it is contradicted by perception and inference.

The [Samkhya scriptural] tradition, on account of being one with that [which is
contradicted by perception and inference], is not valid with regard to the

imperceptible'”’.

Because, when manifestation falls, all [the tattvas] fall,
all the words of the Samkhya are not to be attended to by the wise

because they are mere talk.

The Samkhya-teaching is not true,

1058

because it is negated by perception, the unseen ° and inference.

It is ascertained: The Syadvada is not refuted by that [Samkhya teaching].

[iti samkhyasasanapariksa]
Thus is the investigation into the Samkhya-teaching.

1034 § e. they are beyond the grasp of perception. They cannot be known directly

1955 14t, what is the point of much speech?”

193 This is a pun: Samkhya is asamkhyavat.

1057 e. that which can only be indirectly known, i.e. cannot be verified directly.

1938 The meaning of adrsta is here unclear. Adrsta usually refers to such things as punya and papa etc., i.e.
the workings of karma, but it is difficult to see how such a reading would make sense in this context. Adrsta
could here be used as a synonym for paroksa (“indirect”, i.e. not directly perceptible and thus adrsta, i.e.
“unseen” or “not seen”), as it is given together with drsta and ista, which both refer to valid means of
knowledge (perception and inference respectively).
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VaiSesika§asanapariksa

Investigation into the VaiSesika doctrine.

SSP 34, 3

atha vaiSesikamatam api drstestaviruddham | tavad idam hi tesam akiitam —'*%

SSP 34, 3 English

Next, also the VaiSesika doctrine is contradicted by perception and inference. Firstly, this

is what they intend [to propound] —

[purvapaksa]

The opponent’s side.

SSP §1 34, 3-7
buddhisukha'*duhkhecchadvesaprayatnadharmadharmasamskaranam navanam

1061

atmaviSesagunanam atyantocchittav atmanah svatmany avasthanam ' 'moksah, anyatha

atmano ‘tyantaviSuddhyabhavad iti | dravyagunakarmasamanyavi§esasamavayanam

padarthanam'® sadharmyavaidharmyatattvajiianam'® nih§reyasahetuh | [prasa- bha-
pr- 3'%] Saivapasupatadidiksagrahanajatadharanatrikalabhasmoddhulanaditapo

‘nusthanavisesas ca |

SSP §1 English

When there is absolute dissociation'®®

of the nine specific qualities of the soul, [namely]
knowledge, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort, merit, demerit and predispositions, the
soul is established in its own self, which is liberation. Because otherwise!* the absolute

purity of the soul is absent.

195 Amended. This opening part is included in the parvapaksa by the editor. It is strictly speaking not part

of the purvapaksa (opponent’s side) as it states that the Purusadvaita is contradicted by perception and
inference. It has therefore been separated from the rest of §1 (in which it was included by the editor), which
starts the piirvapaksa.

190 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “sukhadukheccha”.

191 Editors note: “navanam atmavisesagunanam atyantocchittir moksah | “ prasa- vyo- pr- 368 |

1962 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) reads “sannam )
padarthanam”, recording the reading found in the SSP as an alternate reading. As the reading of the SSP
does not change the meaning, it has not been amended.

1093 editors note: “dharmaviSesaprasiitad dravyagunakarmasamanyaviS$esasamavayanam padarthanam
sadharmyavaidharmyabhyam tattvajiiannihsreyasah | vaise- sii- ITII|4|”.

1054 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) has this as §2.

195 yechitti is derived from ut + ched, literally meaning “to cut off”. Dissociation is thus a good way of
rendering it into English.

1066 § . if there is no such dissociation
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Thorough knowledge of the similarity and dissimilarity'*’

1068

of the [six] categories,

1069

i.e. substance'"®, quality'*®”, activity'"”°, the universal, the particular and inherence, is the

cause of the supreme [goal]'”’". And the specific religious practices [which characterize

1072

them] are austerities such as sprinkling ashes at the three times™ '~ etc., having twisted

1073

locks of hair and undertaking the initiation of the Saiva pasupatas'”” etc..

SSP §2+§3+§4'7 34, 8-24
tatra dravyani prthivyaptejovayvakaSakaladigatmamanamsi

samanyavi$esasamjfioktani'””’ navaiva | tadvyatirekena samjfiantaranabhidhana

t1076
gunah ruparasagandhaspar§asamkhyaparimanaprthaktvasamyogavibhaga-
paratvaparatvabuddhisukhaduhkhaicchadvesapratyatnas ca kanthoktah saptadasa,
caSabdasamuccita$ ca gurutvadravatvasnehasamskaradrstasabdah saptaiveti evam

caturvims$atigunah | [prasa- bha- pr- 10'7]

utksepanapaksepanakuficanaprasairanagamananiti paficaiva karmani |
gamanagrahanad bhramanarecanaspandanordhvajvalanatiryagpatanana-

manonnamanadayo gamanavi§esa na jatyantarani'®”® | [prasa- bha- pr- 11'°”]

samanyam dvividham, param aparam canuvrttipratyayakaranam | tatra param satta
mahavisayatvat, sa canuvrtter eva hetutvat samanyam eva | dravyatvady aparam

alpavisayatvat | tac ca vyavrtter api hetutvat samanyam sad viSesakhyam api labhate

197 the interpretation and translation of this compound follows the VaiSesikasiitra quoted by the editor in his

note to sadharmyavaidharmyatattvajiiana in the Sanskrit text.

1098 substance is, according to the VaiSesika, the substratum of qualities, and exists independently from

them. It can however not be seen apart from its qualities, and can thus be defined as “that which has
ualities” (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 188)

199 quality is defined by Kanada as “that which has substance for its substratum, has no further qualities,

and is not a cause of, nor has any concern with, conjunction or disjunction” (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 204)

1970 karman is here activity in the sense of movement, and belongs to substances. But while gunas

(q7ualities) are constant features of substances, karman is temporary.

1071 1 e. liberation.

1972 i e. morning, noon and evening

1073 i e. of the devotees of Siva as Pasupati (Lord of the beasts). According to Radhakrishnan (1966b: 170

footnote 3) this is a common assertion which is also made by Gunaratna in his Saddar§anasamuccayavrtti,

Rajasekhara in his Saddar§anasamuccaya and Haribhadra in his Saddar§anasamuccaya. Haribhadra writes:

“aksapadamate devah srstisamharakrc chivah vibhur nityaikah sarvajfio nityabuddhisamasrayah” (quoted in

Radhakrishnan 1966b: 170 footnote 3).

197 Paragraphs 2-4 are here given together as the quote from the Prasastapadabhasya which starts in §2 ends

in §4.

197 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramgeier 1994) reads

“samanyaviSesasamjfiayoktani”, recording the reading found in the SSP as an alternate reading.

176 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) reads

“tadvyatirekenanyasya samjiianabhidhanat |”, recording the reading found in the SSP as an alternate

reading. As the meaning is still clear, it has not been amended, though the reading recorded by Bronkhorst

and Ramseier seems preferable.

1977 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) has this as §4-5.

178 ed. note: “kim tu gamana evantarabhiitani |

197 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) has this as §6
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| nityadravyavrttayo ‘ntya viSesah | te khalv atyantavyavrttibuddhihetutvat'®° visesa
eva | ayutasiddhanam adhryadharabhiitainam yah sambandha iha pratyayahetuh sa
samavayah | evam dharmair vina dharminam udde$ah krtah | sannam api

padarthanam sadharmyam astitvam abhidheyatvam jfieyatvam'® |

1083

aSritatvam

canyatra nityadravyebhyah'®’ | dravyadinam paficainam api
1084

samavayitvam

anekatvam ca | gunadinam paficanam api '®‘nirgunatvaniskriyatve | [prasa- bha, pr-

11-16'%] ity adi anekavidham sadharmyam vaidharmyam ceti tattvajfianam moksahetuh |
tad yatha duhkhajanmapravrttidosamithyajfiananam uttarottarapaye

tadanantarabhavad apavargah | [nyayasi- 1/1[2]

SSP §2+§3+4 English

There are only nine substances: earth, water, fire, wind'*, akasa'®’, time, space'*™®

, soul

and mind, which are expressed by the names “universal” and “particular”'®®. Because

[the VaiSesikasiitra] does not name any other [substances] except for those'*”.

1093

h'%2, number!®?,

Seventeen qualities are explicitly mentioned'™": color, taste, smell, touc

1094 1095 1096

size'™, individuality'®, conjunction, disjunction'®®, priority, posteriority'®’, knowledge,

1%0 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) reads

“atyantavyavrttihetutvat”, recording the reading found in the SSP as an alternate reading.

1% The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) reads “sannam api

Padﬁrthﬁnz‘im astitvabhidheyatvajfieyatvani”, recording the reading found in the SSP as an alternate reading.
%82 ed. note: “nityadravyani na karyadravyavat svakaranasritani bhavanti |”

1983 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) omits “api”, recording the

reading found in the SSP as an alternate reading.

108+ Amended. Printed ed. reads “nigurnatva”.

1% The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) has this as §7-13.

108 These four elemental substances are said to consist of indivisible atoms (paramanu). Akasa, time and

space are on the other hand non-atomic but all-pervasive (Halbfass 1992: 71).

1987 T here leave akasa untranslated. According to Radhakrishnan (1966b) akasa fills all space. It is,

however, not space itself. It does however signify space in the meaning of “room” or “place”, as

distinguished from dik which, although it also is not space itself, is that which sustains positional relations

and the order of discrete things. While akasa is regarded as the material cause of sound, dik is regarded as

the general cause of all effects (Radhakrishnan 1966b:193).

1088 Cf. footnote 1087. Though Radhakrishnan points out that dik is not space itself, it does sustain

positional relations and the order of discrete things (Radhakrishnan 1966b:193). I have therefore here

chosen to translate it as space in the sense of “that which sustains positional relations”.

1989 S0, these nine are either universal, particular or both. Akasa, time and space are particular only, the rest

are both universal and particular, i.e. there is both a universal category of “soul” and particular souls that

belong to it. (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 187-194)

109§ e. there are nine substances because only nine substances are mentioned in the Vai$esikasitra.

191 kanthokta, lit. “uttered by means of the throat”, i.e. explicitly mentioned. These are the seventeen
ualities explicitly mentioned in the VaiSesikasitra.

92 sparsa is the quality which can only be apprehended by the skin. It is said to be of three kinds: hot, cold

and neither hot nor cold. It thus seems to rather refer to temperature, but is sometimes also said to cover

%ualities such as roughness, smoothness, hardness and softness (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 205)

1993 it is because of this quality that things can be counted (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 205)

199 it is because of this quality that things can be measured and apprehended as big or small etc.. It is also

referred to as parimiti (dimension). (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 206)

193 this quality is the basis for distinctions with respect to quantity, visesa (particularity) being the basis for

%ualitative distinctions (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 206)

199 samyoga and vibhaga (conjunction and disjunction) refer to the combination of separate substances and

the separation of combined substances. These qualities account for changes of things (Radhakrishnan

1966b: 206-7).
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pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort'®®, And seven categories are added [to those

1100 1101

explicitly mentioned] because of the word “ca”™'*”: heaviness, fluidity''®, viscidity

1102 1103

predisposition''”?, the unseen''” and sound''”*. Thus there are 24 qualities. The activities

are only five: upward, downward, contracting, expanding and moving [in general]. The
particular movements, such as roaming, evacuation, quivering, flaming upwards,
horizontal [movements], falling, bowing down, bending upwards etc., are not separate

kinds [of movement]"'”, because “movement” [in general] is mentioned. The universal,

1106 1107

which is the cause of the cognition of similarity ™, is twofold: higher and lower

1108 1109

Among those ™, existence-ness’  is a higher [universal], because of [residing] in

the great[est] [amount of] objects. That [existence-ness] is only a universal, on account of

"7 paratva and aparatva (priority and posteriority) are relations of things, forming the basis of the notions

of nearness and remoteness in time and space (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 207).
9% buddhi (knowledge), sukha (pleasure), duhkha (pain), iccha (desire), dvesa (aversion) and prayatna
(effort) are qualities of the soul. Cf. SSP 34, 1-3.
109 i e. since the list in the VaiSesikastitra ends with ca (and). This ca is interpreted as meaning that the list
of 17 qualities given in the Vaiesikasiitra is not exhaustive. Thus the Presastapadabhasya adds the
following seven qualities. The fact that several qualities of the soul (i.e. samskara, dharma, adharma. Cf.
SSP 34, 1-3) are not mentioned in the list of 17 qualities lends credibility to the interpretation of the list in
the VaiSesikasiitra not being exhaustive.
119 this quality abides naturally in water. It is the reason for the action of “flowing” (Radhakrishnan 1966b:
207).
'90 this quality belongs to water and is the cause of cohesion, smoothness etc. (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 207)
1102 5 quality of the soul. Cf. SSP 34, 2-3 §1 above.
"% adrsta (unseen) is said to be the unseen power that souls and things produce. According to
Radhakrishnan (1966b) it tends to function as a sort of deus ex machina, explaining things that can not
otherwise be accounted for, like a needle being drawn to a magnet, the upward motion of fire, the beginning
of the universe etc.. When god was later accepted into the Vaisesika reality, adrsta also became the vehicle
for his operations in the world (207-8). It is interesting to note that Radhakrishnan (1966: 204) lists the
seven qualities added by Prasastapadabhasya as gurutva, dravatva, sneha, dharma, adharma, sabda and
samskara. This seems to make much more sense as dharma (merit) and adharma (demerit) have already
been mentioned as qualities of the soul (See SSP 34, 1-3). It would then be strange if they were not given in
the list of qualities. Bronkhorst and Ramsaier’s (1994) edition of the Prasastapadabhasya however agrees
with the list of qualities given here in the SSP. It should also be noted that the list given by Radhakrishnan
omits adrsta, but in his following explanation of the qualities he still explains adrsta as a quality. Halbfass
(1992: 71) gives the same list as Radhakrishnan, also omitting adrsta. He does however later say that
dharma and adharma are included in the list of 24 gunas (qualities) under the common heading adrsta
(ibid: 123). It thus seems clear the adrsta here refers to dharma and adharma. Thus the list does list 24
(?unas as adrsta represents two gunas.

14 Sabda is the quality belonging to akasa (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 205).

1105 § e. these specific movements are sub-types of movement falling in under movement in general.

1% j e. it is the cause of different cognitions of individual cows etc. being experienced as cogmtlons of the
same type of thing, i.e. as cows. Anuvrtti, from anu + vrt (“to go after”, “to follow”, and thus also *
resemble”), here means “resembling” or “similarity”.

197 it should be noted that these two kinds of universal are relative, i.e. universality has different degrees
which are relative to one another. Whether a type of universal is para (higher) or apara (lower) depends on
what universal it is compared with. So while dravyatva (substanceness) is apara compared to satta
(existence-ness), it is para with respect to prthvitva (earthiness) etc. (Shah 1968: 78). In other words: “the
class of substances is called ‘higher’ because it includes the classes of pots and chairs and so on, and it is
called ‘lower’ because it is included in the general class of existents” (Matilal 1986: 380).

"% ratra here indicates that the following is a commentary to the last sentence of the preceding paragraph
(samanyam dvividham, param aparam canuvrttipratyayakaranam |).

1% Following Matilal (1986), I here translate satta, which here refers to sattasamanya, as “existence-ness”,
to distinguish it from “existence” (svaripasatta) (380). While the former is a universal, the latter is not.
Thus, while particular substances etc. are existents in the sense that the universal “existence-ness” resides in
them, there are also attributes, including “existence-ness”, which can be said to have “existence” in the
sense that they exist. But in such cases the possession of “existence” does not designate any further real
property, but only serves to distinguish existent things from non-existent things such as hare’s horn etc..
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being the cause of only similarity'''’. Substanceness etc.''"" is the lower, because [it

1112

resides in] a small [amount of] objects. And the existing '~ universals obtains the

appellation “particular” as well, on account of also being the cause of exclusion''"”. The
particulars, which appear in the eternal substances''*, are [called] “the limit”"'"”. And

those are indeed only particular, on account of being the cause of cognitions of absolute

1116

exclusion. That which is the relation of those [things] that are inseparable’ ™ and consist

of the support and that which is to be supported, and which is the cause of the cognition

“here”''", that is inherence.'''®

Thus enumeration of the possessors of attributes is performed without [mentioning
their] attributes.''"” The 6 categories''* have [the attributes:] similarity, existence, being

namable and being knowable. Those [six categories] reside [in substance], except the

1122

eternal substances.'"?! Five [categories], substance etc.''*?, are manifold and related by

1123 1124

inherence. Five [categories], quality etc.” ', are without qualities and inactive

(ibid: 380-81) In other words, while the universal “existence-ness” exists, and thus has “existence”, the
universal “existence-ness” does not reside in it. If it was held that it does it would lead to an infinite regress.
0 sarta (existence-ness) is only para (higher), as it is the most general category, contained in dravyatva
(substanceness), gunatva (qualitiness) and karmatva (activitiness).

11§ e. substanceness, qualityness and activityness.

112 The function of sat (existing) here is unclear. It could either belong to samanyam (universal) or be
compounded with visesakhyam. In any case its function and meaning is not clear. I have here chosen to read
it as referring to samanyam.

"3 Dravyatva (substanceness) causes cognitions of similarity (with respect to objects of the same class) and
cognitions of exclusion (i.e. causes the differentiation of objects that belong to different classes). Cf. the
Vaisesikasiitra: “dravyatvam gunatvam karmatvafi ca samanyani visesas ca || 12| 5|, “Substanceness,
qualitiness and activitiness are universals and particulars”, i.e. they are the cause of both inclusion and
exclusion.

114§ e. atoms (paramanu), time (kala), space (dik), akasa, the soul (atman) and the mind (manas).
According to the VaiSesika these six eternal substances have unique features which distinguish them from
each other. But since they are partless they cannot, like complex entities, be distinguished from other
individuals of the same class by the arrangements of their parts. They are thus differentiated by having
visesa (particularity), i.e. the visesa of a soul is what differentiates it from other souls. Likewise, visesa
allows for the differentiation of the individual earth atoms from one another etc.. According to the
Prasastapada only yogis are able to cognize this particularity (Bartley 2005: 178; Radhakrishnan 1966b:
215-16). It should be noted that the padartha (category) particular (visesa) explained here is not the
individual, often referred to as the particular (visesa), as opposed to the universal (samanya).

15 »these distinctive particularities are the final facts beyond which we cannot go” (Radhakrishnan 1966b:
215).

1116 j e. inseparable yet not identical, like the relation between a substance and a quality. A quality cannot
exist outside a substance, and a substance cannot exist without qualities. Their relation is thus said to be
inseparable (ayutasiddha), yet they are not held to be identical.

171 e. “this is in that”, i.e. the cognition of something being the support and something else the supported,
such as the cloth being in the thread, red colour in the rose etc..

118 There are thus two criteria that must be fulfilled in order to say that there is inherence. 1) the relation
must be inseparable, and 2) the relation between the things must be that of support and supported
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 216).

1119 j e. the above presentation has presented the padarthas (categories, which are possessors of attributes)
without mentioning these attributes, following the traditional sequence of uddesa (enunciation), laksana
(definition or characterization) and pariksa (investigation) (Halbfass 1992: 145). Now the uddesa part is
concluded, and the laksana part will be undertaken.

120§ e. dravya (substance), guna (quality), karman (activity), samanya (universal), visesa (particular),
samavaya (inherence).

121 Cf. ed. note to nityadravyebhyah in footnote 1082. Effect-substances reside in cause-substances (i.e.
their cause), like cloth (effect-substance) resides in thread (cause-substance). But eternal substances (which
do not have a cause) do not. Qualities, activity, universal, particular and inherence all reside in dravya
(substance).
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Thorough knowledge of the manifold similarities and dissimilarities, such as is
[described in] the statements [above] etc., is the cause of liberation. [Liberation is
attained] in the following way: “when each following one of incorrect knowledge,
fault'', activity, birth and pain is destroyed on account of the non-existence''* of the

immediately preceding one''?’, there is liberation”.

SSP §5 34, 25-35, 2

tatra tattvajiianan mithyajfianam nivartate; mithyajfiananivrttau''**
tajjanyaragadvesanivrttih; taddosanivrttau
tajjanyakayavanmanovyaparartipapravrttinivrttih; tatpravrttinivrttau
tajjanyapunyapapabandhalaksanajanmanivrttir ity agamikarmabandhanivrttis tattvajiianad

eva bhavati | praguparjitasesakarmapariksayas tu bhogad eva nanyatha |

SSP §5 English

There''”, incorrect knowledge ceases because of thorough knowledge. When there is
cessation of incorrect knowledge, there is cessation of passion and hatred which arise
from that [incorrect knowledge]. When there is cessation of those faults, there is cessation
of action in the form of the employment of body, speech and mind which arises from
those [faults]. When there is cessation of those actions there is cessation of birth, which
has the characteristics of merit, demerit and bondage and which arises from those
[actions]. There is cessation of bondage and future karma only from thorough knowledge.
But the complete destruction of the previously acquired karma is only from experience

[of its fruits], there is no other way.

§6 SSP 35, 2-17
tatha coktam —
nabhuktam ksiyate karma kalpakotiSatair api |

avaS§yam anubhoktavyam krtam karma §ubhasubha | [source not found] iti''*"

122§ e. dravya (substance), guna (quality), karman (activity), samanya (universal) and visesa (particular).

12 i e. guna (quality), karman (activity), samanya (universal), visesa (particular) and samavaya
(inherence).

1124 § e. guna (quality) and karman (activity) cannot reside in quality (guna) etc., only in substances
(dravya). i

123§ e. raga (passion) and dvesa (hatred). Cf. SSP 34, 23- 35, 1 §5 below.

1126 § e. destruction

27 anantara means “immediately adjoining”, in this case “immediately preceding”.

128 Amended. The printed ed. reads “mithyajfiananivrttau”. This does not fit the overall pattern of the
sentence.

29 tatra here indicates that the following is a commentary to Nyayasiitra 1|1|2 quoted at the end of §4
above.

1130 This verse, quoted in SSP 35, 3-5 and the phrase tatha coktam (SSP 35, 2) was placed in §5 by the

editor. It has here been moved to §6 as they clearly belong with the verses quoted there. There seems to be
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tatrapi
kurvann atmasvariipajiiah bhogat karmapariksayam |

yugakotisahasrani krtva tena vimucyate | [source not found] ity ekah paksah |

atmano vai §arirani bahiini manuje$varah |

1131caret1132 "

prapya yogabalam kuryat tai§ ca sarvam mahim
bhujita visayan kaiscit kaiScid ugram tapas caret |

samharec ca punas tani siiryas tejoganan iva | [source not found] iti

ekasminn eva bhave bahubhih §ariraih praguparjita$esaphalabhoga ity aparah paksah |

tata$ ca bhogat praguparjitasesakarmapariksaye ekavimsatibhedabhinnaduhkhanivrttir iti |

SSP §6 English
And thus it is said —
“Unexpended karma is not diminished, even after a hundred kalpakotis''>.

One must necessarily suffer the consequences of actions that have been performed,

whether pleasant or unpleasant.” ''**

On this matter it is also [said]:
“The knower of the nature of the soul,
undertaking destruction of karma through experiencing [its fruits],

is liberated by that, having spent thousands of yugakotis''*.”

This is one view.!'*

May a “Lord of men”'"’, having obtained the power of yoga,

create many bodies for [his] soul [by means of his yogic powers]

no good reason to split up the four verses illustrating the two opinions on the wearing away of karma
among the VaiSesika into two paragraphs.
131 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “mahim varet”. Varet, meaning to “conceal”, “hide”, “cover” (in the sense
of hiding) etc., does not seem to fit the context. It is more likely that caret should here be read, especially
since caret is used in the next verse.
1132 6d. note: “idam padyam ka-, kha- pratau nasti |”.
1133 koti=10 million. A kalpa is said to be 1000 yugas or 4 320 000 000 years. The point here is not to give
any exact number, but that the amount of time it conveys is great.
113 i e. in order for ones karma to decrease, it must be expended by experiencing its results. Even if one
waits a hundred kalpakotis, it will not decrease unless its fruits have been felt.
1135 Like in SSP 35, 2-5 above, the point here is not to give any exact number of years (this would anyway
be subject to individual variations according to the karma one has accumulated), but that the length of time
is great. Having spent all that time experiencing the fruits of ones karma, he who knows the nature of the
self is liberated.
1136 The two verses quoted here represent one opinion among the Vaisesika, i.e. the opinion that
?gg:umulated karma can only be worn away by experiencing its consequences as they naturally occur.

i.e. a yogin.
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and spread across the whole earth by means of those [bodies].

May he experience the objects of sense'"*® by means of some [of those bodies],
may he practice powerful ascetism by means of others,

and may he [then] withdraw them, like the sun [draws back] [its] multitude of rays''®.

There is fruitition of all the fruits that have previously been acquired in only one
existence by means of many [yogic] bodies. [This is] another view''*. And thus, when
there is destruction of all the previously accumulated karma because of experience [of its

fruits], there is cessation of pain, which is divided into 21 divisions.

SSP §7 35, 18-23

tani duhkhani kaniti cet,

samsargah sukhaduhkhe ca "“tatharthendriyabuddhayah |

pratyekam sadvidha$ ceti duhkhasamkhyaikavimsatih || [source not found] iti

sakalapunyapapapariksayat tatpurvakabuddhisukhaduhkhecchadvesaprayatna-

samskaranam api pariksaye atmanah kaivalyam moksa iti |

SSP §7 English

If it is asked: what are those pains? [It is answered:]

Contact, pleasure, pain, objects, senses and cognition.

Each one [of the last three] is six-fold. Thus the enumeration of pains is 21.'"*?

1138 j e. fruits of past karmas. The idea seems to be that he will experience objects of sense (appropriate to

his past karma) by means of some of these bodies.

1139 e. like the sun withdraws its rays when it sets.

1140 The two verses quoted above illustrate that some Vai$esikas are of a different opinion, believing that
karma can be destroyed more quickly. While some are of the opinion that this is only possible through
experiencing its effects over millions of years, others maintain that all its effects can be experienced during
just one lifetime if one practices powerful asceticism. It is interesting to note that both options seem to
imply an experiencing of the fruits of the karma. In the second opinion, it is the experiencing of the fruits
that can be done within one lifetime. This is seen in the following sentence as well (35, 16-17), where it is
clearly stated that the destruction of all previously accumulated karma is because of experience [of its
fruits].

!*! Amended. Printed ed. reads “tapa[tha]rthendriya-“. The editor does not comment his use of brackets, so
it is not clear what the manuscripts read. Normally, it seems that bracketed parts of the Sanskrit text in G.
Jain’s edition of the SSP have been added by the editor (cf. SSP 24, 6 §24 of the Bauddha chapter). It thus
seems that the manuscripts read “tapartha-", and the editor has added “tha” in brackets to suggest the
reading “tathartha-*

1142 Tt seems that samsarga (otherwise used in the sense of “relation” in the SSP, cf. SSP 39, 10 and 43, 5)
here refers to the body (sarira). Cf. the Nyayavarttika: “ekavims$atiprabhedabhinnam punar duhkham:
Sartram sadindriyani sadvisayah sadbuddhayah sukham duhkham ceti. §ariram duhkhayatanatvad duhkham,
indriyani visaya buddhaya$ ca tatsadhanabhavat,sukham duhkhanusangat, duhkham svariipata iti” (NV 6,3-
5 quoted in Trikha 2009). The Nyayavartika also makes clear that pratyekam sadvidhas refers to
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When, because of the ceasing of all merit end demerit, there is ceasing of knowledge,

143 which are [all]

pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort and the predispositions
connected to those [merit and demerit]''*, the soul is completely isolated. [This is]

liberation.

[uttarapaksa]

The refutation.

SSP §8 35, 25-26
tad etad auliikyasasanam tavat drstaviruddham | tadabhymatasyavayavavayavinor
gunaguninoh kriyakriyavator jativyaktyor bhedaikantasya tadabhedagrahina pratyaksena

viruddhatvat |

SSP §8 English
Firstly, this very doctrine of the Auliikyas''* is contradicted by perception. Because the

one-sided difference which is desired by them of the part and the whole, quality and that

1146 1147

which has qualities’ ™, activity and that which possesses activity "' and universal and
individual is contradicted by sensory experience, which grasps the non-difference of

those.

SSP §9 35, 27-31
na hy avayavyadir avayavadibhyah sarvatha bhinna eva pratyakse pratibhasate, api tu
kathamcid abhinna eva | tantubhyah tadatanavitanavasthavisesariipasya patasya

1148

karpatyades citrajiiane niladinirbhasavat' * tatraikalolibhavanam upagatanam rupadinam

gacchatah "'*“purusad balyadivat, sthityadivat va ''*’tadavasthaviSesabhiitakriyayah

arthendriyabuddhaya. The Nyaya-Vai$esika hold that there are six organs of knowledge (i.e. senses,
indriya), namely grahana (organ of smell), rasana (organ of taste), caksuh (organ of sight), tvak (organ of
touch), srotra (organ of hearing) and manas (the mind, the internal organ). They perceive smell, taste,
colour, touch, sound and the qualities of the soul (cf. §1 above) and cognition respectively. This perception
gives rise to the six kinds of perception, i.e. ghranaja (olfactory), rasana (gustatory), caksusa (visual),
sparsana (tactual), srautra (auditory) and manasa (mental), respectively (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 160-
161). The three fold pain of objects, senses and cognitions seems to refer to there being pain associated
with each of these 18.

1143 § e. the six specific qualities (visesaguna) of the soul. Cf. §1 above.

144§ e. they are caused by merit and demerit.
143 1itt. followers of Uliika, which is another name for Kanada (author of the Vaisesikasiitra).

1146 e. dravya (substance)

147§ e. dravya (substance)

1148 Amended. Printed edition reads: “niladinirbhasavat;”. The semicolon has been removed as what
Precedes it does not seem to form a phrase on its own.

149 Amended. Printed edition reads: “ripadinam gacchatah, purusad”. The comma has been removed as

gacchatah seems to qualify purusad.
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samanyavato ‘rthad vaisadrS§yavat taddharmabhuitasadr§yalaksanasamanyasya
1151

anarthantarataya sakalalokasaksikam ''*'adhyaksenadhyavasayat |

SSP §9 English

For, when there is sensory perception, it is not so that the whole etc. appears only as
completely different from [its] parts etc.''*?, but it does indeed [appear] as non-different in
some ways. [This is so] because; there is determinate cognition, by means of perception,
of a garment, which has the particular state of a mass of string as its form, as not being a
different entity than the thread, just like the cognition of blue etc. [is identical with] [the

1153

cognition of other colours] in the variegated cognition' °* of a patched garment, the colors

etc. experienced in that [variegated cognition] having the state of being a unitary mass'"*;
(because there is determinate cognition) of activity, [activity being] a particular state of a
[man], (as not being a different entity) than the walking man [i.e. that which possesses
activity], just like childhood etc. or standing etc. (which are particular states of a man),
(are not different entities than the walking man); [and] (because there is determinate
cognition) of the universal, defined as similarity''>, [this similarity] being an attribute of
that [object which possesses the universal], as (not being a different entity) from the
object which possesses the universal, just like dissimilarity [which is an attribute of the

object] (is not a different entity than the object). [This is] testified to by all people.''*

SSP §10 36, 1-3

1150 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tadavastha visesabhutakriyayah”. Having tadavastha as a separate
feminine nominative phrase does not fit in with the rest of the sentence.
151 Amended. The printed ed. reads “...adhyaksenadadhyavasayat | It seems that adhyaksa has been printed
with both an instrumental ending and an ablative ending.
1152 a4dj (etc.) here indicates that this is true with respect to the universal and particular, substance and
ualities etc. as well.
1133 the Naiyayika accept citra (variegated), as a separate colour, not as a mixture of other colours. As the
Nyaya-vaiSesika treat the whole as a single entity with one color, a whole such as a zebra, which is both
black and white, would end up creating the problem of being both completely black and completely white
all over. To avoid this problem Uddyotakara (550-610) seems to have introduced this as a solution. Such an
object also has only one color, a variegated color (citra-riipa) (Potter 1977: 118). Just like blue is not
completely different from the other colors in this citrariipa, so the cloth and the thread that makes up the
cloth are not completely different.
134 Ekalolt is not found in the MMW. Loli, as a feminine variant of lola (from the root lul, and meaning
“shaking”, “unsteady”, “desirous”, “transient” etc.), is found, but said to be a kind of composition in music.
The editor gives “tatraikalovibha...” as an alternative reading, which is not preferrable. According to Trikha
(2009), lolibhava is found in the Nyayakaumudicandra, meaning “being a mass”. Thus ekalolibhava would
mean “being one mass” (Trikha 2009: 182). This translation is adopted here.
1135 Cf. SSP 26, 4-11 §31 of the Bauddha chapter.
1136 Vidyanandin’s argument here contains three main points: it is perceived that the parts are not different
from the whole, than an activity is not different from that which is active and that the universal (defined as
similarity) is not different from the object that possesses it (i.e. the particular). What Vidyanandin is
arguing is that the VaiSesika view of these (part-whole, activity-active and universal-particular) being
absolutely different is not tenable, as it is perceived by everyone that they are not.
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1157 ¢ 1158

nanu samavayat tebhyo vayavyadir ' ““anarthantaram iva pratibhasata iti cet; na; *
avayavyadipratyaksasya sarvatra bhrantatvaprasamgat,
timiraSubhramananauyanasamksokbhadyahitavibhramasya ''*dvitvadidar§anavad''®

1161

asadakaraviistarthagrahanat | tatha cavyabhicaritvam ''®'pratyaksalaksanam asambhavi

syat |

SSP §10 English

If it is objected: Certainly the whole etc.''®

appears as if not being a separate entity from
those [parts] on account of inherence.''® [It is answered:] no, because [then there would
be] adherence to sensory perception of the whole etc. everywhere being illusory on
account of grasping an object as characterized by an untrue form, just like the illusion
instilled by timira''** [gives rise to] seeing double, spinning [a firebrand] around quickly
[gives rise to the illusion of a circle of fire], moving in a ship [gives rise to the illusion
that the trees on land are moving], agitation [of the balance of the three humours of the
body] etc..""” And thus the definition of sensory perception, [i.e.] that it is non-erroneous,

must be inapplicable.''*

SSP §11 36, 4-6

1157 ed. note: “*etadantargatah pathah ka-, kha- pratau nasti |” i.e. that which is between the two *s is not

found in manuscripts Ka- and Kha-.

113 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “arthantaram iva”.

1159 ed. note: “gaccadvrksadidaréana |, i.e. “like seeing a moving tree etc.”

1160 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “dhavadhvadidar§anavad”. Dhavadhva does not make any sense. The
likely role of this phrase is to refer to the effects of the various conditions listed. The first of these, timira,
causes one to see double (Grimes 1996: 320). As this is the first condition mentioned, this would be the first
of the effects listed up. The effects of the other reasons for illusory perception are skipped and replaced by
adi.
161 ed, note: “indriyarthasannikarsotpannam avyapadeSyavyabhicari vyavasayatmakam pratyaksam
nyayast- 1/1/4]”. Radhakrishnan translates: “That which arises from the ‘contact’ of a sense-organ with its
object, inexpressible by words, unerring and well defined” (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 49; my italics).

1% adi (beginning with..., etc.) here signifies that this argument is also valid with respect to the
relationship between the universal and particular, quality and substance and activity and substance.

1163 j e. the parts and the whole are indeed cognized as if they were one, even though they are not. The
reason for this is the relation of samavaya (inherence).

115 an eye disease which causes double vision (Grimes 1996: 320).

1195 the adi (etc.) refers to the effects of the other causes of illusory cognition. In the Sanskrit sentence
structure it seems to follow the effect of the first cause (i.e. timira). When translating into English, however,
the sentence becomes much clearer when each cause is paired with its respective effect. That samksobha
(agitation) refers to the agitation of the three humours of the body was suggested by Prof. Shah. It is unclear
what the effect of agitation is thought to be, and thus etc. (adi) is kept after the last cause (agitation [of the
three humours of the body]). The three preceding examples and effects (¢imira, spinning a firebrand and
standing on a moving ship) appear to be found in Buddhist sources. Stcherbatsky (1958: 157-8) mentions
them, but only in passing when discussing why Dignaga might have chosen to exclude abhranta (non-
illusoriness) from his definition of pratyaksa (sensory perception).

116 Cf, the Nyayasiitra’s definition of perception (1|1/4) in ed. note in footnote 1161. Radhakrishnan
translates: “that which arises from the ‘contact’ of a sense-organ with its object, inexpressible by words,
unerring and well defined” (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 49; my italics). The point Vidyanandin is here making
is that if it is argued that the whole etc. only appears to be the same as its parts because the parts and the
whole are related by samavaya (inherence), then the Nyaya-vaiSesika definition of perception must be given
up as it is inapplicable. Inapplicability (asambhava) is the fault of the attribute does not exist in the
phenomena one is trying to define, such as if one defines a cow as an animal with uncloven hoofs
(Radhakriahnan 1966b: 47)
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na caite avayavadayah, ime avayavyadayah samavayas$ ca tesam ayam iti
1167

pratyaksabuddhau ""°’visrasa bhinna sakrd api pratiyante pratyaksatam ca svikartum
icchantiti te ‘m1 amiulyadanakrayinah; pratyaksabuddhav atmanarpanena

pratyaksatasvikaranat |

SSP §11 English

And it is not so that, when there is perceptual cognition, those [parts and wholes] are even
once cognized as naturally different, i.e. “those are the parts etc., these are the wholes etc.
and this is the inherence of those [parts and wholes]”."'®® [Yet] those [VaiSesikas] desire
to claim perceptibility [for the difference of the parts and the whole etc.] [even though the
parts, the whole and their inherence are never perceived to be different]. Thus they are a
buyer that does not want to pay the price [of that which he wants to buy]''®”. Because
[they] claim perceptibility by not offering themselves when there is perceptual

cognition.'™

SSP §12 36, 7-17

na ca paropavarnitasvartipah samavaya eva vyavatisthate | yato bhinnanam
abhedapratibhasa isyate | tatha hi nityavyapakaikariipataya parair abhimatah sa
samavayah samavayyasrito anasrito va, yadasritas''”' tada paramarthatah, upacarad va,
tatra na paramarthatah samavayah samavayyasritah ''"*tayoh sambandhabhavat | na hi
tavat tayoh samavayah sambandhah samavayasyaikatvat | samavayasya samavayantarena
vrttau yasyapi tadantarenaiva vrtti ity anavasthopanipatat | napi samyogah, tasya''”
gunatvena dravyasritatvat, ''"*adravyatvac ca samavayasya | napi visesanavi$esyabhavah,

sambandhantarabhisambaddharthesv evasya''”

pravrttipratiteh dandapurusadivat, anyatha
sarvam sarvasya vi§esanam visesyam ca syat | na ca samavayasamavayinam
sambandhantarabhisambaddhatvam; samyogasamavayayor anabhyupagamat

viSesanaviSesyabhavanantarena sambaddhatve tasyapi tadantarena sambaddhesv eva

1167 ed. note: “svabhavena |”
'8 j e. one never sees the parts, the wholes and their inherence separately.
189 of SSP 21, 28 for the same expression.

1170 i e. and the VaiSesika cannot argue that the absolute difference they posit to exist between the parts and
the whole etc. can be seen by sensory perception, for it is not. Thus they are like a customer unwilling to
pay the price for that which he is buying, as they desire perceptibility for this difference even though this
difference does not offer itself up to perceptual cognition.

17" Amended. Printed ed. reads: “yadasritah tada-”. Amended according to sandhi rules.

172 ed. note: samavaya-samavayinoh |’

1173 ed. note: “samyogasya”

1174 Amended. The printed edition reads “dravyatvac ca samavayasya”. Alternate ammendations could be
“padarthatvac ca samavayasya” (i.e. because inherence is a category [and not a substance]) or
“dravyatvabhavac ca samavayasya’”.

1175 ed. note: “visesa-vi§esyabhavasya |”
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"sodhasambandhavaditvavyaghatat | yadi

1178

pravrttir ity anavasthanat | napy adrstam,
cadrstena samavayah sambaddhyeta''”’; tarhi gunagunyadayo ‘py ata''’”® eva sambaddha
bhavisyantiti alam samavayadikalpanayti na sambandhantarena samavayasya

sambandhah siddhyati |

SSP §12 English
And it is not so that inherence, which has a nature [such as that which] is described by the

opponents and on account of which the cognition of non-difference is accepted [by the

VaiSesika] for those [things] that are [posited to be] [absolutely] different"”, is

established."™® For it is as follows: that inherence, which is accepted by the opponents to

have a nature that is permanent, [all]-pervasive and one, either resides in the [its]

1181

substrate'®' or does not reside in [its substrate]. If it resides [in its substrate], then it either

really or figuratively''®* [resides in its substrate]. With regard to this [first alternative]''*
inherence does not really reside the substrate, because there does not exist a relation
between the two [the inherence and its substrate]. For, firstly, the relation of the two
[inherence and the substrate] is not inherence, because of the oneness of inherence.!'®*
Because there occurs an infinite regress if inherence [could] reside [in anything] by
means of another inherence, [as] also that [inherence would have to] reside [in the
inherence] by means of [yet] another inherence [and so on].''*

And [the relation between inherence and its substrate can] also not [be made by
means of] conjunction, on account of conjunction being a quality, because [qualities]

1186
t

reside [only] in substances and because inherence is no a substance.

1176 ed. note: “samyogah, samyuktasamavayah, samyuktasamavetasamavayah, samavayah,

samavetasamavayah, vi§esanaviSesyabhava$ Cety 7.

177 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “sambaddhyet”. The passive form cannot have a parasmaipada ending. It

has therefore been amended to sambaddhyeta. It could alternately bee amended to sambaddhyate, as Trikha

(2009: 211) does, but it seems preferable not to amend so as to remove the optative. It seems less intrusive

to add an “a” than to change the ending from “yet” to “yate”, especially since the construction yadi +
Btatlve is found in several places in the SSP, cf. for example SSP 12,9 and SSP 18, 25-26.

1179

i.e. the whole and the parts etc.
1180

i.e. samavaya (inherence), on which the Vaisesikas base their belief that the parts and the whole are
seen as not being different even though they are different, is not established. If they want to use this as
proof for the absolute difference of the parts and the whole etc., then they must prove that it exists first. The
following discussion centers around this.

1181 § e. that which it relates.

1182 This option is discussed further in §19 and §20 below.

""" Three alternatives are suggested in this sentence: 1) it really resides in the samavayin; 2) it figuratively
resides in the samavayin; 3) it does not reside in the samavayin. Here option 1 is investigated first.

1184 since inherence, which is only one, has already been used to relate a substance and its quality etc. one
cannot use it to be the relation between inherence and that which the inherence is said to reside in (which in
the case of a substance and its quality the seat of the inherence is said to be the substance).

1185 i e. even if the oneness of samavaya (inherence) was overlooked and the VaiSesikas were allowed to
posit another samavaya to relate the first samavaya to the substrate, this would merely end up in infinite
regress.

1% The printed edition does not have this negation, which does not make any sense. Samavaya (inherence)
is, according to the VaiSesika, not a substance. The intended argument must be that inherence is not a
substance and that samyoga (conjunction) can thus consequently not abide in it, as samyoga is a quality
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And [the relation] [between inherence and its substrate] can also not [be made by
having] the definer and defined''®’ relation, because it is clear that the application of that
[definer-defined relation] is only when objects are [already] connected by another
relation, like the stick and the man''®. Otherwise everything could be the definer and the
defined of everything.""® And inherence and the substratum are not connected by means
of another relation, because conjunction and inherence are not accepted [as the relation
between inherence and its substrate], [and] because there is infinite regress if the [prior]
relation [between inherence and its substrate required for the definer-defined relation] is
by means of another definer-defined relation Its application is only with respect to those
[things] that are [already] related by another [relation].''*

And [the relation] is also not [by means of] the unseen'"', because it is
inconsistent with the teaching of the sixfold relation.'"”> And if inherence is connected by
the unseen, then the qualities and those that possess qualities [i.e. substances] etc. will be
connected only by that as well''*. Enough with postulating inherence etc.! Thus the

relation of inherence [to its substrate] by means of another relation is not proved.

SSP §13 36, 18-25

(guna) and qualities can only abide in substances (dravya). The text has therefore been amended. Cf.
footnote 1174.

187 these are grammatical expressions. Visesana (qualifying) describes a word that particularizes or defines
(i.e. an adjective, adverb, predicate etc.) another word (which is called the visesya, i.e. the qualified).

1188 Tatia (1966) explains this as: “For instance, the stick can function as an adjective if the relation of
conjunction between the person and the stick held by him is known beforehand” (45). The point seems to
be that the adjective-substantive relation depends on there already being a relation between two things. It
does not in itself establish the relation between them. So, in order to describe the man (purusa) as a dandin
(one who has a stick), there must already be a samyoga (conjunction) relationship between the man and the
stick (danda). Likewise, in order for a substance etc. to be defined as “that which possesses inherence”
(samavayin), the two must be known to already be related by another relation. Simply describing samavaya
(inherence) and a substance (dravya) etc. as visesana-visesya (i.e. samavaya-samavayin) does not in itself
establish a relation between them.

1189 i e. if the visesana-visesya relation could establish a relation between two things that were not already
related, one could establish such a relationship between anything.

119 i e. the possibility of the samavaya (inherence) and the samavayin (substrate) being related by samyoga
(conjunction) or another samavaya has already been refuted, and positing another visesana-visesya (definer-
defined) relation to relate them so that they can be related by the first visesana-visesya relation (which
requires is members to already be related by another relation) would only end up in infinite regress as the
second visesana-visesya relation would depend on yet another relation etc. etc.. Thus there is no other
relation that can relate the samavaya and samavayin.

191 refers to the adrsta quality listed in SSP 34, 6-10 §2 above in the sense of an unseen cause. Cf. footnote
1103.

192 Cf. Nyayavarttika I, 1, 4: “samnikarsah punah sodha bhidyate. samyogah, samyuktasamavayah,
samyuktasamavetasamavayah, samavayah, samavetasamavayah, visesanavisesyabhavas ceti” (NV 1, 1, 4
quoted in Halbfass 1992: 111 footnote 65) The sixfold relation refered to by Vidyanandin seems to refer to
the six kinds of contact (samnikarsa) accepted by the Nyaya-VaiSesika. Thus the argument is that adrsta
(unseen) cannot account for the relation between the inherence and its substrate as the VaiSesikas
themselves admit that there is no such relation by not listing it as one of the possible relations. Cf. editors
note in footnote 1176.

1193 j e. if inherence is related to its substrate by means of adrsta (unseen), why not just say that the qualities
and the substances etc. are also connected by adrsta? What is then the point of positing the relation of
samavaya (inherence)?
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nanu na samavayasya sambandhantarena sambandho ’smabhir istah yenanavasthadidosah
syuh, api tu agner usnatavat svata evasya sambandho yuktah svata eva

%tadabhavat | na hy ekasya svabhavo ‘nyasyapi,

sambandhartipatvat, na samyogadinam
anyatha svato ‘gner usnatvadar$anat jaladinam api''*® tat syad iti cet; tad api
pralapamatram; yatah pratyaksaprasiddhe padarthasvabhave svabhavair uttaram vaktum

yuktam |

pratyaksena pratite ‘rthe yadi paryanuyujyate |
svabhavair uttaram vakyam drste ka ‘nupapannata | [source not found] iti vacanat

1196

anyatha tathottarena'' sarvasya svestasiddhiprasamgat |

SSP §13 English

[If it is objected:] Certainly a relation by means of another relation, by which there would
be the faults of infinite regress etc., is not accepted by us for inherence. Like fire has heat,
the suitable relation of that [inherence] is only from itself, on account of [inference]
having the relating of itself as its nature. It is not [thus] for conjunction etc., because
[conjunction etc.] do not have that [nature of relating itself]. For it is not so that the nature
of the one is also the nature of the other, otherwise there would be that [hotness] of water
etc. as well on account of seeing that fire has hotness.'"’ [It is answered:] also that is
mere prattle, because it is suitable to answer by [referring to] natures [only] if the nature
of the category [in question]''® is established by sensory perception.''”” Because of the

saying:

If the object that is inquired about is cognized by sensory perception, [then] answer by

[referring to] natures. What inexplicability is there with regard to that which is

perceived?'*®

119 ed. note: “svatah sambandhartipatvabhavat |”

19 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “jaladinapi”.
11% ed. note: “’svabhavat’ ity uttarena |”

197 1.e. it is simply the nature of inherence to relate. The point here can also be exemplified by comparing
inherence with glue. Just as it makes no sense to ask what it is that connects glue to the two pieces of paper
one has glued together (such as another glue etc.), so it makes no sense to ask what it is that relates
inherence to the substance and its quality etc.. It is simply its nature to relate things. But this is not the case
for samyoga (conjunction), which must be related by inherence. Just because it is the nature of samavaya
(inherence) to relate itself, it does not mean that samyoga (conjunction) also shares this nature. If the nature
of one thing is automatically also the nature of other things, one would have to say that water is hot because
fire is hot.

118 in this case samavaya (inherence).

19 thus it is not like saying that water is hot because fire is hot, because sensory perception tells us that
water is cool and fire is hot. But one does not have any sensory perception of inherence, and thus one
cannot argue by referring to its nature.

1200 § e. if it is seen there is no problem in accounting for it.
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Because otherwise [there would be] adherence to everyone proving that which they

themselves desire by answering thus'"".

SSP §14 36, 26-37, 2

na ca samavayasya svatah sambandhatvam samyogadinam tu tasmat ity
adhyaksaprasiddham; tatsvartipasyadhyaksagocaratvapratipadanat | ata evatindriyah
sattadinam iva pratyaksesu vrttyabhavat, svatmagatasamvedanabhavac ca | [prasa-
bha- pr- 697'] iti'*”® prasastapadabhasye ‘bhidhanat | “samavayah padarthantarena
sambaddhyamano na svatah sambaddhyate sambaddhyamanatvat rupadivat” ity

anumanavirodhac ca |

SSP §14 English

It is not so that it is established by perception: “Inherence relates itself [to its substrate]
while conjunction etc. [is related to its substrate] by that [inherence]”, because it is taught
that the nature of that [inherence] is not within the range of perception. Because it is said

in the PraSastapadabhasya:

Therefore [inherence] is beyond the senses: because, like the [universal] existence-ness, it

does not reside in perceptible [things], and because there is no cognition which reaches its

nature.'?*

And because it is contradicted by the inference: “Inherence, being related with other

categories, does not relate itself, because it is related, like colour etc.”.'*

SSP §15 37, 3-5

yadi cagnipradipa$§vamamsadinam'**

usnaprakasasucitvavat samavayah svaparayoh

sambandhahetuh, tarhi taddrstantavastambhenaiva jianam svaparayoh prakaSahetuh kim

1201§ e. referring to “nature”.

1202 The “Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) has this as §385.

1203 ed, note: “tasmad iha buddhyanumeyah samavayah” — prasa- bha-. This follows directly after the quote
given here, and shows that the conclusion is that inherence is an object of inference.

29+ The Prasastapadabhasya itself admits that inherence and its nature are beyond the senses, and thus
cannot be proved by means of sensory perception. Cf. also PraSastapadabhasya: “ayutasiddhanam
adharyadharabhiitanam yah sambandha iha pratyayahetuh sa samavayah |”, (quoted in SSP 34, 20 §3
above). Thus the argument basing itself upon the nature of inherence is void, as inherence is not
perceptible.

The translations of Trikha: “Eben darum [d.h. aus dem folgenden Grund] ist (die Inhdrenz) jenseits
der Sinne, weil sie nicht (in der gleichen Weise) wie die Existenz etc.. in den sinnlich wahrnehmbaren
(Dingen) auftritt und weil ein zu ihrem eigenen Wesen gehoriges Bewusstsein fehlt” (Trikha 2009: 221)
and Patti: “Die Inhédrenz ist allein ausser dem Bereich der Sinnesorgane, weil sie wie das Universale ,Sein*
[d.h. ,Existenz’ (satta@), HT] in den Wahrnehmungen nicht anwesend ist, und weil es eine Wahrnehmung
ihrer Substrate nicht gibt” (quoted in Trikha 2009: 221) have been consulted in the translation of this verse.
1205 This is a syllogism: 1) pratijiia (proposition): inherence, being related to the other categories, does not
relate itself 2) hetu (premise): because it is related. 3) udaharana (explanatory example) like riipa (color)
etc.. Here only the pratijiia, hetu and part of the udaharana are stated.
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na syat; tatha ca jianam jiianantaravedyam prameyatvat [source not found] '*"iti

viplavate |

SSP §15 English

And if inherence is the cause of relation for itself and for others'**®

, just like fire, a lamp
and dog-meat [are the cause of] heat, light and impurity [respectively] [for themselves
and for others], then, by resting on the example of that [inherence], must not cognition be
the cause of the illumination of itself and others?'*” And thus [the VaiSesika thesis that]:
“cognition is to be cognized by another cognition, because of being an object of valid

knowledge” is destroyed."*"

SSP §16 37, 6-11

kim ca, yatharthanam'*"!

sadatmakasya bhavasya nanyah sattayogo ‘sti evam
dravyadinam vrttyatmakasya samavayasya nanya vrttir asti, tasmat svatmavrttir iti
manvanah padarthanam samvedanatmakasya jianasya nanyatah samvedanam, tasmat
svatah samvedanam iti kim na manyet, bhavavat tadatmyavisesat | tadavisese ‘pi
sattadrstantena samavayasyaiva svato vrttih syan na punar jianasya svasamvedanam iti
svaruciviracitadarSanapradarSanamatram | svatah sambandha iva svatah samvedane ‘pi
svatmani kriyavirodhabhavat, anyatha tatrapi tatprasamgat | tasyaikasyaiva

samghataniyasamghatakatvabhavat |

SSP §16 English

Moreover, thinking: “Just as the existence of the categories
1213

1212 which is of the nature of

existence, does not [require] any further relation =° with [the universal] existence-ness,

1206 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “yadi cagnipradipa$ ca mamsadinam usnaprakasasucitvavat”. This does
not make sense as the grammar would then suggest that it is the fat etc. (mamsadinam) that is
usnaprakasasucitva, i.e. “has the state of [causing] warm light and impurity” while the compound
agnipradipa, being in the nominative, would not fit into this. The amendation made here follows that of
Trikha (2009: 221).

1207 ed. note: “tasmat jiianantarasamvedyam samvedanam vedyatvat | ghatadivat — prasa- vyo- pr- 429
1208 § e. that it relates itself to its substrate (samavayin) as well as relating two other things (such as a quality
and a substance).

1209 then cognition should cognize both its object and itself.

1219 j e. if one follows this reasoning, cognition should be the cause of its own illumination, just like
inherence is the cause of its own relation to the substrate. But this is denied by the Nyaya-VaiSesika, who
do not hold that cognition illuminates itself (svaprakasa). This other cognition that enables one to grasp the
initial knowledge is called anuvyavasaya (Potter 1977: 160). Thus Vidyanandin argues that claiming that
inherence relates itself and others will force the VaiSesika to abandon their thesis that cognition does not
cognize itself (the implication being that this will be unacceptable to the VaiSesika and that the thesis that
inherence relates both itself and others must consequently be abandoned).

121 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “yatha arthanam”. Amended according to sandhi rules.

1212 artha is here used in the sense of padarha (category, cf. §1 for the six categories accepted by the
Vaisesika). The word “some” (kesaricit) must here be supplied, for only three of the categories, namely
samanya (universal); visesa (particular); and samavaya (inherence), do not require the universal existence-
ness in order to exist as they exist by their very nature. This is so because inherence cannot require a
relation to a universal (such as sarta) as this relation would have to be related by inherence. Likewise the

29
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just so inherence, which has residence as its nature, does not [require] another relation for
[residing in] the substances etc.. Therefore [inherence is endowed with] self-
occurrence”*'*, why does one not think: “The cognition of objects'*"®, which has
cognition as its nature, does not [require] another cognition. Therefore cognition [is
cognized] by itself, because, just like [in the case of] existence, there is no difference with
respect to identity”?

[Saying]: “only inherence can relate itself by means of the example of existence,
but cognition (can) not cognize itself”, even though there is no difference in the two
cases, merely shows that [the VaiSesika] philosophy is constructed according to [their]
own fancy. Because there is no incompatablity in [cognition] acting upon itself when
cognition [cognizes] itself, just like (there is no incompatability in inherence acting upon
itself) when [inherence] relates itself.'*!® Because otherwise [there would be] adherence to
that [incompatablity in inherence acting upon itself] in the case of that [inherence relating
itself] as well. Because [in the VaiSesika contention that inherence relates itself] that

[inherence] alone has the state of that which is to be related and that which relates.'?"’

SSP §17 37, 12-17

yac cocyate — samavayah sambandhantaram napeksate svatah sambandhatvat; ye tu
sambandhantaram apeksante na te svatah sambandhah, yatha ghatadayah, na cayam na
svatah sambandhah, tasmat sambandhantaram napeksata iti; tad api manorathamatram;
samyogenanekantat | sa hi svatah sambandhah sambandhantaram capeksate | na hi svato
‘sambandhasvabhavatve samyogadeh paratas '*"®tadyuktam; atiprasamgat | samavayah

padarthantarena samsSlese sambandhantaram apeksate, padarthantaratvat, yadittham

universal cannot require the universal existence-ness, and the particular cannot require a universal as it
cannot have universal qualities. All three cases would create logical problems, and thus these three are said
to exist by their very naure, i.e. existence does not require the universal existence-ness to reside in them.
This is not the case for the remaining three categories, namely dravya (substance); guna (quality); and
karman (acivity), which require the universal existence-ness in order to exist (Matilal 1986: 380-381).

1213 yoga (“union”, “yoking”) is here used in the sense of “relation”.

1214 Cf. Halbfass (1992): “According to Prasastapada, samavaya itself is ‘of the nature of residence’
(vrttyatmaka) and endowed with ‘self-occurrence’ or ‘residence per se’ (svatmavrtti), allowing other
entities to ‘occur in’ their substrates and thus be actually and contingently present.” (1992: 148; italics in
original).

1215 Padartha seems here to be used in the sense of artha (object) and not as the technical VaiSesika term
referring to the six padarthas (categories, cf. §1 above)

1216 svatmani kriyavirodhabhavat here corresponds to the objection of karmakartrvirodha (incompatability
of the subject and object of an action being the same) raised by the Prabhakara Mimamsakas agains the
concept of self-consciousness (ahamvitti). They argue that the self cannot be both subject and object in the
same act of knowledge, just like food cannot be both the cook (subject) and the cooked (object) (Chatterjee
& Datta 2007: 310).

1217  e. if there is no incompatability of the subject and object of an action being the same in the case of
samavaya (inherence) relating itself, then there cannot be any incompatability of the subject and object of
an action being the same in the case of cognition cognizing itself. If it however is maintained that there is
such an incompatability in the case of cognition cognizing itself, then one must also maintain that there is
such an incompatability in the case of inherence relating itself. Thus, since there is no difference in the two
cases of inherence and cognition, the VaiSesika must acknowledge that cognition cognizes itself if they are
to hold that inherence relates itself.

1218 ed. note: “sambandhasvabhavatvam |”.
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[tadittham]'*'’, yatha samyogah, tatha cayam, tasmat tathaiva, ity

anumanabadhitavisayatvac ca |

SSP §17 English

And that which is said [by the VaiSesika]: “Inherence does not require another relation,
because it is a relation itself. But those [things] which require another relation, those
[things] are not themselves a relation, such as jars etc.. And it is not so that this
[inherence] is not itself a relation. Therefore it does not require another relation”.'** That
1s mere wishing, because [the premise in this syllogism] is inconclusive on account of
conjunction. For that [conjunction], which is itself a relation, requires another relation.'*!
For it is not suitable that conjunction etc. has that [nature of relation] from something else
since [it] does not have the nature of relation from itself, on account of [resulting in the]
extension [of inherence also depending on its nature of relation on something else],
because [it] is the object of negation in the inference: “When [it] is related with a
different category, inherence requires another relation, on account of being a different
category. That which is thus [another category], that is thus [requires another relation
when related with another category], just as conjunction [requires another relation when
related to another category]. And this [inherence] is thus [i.e. another category].
Therefore it is indeed thus [requires another relation when related with another

category].”'**

SSP §18 37, 18-24

219 tadittham has here been added by the editor to correlate with yadittham.

1220 This is a syllogism: 1) pratijiia (proposition): inherence does not require another relation; 2) hetu
(premise): because it is itself a relation; 3) udaharana (explanatory example): those that require another
relation are not themselves relations, such as jars etc.; 4) upanaya (application): It is not so that inherence is
not itself a relation (i.e. inherence is a relation); 5) nigamana (conclusion): therefore inherence does not
require another relation.

1221'j e. samyoga (conjunction) requires another relation (i.e. inherence), as, according to the Vai$esika
samyoga is a guna (quality), and thus resides in dravya (substance) by means of samavaya (inherence). But
samyoga is itself a relation, and thus the syllogism suffers from the fault of anaikantika (inconclusiveness,
also called savyabhicara), here called anekanta, because the hetu (premise) is not uniformly concomitant
with either one of two alternatives (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119), i.e. the state of being a relation (which is
here the hetu) is also found in samyoga (conjunction), which is not held to relate itself. Thus the hetu is too
wide.

1222 This is a syllogism: 1) pratijfia (proposition): inherence requires another relation when it is related with
a different category; 2) hetu (premise): because it is a different category; 3) udaharana (explanatory
example): that which is a different category, that requires another relation when it is related with a different
category, like conjunction (which belongs to the guna category) requires another relation when related to a
different category (i.e. dravya); 4) upanaya (application): And inherence is a different category; 5)
nigamana (conclusion): therefore inherence does require another relation when related with a different
category.

L.e. just as the other categories (padartha) require a relation in order to be related to another
category, inherence requires another relation in order to be related to another category. This is exemplified
by samyoga (conjunction), which, according to the Vaisesikas, needs another relation to be related to
another category.
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kim ca, yatha samavayah svarupapeksaya ‘bhedat tadavyatiriktaghataniya-
ghatakakarapeksaya bhedat bhedabhedatmakah'** siddhyati, tathavayavyadyapeksaya

1224

‘bhedat tadaprthagbhutavayavapeksaya bhedat “* sarvam vastu bhedabhedatmakam

arhanmatasiddhih tasya tadistatvat | abhedabhedatmakam arthatattvam tava [yuktyanu-
§lo- 7] iti vacanat | tanmatasiddhau parabhimatabhedaikantariipam vastu khapuspavad

asad eva syat | svatatranyatarat khapuspam [yuktyanu- §lo- 7] iti vacanat |

SSP §18 English

Moreover, just as [since it is maintained that inherence relates itself] inherence is proved
to have a nature characterized by difference and non-difference because it is non-different
with regard to its own nature and different with regard to the form of relator and related,
which are [both] inseparable from that [inherence],'** just so let all existing objects be
proved to have a nature characterized by difference and non-difference sui generis on
account of being different with regard to the parts which are inseparable from that
[whole] and on account of being non-different with regard to [being] [a composite]
whole etc., because the faults of contradiction etc. are removed by means of the example
of inherence.'*** Thus the doctrine of the Arhats [i.e. jainism] is proved because it accepts
that [all objects having a nature characterized by difference and non-difference sui
generis]."”” Because of the saying: “The nature of the objects of your [doctrine] [O
Arhat] is a nature that is [both] different and non-different [sui generis]”. Since their [the
Arhats’] doctrine is proved, the object which has a nature of one-sided difference desired
by the opponents [VaiSesikas] must be non-existent like the sky flower. Because of the
saying: “that which is independent of one of the two [i.e. difference or non-difference] [is

non-existent] [just like] the sky-flower.”'**

SSP §19 37, 25-27

122 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “bhedabhedad bhedatmakah”. This does not fit the point being made or the
rest of the sentence.

124 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tadaprthagbhuitavayavapeksayabhedat™.

1225 § e. since it is maintained that inherence relates itself, it is both the relator and the related. As inherence
as relator is different from inherence as related, and as inherence, from the standpoint of its own nature, is
non-different, it is proved that inherence has a nature that is both different and non-different sui generis.
1226 j e. thus, all objects are established to have a nature characterized by both difference and non-difference
sui generis because objection of contradiction etc. against the doctrine of difference and non-difference are
removed by the example of inherence, which must clearly have a nature characterized by both difference
and non-difference sui generis as it is both the relator and the related.

1227 { . arguing that inherence relates itself (and is thus both the relator and related) ends up proving the Jain
doctrine of anekantavada.

1228 The two quotes from the Yuktyanusasana together form the first line of Yuktyanu$asana verse 7. The
second half (svatantranyatarat khapuspam) must thus be read in relation to the first half

(abhedabhedatmakam arthatattvam tava). Cf. §25 below where Vidyanandin quotes the whole verse.
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tad evam svatah parata$ ca samavayasya samavayisu vrttir na syat, '“*avrttimattvat
samavayavrtter na paramarthatah samavayah samavayyasritah parais tasya

svatantryabhyupagamac ca | napy upacarat, upacaranimittabhavat |

SSP §19 English

Therefore inherence cannot reside in the substrates by itself or by another [relation].
Inherence does not really reside in [its] substrate because it does not reside [in its
substrate by means of another relation] and because it is acknowledged by the opponents
that it [inherence] is independent.'* And [the relation of inherence to its substrate] is also

not figurative,'' because of the non-existence of [any] reason for figurative [usage].'**

SSP §20 38, 1-6

nanu nimittam upacarasya samavayisu satsu samavayajiianam, samavayiSunyadese
samavayajfianasambhavad iti cet; tad asat; digadinam apy evam aSritatvaprasamgat;
miurtadravyesu satsu upalabdhilaksanapraptesu diglingasya “idam atah purvena” ity adi
pratyayasya kalalingasya ca paratvaparatvadipratyayasya sadbhavat
miirtadravyasritatvaprasamgat | tatha ca anyatra nityadravyebhyah [prasa- bha- pr.
16]'** iti vacanavyaghatah, nityadravyasyapi digader upacarad asritvasiddheh | tato

nopacarad apy aritatvam samavayasya |

SSP §20 English

If it is objected: Certainly, the reason for [employing] a figurative [interpretation] is that
knowledge of inherence'*** [only takes place] when [its] substrates are present, because it
is impossible to have knowledge of inherence in a place that is devoid of [its] substrates.
[It is answered:] That is not true. Because [then there would be] adhering to also space
etc.'” [figuratively] residing [in a substrate] in the same way. Because the cognition that

“this is to the east of that” etc. and the cognition of something posterior and prior etc.,

1229 6. note: “anyena sambandhena sambaddhatvabhavat |”. i.e. it is not related by another relation.

1230 This concludes the argumentation against the first alternative with respect to how samavaya (inherence)
resides in its substrate (paramarthatah samavayah samavayyasritah).

1231 Here the second option, listed in §12 above, with respect to how inherence resides in its substrate is
taken up again.

1232 { e. there must be some reason for a figurative interpretation to be resorted to. According to Indian
grammarians three conditions are considered necessary in order to resort to interpreting a statement
figuratively: 1) inconsistency in the words taken in a literal sense, such as in the sentence “The house is in
the river” which cannot be taken literally as a house cannot actually exist in a river; 2) the figurative
meaning and the primary meaning must in some way be related, i.e. on the basis of similarity, sharing a
common quality, proximity etc.. Thus, in the statement “the house is in the river”, “river” may be
interpreted as “the bank of the river” on account of proximity; 3) either sanction by popular usage (in the
case of faded metaphors) or a special purpose for which the metaphor is resorted to (in the case of
intentional metaphors) (Coward & Raja 1990: 8). Vidyanandin here argues that these conditions are not met
by the statement “inherence resides in its substrate”, and it can thus not be interpreted figuratively.

Ziz Word index to the Prasastapadabhasya (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994) has this as paragraph 11.

i.e. the experience of things inhering

1235 { e. the eternal substances.
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which is the mark of space and the mark of time [respectively], exist [only] when
material substances are present [and] when there is occurrence of the characteristics [i.e.
circumstances] [that allow for] [their] perception.'*** Because [then there would be]
adhering to [space] figuratively residing in material substances. And thus there is a
contradiction of the words [of one’s own tradition], [which says] “[all the categories
reside in a substance] except the eternal substances”'*’, because there is proof that the
eternal substances, space etc., figuratively reside [in material substances]. Therefore,

inherence does not even figuratively reside [in its substrate].'*®

SSP §21 38, 7-11

athanasritah samavayah iti matam, tada na sambandhah samavayah sambandhibhyam
bhinnasyobhayasritasyaiva samyogavat sambandhatvavyavasthiteh | tatha ca prayogah —
samavayo na sambandhah sarvatha ‘nasritatvat, yo yah sarvatha ‘nasritah sa sa na
sambandhah, yatha digadi, sarvatha ‘nasritas ca samavayah, tasman na sambandha iti | na

catrasiddho hetuh, samavayasya paramarthata upacarac casritatvasya nirakrtatvat |

SSP §21 English

Now it is thought: “inherence does not reside [in its substrate]”.'* [If that is true], then
inherence is not a relation, because it is established that only that which is different from
the two [things that are] related and resides in both [the things that are related] is a
relation, like conjunction [is a relation because it is different from the two related things
and resides in them both]. And this is the inference [to prove this]: Inherence is not a
relation because it does not at all reside [in a substrate]. Whatever does not at all reside

[in a substrate], that is not a relation, such as space etc.. And inherence does not at all

1256 upalabdhilaksanapraptesu, i.e. whatever conditions (such as light etc.) that are required in order for

perceiving material substances are found. So it is not enough that the material substances are present, but
the conditions that allow for them to be perceived must also be there.

1237 Cf. Prasastapadabhasya §11: “sannam api padarthanam astitvabhidheyatvajfieyatvani. Asritatvam
canyatra nityadravyebhyah.” (Bronkhorst & Ramseier 1994), The six categories exist, are namable and
knowable, and they reside [in a substance], except for the eternal substances.” (my translation). Cf. aslo ed.
note to nityadravyebhyah footnote 1082: “nityadravyani na karyadravyavat svakaranasritani bhavanti |”,
“The eternal substances do not reside in their cause [as they have no cause] as the substances which are
effects do” (My translation). Effect-substances reside in cause-substances (i.e. their cause), like cloth
(effect-substance) resides in thread (cause-substance). But eternal substances (which do not have a cause)
do not. Qualities, activity, universal, particular and inherence all reside in dravya (substance). The eternal
substances do not reside in anything.

1238 j e. if inherence figuratively resides in the substrates because one can only know it when its substrates
are present, then space must likewise figuratively reside in material substances because it is only known
when there are material substances present, and space residing in anything is explicitly denied by the
Prasastapadabhasya, which says that eternal substances (space etc.) do not reside in anything. This doctrine
will thus be contradicted as inherence figuratively residing in its substrate would prove that space etc. also
figuratively reside in the material substances. Thus it cannot be held that inherence figuratively resides in
its substrate. /

123 now the third alternative with respect to the relationship of inherence to its substrate (cf. SSP 36, 8 §12
above) is taken up.
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reside [in a substrate]. Because of that [inherence] is not a relation'?*°. And it is not so that
the premise in this [inference] is not proved. Because inherence both really and

figuratively residing [in that which it is to relate] is refuted.'**!

SSP §22 38, 12-22

syad akutam — samavayasya dharmino ‘pratipattau hetor asrayasiddhatvam, pratipattau
dharmigrahakapramanabadhitah pakso hetu§ ca kalatyayapadistah prasajyate | samavayo
hi yatah pramanat pratipannas tata evayutasiddhasambandhatvam pratipannam
ayutasiddhanam eva sambandhasya samavayavyapadeSasiddher iti tad api na sadhiyah;
samavayagrahina pramanenasritasyaiva samavayasya avisvagbhavalaksanasya

1242

pratipatteh, tasyanasritatvabhyupagame '“*“casambandhatvasya prasamgena sadhanasya

sadhanat | sadhyasadhanayor vyapyavyapakabhavasiddhau parasya vyapyabhyupagame
28tannantariyakasya vyapakabhyupagamasya pratipadanat | na hy anasritatvam'*
asambandhatvena vyaptam digadisv asiddham | napy anaikantikam; anasritasya kasyacit
sambandhatvaprasiddheh vipakse vrttyabhavat | tata eva na viruddham napy
satpratipaksam; tasyanasritasyapi sambandhatvavyavasthapakanumanabhavad iti na
paresam samavayasambandho ‘sti, yatas tadvasad '**bhinnanam apy avayavyadinam
abhedena pratipattir upadyeta | tatas te bhedenaiva pratiyeran na caivam atah

pratyaksavirodho duhs$akah parihartum paresam |

SSP §22 English

The intention [of the VaiSesika] may be'**: The premise [suffers from the fault of] not

1247

being proved [to reside in its] abode ' since inherence, which is the subject, is not

1240 this is a syllogism. 1) pratijiia (proposition): inherence is not a relation. The proposition consists of the

subject (paksa), which is samavaya (inherence) and the sadhya (the property which is to be proved to
belong to the subject), which is “not being a relation”. 2) hetu (premise): because it does not at all reside in
a substrate. 3) udaharana (explanatory example): whatever does not at all reside in a substrate, is not a
relation, like space etc.. 4) upanaya (application): inherence not at all reside in a substrate. 5) nigamana
(conclusion): thus inherence is not a relation.

1241 i e. the VaiSesikas cannot object that statement in the hetu (premise), “because it does not at all reside in
a substrate”, is false as it has already been shown that inherence does not in any way reside in that which it
is to relate.

1242 Amended according to sandhi rules. Printed ed. reads: “ca asambandhatvasya”.

1243 ed, note: “tadavinabhavinah |”.

124 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “asritatvam”, which makes no sense. When read as andasritatvam it fits the
Point being made and corresponds with the uddaharana in Vidyanandin’s inference above.

2% Amended. Printed ed. reads: “abhinnanam”.
1246

this paragraph takes up different kinds of objections the VaiSesikas might raise against the heru
(premise) in the syllogism in SSP 38, 8-10 §21 above, i.e. these are suggestions to what the VaiSesika might
mean when saying that the hetu is not proved. 5 potential fallacies are investigated and subsequently
refuted.

1247 . asrayasiddha (the fault of not being proved to reside in its abode) is a variety of asiddha (unproved),
and is the fallacy occurring because the paksa (the subject of the inference) does not exist (Ghokale 1992:

53). Here it clearly refers to the subject not being perceptible.
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1249

perceived.'”*® And if [the subject were to be] perceived, the thesis'**’ and the premise are

contradicted by the valid means of knowledge which grasp the subject, and [the fallacy
of] mistimed premise'* is clung to'*'. [And it is perceived], for the valid means of
knowledge by means of which inherence is perceived is the very [valid means of
knowledge] by means of which the inseparable relation is perceived, because it is
established that the term “inherence” [refers to] the relation of only those things that are
inseparable.'*

[To this it is answered:] Even that is not any better. Because only an inherence
which resides [in that which it relates], having the characteristic of not being all-

1253 arld

pervading, is perceived by the valid means of knowledge that grasps inherence,
because, if it is accepted that that [inherence] does not reside [in that which it is to be
related] the proof'** is proved by there then being adherence to [inherence] not being a
relation. Because, since it is proved that that which is to be proved and the proof have the

1255

pervaded-pervader ~ relation, if the opponent [VaiSesika] accepts the pervaded [i.e. the

hetu, premise], it leads to the acknowledgement of the pervader which is not available

1248 j e. since one cannot cognize samavaya (inherence, which is the subject of the inference), it is not

proved that the hetu (premise) is found in it, i.e. one cannot prove that samavaya does not at all reside in
that which it is to relate because samavaya cannot be cognized. Like in the inference “there is fire on the
mountain because there is smoke on the mountain”, the sefu must reside in the dharmin/paksa (subject, in
this case the mountain), i.e. there must actually be smoke on the mountain. The VaiSesika argument is here
that if one cannot see the mountain it is not established that there is smoke on it, and thus it cannot proved
that the mountain has fire.

1249 paksa cannot here mean “subject” (i.e. the subject in the inference) as it often does, but refers to the
thesis (i.e. inference). It would make no sense for it to mean “subject” as cognizing samavaya (inherence)
would not negate the subject (which is samavaya). The word dharmin has in this paragraph been used to
refer to the subject of the inference.

1230 kalatyayapadista is also known as badhita (negated), and denotes a hetu (premise) that states the
opposite of that which is shown to be true by means of other evidence (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 120). In this
case the hetu would state something (i.e. that inherence does not at all reside in that which it is to relate)
which is the opposite of that which is shown by sensory perception (which, if inherence could be cognized,
would cognize inherence in its substrate).

1331 j e. i.e. if one can cognize the paksa (subject), i.e. samavaya (inherence) in that which it is to relate, then
that would prove the Jain inference wrong, as it must clearly reside in its substrate if it is perceived to be
there.

1232 { e. the perception of ayutasiddhasambandha (inseparable relation) between two things (such as a
substance and its quality) is the perception of samavdaya (inherence), as samavaya is the relation between
things that are inseparably related. While the Nyaya consider samavaya to be perceptible, this is not
accepted by the VaiSesika (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 226).

1233 . inherence, if perceived, is only perceived as residing in its substrate (where it is perceived), i.e. not
as all-pervading etc.. In other words, inherence is then only perceived in specific instances in these
inseparable relations. Thus perception cannot prove the samavaya (inherence) posited by the VaiSesika, i.e.
inference which is all pervasive, one etc..

1234 j e. the hetu (premise) in the Jain inference, that samavaya (inherence) does not reside in that which it is
to relate.

1253 j e. that the sadhya (that which is to be proved) is the vyapaka (pervader) and the sadhana (proof) is the
vyapya (pervaded). This is a necessary criterion for an inference to be valid. The hetu (premise) must be
pervaded by the sadhya, i.e. fire (the vyapaka) must pervade smoke (the vyapya) for the inference “there is
fire on the mountain because there is smoke on the mountain” to be valid, i.e. wherever there is smoke there
must be fire.
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without the pervaded.'*° For it is not so that it is not proved, in the case of space etc., that

1257 1258

not residing [in something] is pervaded by not being a "*'relation.

And the [fallacy of] inconclusiveness also does not [apply here], on account

something that does not reside in anything not being known to be a relation, because it

1259 1262

does not abide in the "*’counterinstance'*®. Therefore'*®' [the fallacy of] contradiction

1263 also [does not

[does not apply], and [the fallacy of] an equally strong counter inference
apply] because there is no inference that establishes that that which does not reside [in
anything] is a relation. Thus the inherence-relation of the opponents does not exist, from

which!?%*

perception of the different, the whole etc., as non-different would be found on
account of the power of that [inherence]."*® On account of that [inherence not existing]
those [parts and whole etc.], would have to be cognized as only different. But it is not
thus [i.e. they are not cognized as only different]. Therefore the contradiction with

sensory perception is impossible for the opponents to avert.'**

1236 i e. thus it would follow that wherever the vyapya (pervaded), i.e. the sadhana (proof), is found, so must

the vyapaka (pervader), i.e. the sadhya. So, by accepting the hetu (premise) the VaiSesika automatically
accepts the sadhya (that which is to be proved), i.e. by accepting that samavaya (inherence) does not reside
in that which is to relate they also accept that it is not a relation.

1257 i e. it is proved that whatever does not reside in anything is not a relation, such as space, which does not
reside in anything and is not a relation. This is the udaharana in Vidyanandin’s syllogism above.

1238 { e. arguing that samavaya (inherence) is perceived by perceiving the relation of inseparable things
(such as a substance and its quality) does not save the VaiSesika, as this perception can only perceive
specific cases of samavaya as residing in that which it relates, i.e. it will not be seen to be all-pervasive etc.,
such as is posited by the VaiSesika. Granted, one can observe that there is an inseparable relationship
between a substance and its quality, and one may very well call this relation samavaya, but this should not
be mistaken for having actually perceived the samavaya posited by the VaiSesika which is described as a
separate existing thing that is eternal, all-pervasive and one. If one on the other hand posits that samavaya
does not reside in its substrate (that which it relates), then one ends up having to acknowledge that
samavaya is not a relation on account of there being invariable concomitance between not being a relation
and not residing in anything.

1239 Vipaksa. In the inference of fire on the mountain, the proposition is “the mountain has fire”, the hetu is
“because it has smoke”. The positive example is the kitchen, where fire and smoke are seen to always go
together, while the vipaksa (counterinstance) is the lake, where there is never fire and thus never smoke.
The point is that for the inference to be true, there can be no known instances of the hetu being found while
there is absence of the property that is to be proved (Bartley 2005: 177). In this case the vipaksa is any
relation

1260 the fault of anaikantika (inconclusiveness, cf. footnote 1221) because the hetu (premise) is not
uniformly concomitant with either one of two alternatives, i.e. that the hetu (here that it does not reside in
anything) would be found both in things that are a relation and things that are not a relation. As the hetu is
only found in that which is not a relation, i.e. no relations are characterized by not residing in that which
they are to relate, this fault does not apply here. So the premise is not too general, i.e. it is not found outside
the sadhya (that which is to be proved).

1261 § e. since the hetu (premise) is absent in the vipaksa (counterinstance).

1262 § e. the fallacy of the hetu (premise) contradicting the proposition (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119).

1203 satpratipaksa (lit. “that the opposite is true”), also called viruddhavyabhicari, is the fault of there
existing an equally strong counter-inference. In other words, there exists another hefu which negates the
sadhya (that which is to be proved) (Gokhale 1992: 50, 107).

1264 § e. if it did exist

1265 j e. the VaiSesikas have argued (cf. §10 above) that the parts and the whole etc. are absolutely different,
and that they only appear to be somewhat non-different because of the relation of inherence. Now that the
inherence-relation has been proved not to exist, this argument is no longer valid.

1266 i e. if the Vai$esikas still maintain the absolute difference between the parts and the whole etc., they
would have to be seen as absolutely different (since the reason for them to appear to be non-different, i.e.
inherence, is invalid as inherence does not exist) But it is not so, and thus the VaiSesika doctrine is

contradicted by perception.
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SSP §23 38, 23-24
kim ca, pratipaditaprakarena samavayasyasambhave samyogasyapy asambhavah tasya

karyasya karanasamavayabhave ‘nupapatteh |

SSP §23 English
Moreover, since inherence, by way of that which has been set forth [above], is
impossible, conjunction, which is its effect, is impossible as well. Because [conjunction]

is not found if inherence, which is [its] cause, does not exist.'*’

SSP §24 38, 25-39, 7

evam sambandhabhave na kimcit vastu bhedaikantavadimate vyavatisthate | tatha hi —
tavat paramaniinam samyogabhave dvyanukadiprakramenavayavino ‘nutpatteh
karyaruipabhiitacatustayabhavah, tadabhave '**tatkaranacaturvidhaparamanavo ‘pi na
sambhavyante; karyalingatvat karanasya | karyabhranter anubhrantih karyalingam hi

karanam | [aptami- §lo- 68] iti vacanat | tatha bhiitacatustayasattve

1269 99 12703

“idam atah purvena” '*"“ity adi pratyayapayac ca [na'*"'] kalo

paraparadipratyayapayat
dik ca vyavatisthate | tatha '*"*bheridandadyakasasamyogabhavat

samyogaja$abdasyanutpattih, sarvatravayavasamyogabhave '*”*

tadvibhagasyapy ayogad
vibhagajasabdasyapy anutpattih; '***tayor anudaye $abdajasabdasyasambhavah; iti
sakalasabdanutpatter akasavyavasthapakopayapayad'?” akasahanih | tatha
buddhyanutpattau manaso ‘siddhih kramato jfianotpatter manolingatvat |

S0

yugapajjfiananutpattih manaso lingam [nyayasii- 1|1/16] iti vacanat |

SSP §24 English

1267 Conjunction (samyoga) is a quality (guna), and as such it, according to the VaiSesika, needs inherence
in order to relate to the substances. If there is no inherence there can thus be no conjunction that relates
substances. Inherence is thus also regarded to be the cause of conjunction (as it is regarded to be the cause
of qualities in general as it is necessary in order for the substances to be able to produce the qualities). If the
cause does not exist, neither can the effect.
1268 ed, note: “karyabhutaprthivyadikarana
are their effects.

1269 e, note: “deSapeksaya aparasmin param yugapacciram ksipramiti karyalingani
1270 6. note: “idam ato daksinenetyadi |”

1271 The editor seems here to have amended the text, adding na. No note is given as to the reading of the
manuscripts.

1272 64, note: “bheryakasasamyogo nimittakaranam |”

1273 ed. note: “avayavavibhagasya |”

1274 ed. note: “samyogajavibhagajasabdayor abhave |

1275 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “akasavyavasthapakopayad”. This does not make sense. The adding of
apayad (destruction, loss) follows Trikha (2009), who adds apayad on account of finding the phrase “-
vyavasthapakopayapayad” in Vidyanandin’s Aptapariksatika 118, 10 (Trikha 2009: 271). Apaya is also
used twice in the same way above in the same paragraph (cf. SSP 39, 1-2). An alternative amendation
would thus be to substitute apayad for upayad. As Trikha has found the reading —vyavasthapakopayapayad
in the Aptapariksatika, adding apayad to upaya is preferable.

”. 1.e. the atoms are the causes of the elements, earth etc., which

2
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Thus, since no relations exist,'>”® it is established that there is no really existing object in
the doctrine of those who propound one-sided difference. It is as follows — firstly, the

fourfold elements'*”’

, which have being the effect [of the atoms] as [their] nature, do not
exist on account of the whole not being found by way of combination of two atoms etc.
since conjunction of the atoms does not exist. The fourfold atoms, which are the cause of

1278 " on account

those [elements], are not [thought] possible if the [elements] do not exist
of the cause being that which has the effect as its mark. Because of the statement: “The
atoms are illusory on account of [their] effects being illusory. For the cause is that which
has the effect as its mark™'*”

[There are no existing objects according to the VaiSesika] because, in the same
way, if the fourfold elements do not exist, the cognition of remote and proximate etc.'**
is lost. And space and time is not established on account of the loss of cognitions such as
“this is to the east of that” etc..

In the same way, sound that arises from conjunction is not found on account of the
non-existence of conjunction of the drum, the stick etc. and akasa. And sound arising
from disjunction is also not found, because it is logically unsound that there be
disjunction of those [drum, stick etc. and akasa] if there is complete non-existence of
conjunction. Sound arising from sound is impossible since there is non-arising of those
two [sound from conjunction and sound from disjunction]'**'. Thus there is abandonment
of akasa because the means that establish akasa are lost on account of no sound being
found."**

In the same way, the qualities [of the soul], knowledge etc.'* do not arise,

because there is no proof of conjunction of the mind'*** and the soul.'” The essence of

1276 § e. since both samavaya and samyoga are shown not to exist.

1277 { . the four great classes of material objects: earth, water, light and air (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 196).

1278 j . since there is no conjunction of atoms, the effects (of this conjunction) cannot exist. And if the
effects do not exist, the atoms cannot exist.

1279 i e. the logical mark of the cause is its effect. If the effect does not exist, then the postulated cause
cannot exist. Thus, as the effects of the atoms do not exist, the atoms cannot exist either. Akalanka’s
commentary to this verse in his Astasati is given in full in Chapter 4. It is not given here as the verse is not
taken from a discussion of the VaiSesika doctrine, and Akalanka’s commentary does not contribute to a
deeper understanding of this paragraph.

1280 paratva and aparatva (priority and posteriority) are relations of things, forming the basis of the notions
of nearness and remoteness in time and space (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 207). Cf. §2 above where these are
listed among the 17 qualities (guna).

1281 j e. as there is no conjunction, there can be no sound which arises from it. And as disjunction
presupposes a prior conjunction, there cannot be any disjunction if there is no conjunction, and thus there
also cannot be any sound produced by disjunction. And since none of these kinds of sound exist, there can
be no sound that arises from sound. Thus there is no sound at all.

1282 Akasa is defined as the material cause of sound (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 193). And as the cause is that
which has the effect as its mark (karyalingatvat karanasya, cf. SSP 38, 25-27 and Aptamimamsa verse 68),
akasa cannot exist if sound does not exist.

1283 Cf. SSP 34, 1-3 §1 above. The full list of the soul’s specific qualities is given there.

1284 antahkarana, “the inner instrument”.

1285 the soul and the mind, being two substances, are related by conjunction.
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the soul is abandoned because the means that establish the soul [i.e. its qualities] do not
exist if those [qualities, i.e. knowledge etc.] do not exist.'**

In the same way the mind is not proved since there is no arising of knowledge,
because the successive arising of [the five kinds of] [sensory] cognition is the mark of the
mind."**” On account of the saying: “the [five kinds of] [sensory] cognition not arising

simultaneously'** is the mark of the mind”.

SSP §25 39, 8-14

*evam samyogabhave sarvadravyabhavah | athava samavayabhave
sattasamavayasambhavat sarvadravyah pracutah | sarvadravyahanau
tadasritagunakarmasamanyaviSesanam asiddhih asrayabhave saty asrayina[m'*** a]bhavat,
*12%tantvabhave patabhavavad iti | samsargahaneh sakalarthahanir durnivara

vai$esikanam upanipatati | tad uktam svamisamantabhadrapadaih —

abhedabhedatmakam arthatattvam tava svatantranyatarat khapuspam |

avrttimattvat samavayavrtteh samsargahaneh sakalarthahanih | [yuktyanu- §lo- 7] iti

SSP §25 English

Thus no substances exist since there is no conjunction. Or rather, all substances are
banished on account of the impossibility of the inherence of [the universal] existence-ness
since inherence does not exist.'"®" Since there is abandoning of all substances, there is no
proof of the qualities, activity, the universal and the particular, which reside in those

[substances], because those which reside do not exist if the substrate does not exist,'>*?

128 i e. as the soul is defined as that which has the specific qualities of buddhi etc., the essence, and thus the

existence, of the soul has to be abandoned as these do not exist.
1287  e. the mind can only come into contact with one of the five sense organs at the time. The fact that only
one cognition can arise at the time is used by Vatsyayana to infer that it is the mind which is the cause of
cognitions, in the sense that it is on the proximity of the mind that cognitions appear and on account of the
non-proximity of the mind that cognitions do not appear (Jha 1984: 269).

1288 § e. the successive arising of cognition/knowledge.

128 Printed edition reads: “satyasrayina[ma]bhavat”, recording the alternate reading “satyasrayinabhavat” in
a footnote. The editor’s amendation seems clearly preferable to the reading found in the manuscript, as
following the reading in the manuscripts one would have to read asrayina (instrumental), which does not
make any sense.

120 ed. note: " etad antargatah pathah ga- pratau nasti
found in manuscript Ga-.

1291 § . since the substances cannot be related to the universal existence-ness, since the relation between
substance (dravya) and universal (samanya) is by means of inherence which is proved not to exist, the
objects cannot exist.

1292 The role of saty here is a bit curious. It most likely belongs with the condition, “if the substrate does not
exist”, which is then here rather peculiarly expressed as asrayabhave saty, lit. as “if the non-existance of the
substrate is true/exists”. Such an inclusion of sati is unnecessary and is not found in any of the other
conditions in this paragraph (cf. samanyabhave and sarvadravyahanau). Alternately, saty could be read
together with asrayinam abhavat, thus making the translation “because that which resides in the existing
thing does not exist if...”, but this seems even more strange and unnecessary.

”, i.e. the whole of §25 up until this mark is not
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just like there is no cloth if there are no threads.'® On account of the abandoning of

1294

relation' = the unavoidable abandoning of all objects also takes place for the VaiSesikas.

It is said in the verses of Svami Samantabhadra:

The nature of the objects of your [doctrine] [O Arhat] is a nature that is [both] different
and non-different [sui generis]. That which is independent of one of the two [i.e.
difference or non-difference] [is non-existent] [just like] the sky-flower. All objects are
abandoned because relation is abandoned on account of the inherence-relation not

possessing [another] relation [by which it can reside in that which it is to relate].

SSP §26 39, 15-17

evam vicaryamanah sarvathabhinnavayavavayavyadayah svayam eva na santi yatah

1295

pratyaksena pratibhaseran | tatpratyanikas ca kathamcidbhinnas te'*” pratyaksatah

1296

pratibhasanta iti sthitam drstaviruddham '**vai$esikamatam iti |

SSP §26 English
Thus, on being examined, the completely different parts and wholes etc. themselves do
not exist,"”” on account of which'*® they would be cognized [as such] by sensory

1299
t

perception. But those [parts and wholes etc.] that are in some ways different =", whose

[nature] is opposed to that [completely different nature] are cognized by sensory
perception. Thus it is established that the VaiSesika doctrine is contradicted by

perception.””

Zzz i.e. if the substratum does not exist that which is said to reside in that substratum cannot exist.

samsarga here refers to relation in general, i.e. including both inherence and conjunction.
129 ed. note: “avayavyadayah |”.
129 Amended. Printed ed. reads “$esikamatam”
1297 e since the objects etc. do not, on account of there being no relation if absolute difference is postulated,
the absolutely different parts and wholes etc.. do not exist.

1298 § e. had they existed

1299} e. both different and non-different sui generis.

139 Trikha (2009) makes two amendations in this paragraph, adding a na before pratibhaseran and
amending kathamcidbhinnas to kathamcidabhinnds. He thus translates this paragraph as: “Wenn (sie) auf
diese Weise untersucht werden, sind die in jeder Hinsicht unterschiedenen (Entitdten), wie Teile und
Ganzes etc.., eben selbst nicht vorhanden, weil sie (als solche) vermittels der sinnlichen Wahrnehmung
nicht zur Erscheinung kdmen. Aber als ihnen entgegengesetzte, in gewisser Hinsicht nicht unterschiedene,
kommen diese aufgrund von sinnlicher Wahrnehmung zur Erscheinung. Somit steht fest, dass die Lehre der
Vaisesikas im Widerspruch zu sinnlich Wahrgenommenem steht.” (Trikha 2009: 284). Both of Trikha’s
ammendations seem unnecessary.

Firstly, there seems to be no reason to read yatah as meaning “because”. Yatah is rather here used,
together with the optative (pratibhaseran), to qualify sarvathabhinnavayavavayavyadayah (the completely
different parts and wholes etc.) which, had they existed, would be cognized by sensory perception. This
construction with the relative pronoun is found throughout the SSP, for example in SSP 37, 20-21 §22
above: “iti na paresam samavayasambandho °sti, yatas tadvasad bhinnanam apy avayavyadinam abhedena
pratipattir upadyeta |, translated as: “Thus the inherence-relation of the opponents does not exist, from
which perception of the different, the whole etc., as non-different would be found on account of the power
of that [inherence].”, and which Tatia translates as: “(Somit) ist es nicht der Fall, dass es die von anderen
[d.h. von den VaiSesikas] (angenommene) Verbindung Inhérenz gibt, sodass kraft dieser die Erkenntnis von
(Dingen) wie dem Ganzen (und seinen Teilen) etc.., obwohl diese verschieden sind, auf ungeschiedene
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SSP §27 39, 18-27

tatha tadistaviruddham ca | tatha hi vivadapannam “tanukaranabhuvanadikam
buddhimaddhetukam karyatvat ghatadivat” iti jagato maheSvarakrtatvam yaugaih
vyavasthapyate, tac canumanaviruddham, tadbadhakanumanasadbhavat | tac ca idam —
neSvaras tanvadinam karta, aSariratvat, ya evam sa evam, yathatma, tatha cayam, tasmat

1301 garfratvayogat | taccharirasya savayavasya

tathaiveti | na catrasiddho hetuh, tasya
nityatvanupapatteh | nityasyapi taccharirasya buddhimatkaranapirvakatve tenaiva
karyatvadihetiinam vyabhicarat | tasya buddhimatkaranasapiirvatve va
paraparaSarirakalpanayam anavasthaprasamgat | piirvapiirvasya
SarTrenottarottarasvasarirotpattau *“’bhavasya nimittakaranatve sarvasamsarinam'"” tatha
prasiddher Tsvarakalpanavaiyarthat | svopabhogyabhuvanadyutpattav api tesaim eva
nimittakaranatvopapatter iti; **'tatkaryatvacetanopadanatvasannive$aviSistahetavo
gamakah syuh | aariram va vasantam na priyapriye spréatah | [chando. 8|12[1] iti

agamavirodhac ca |

SSP §27 English

And, in the same way, that [VaiSesika doctrine] is contradicted by inference. It is as
follows: That the world is created by God'*”’, which is [here] in dispute, is established by
the Yaugas'® [in the following way]: “The body, the senses, the world etc. have an

intelligent creator because they are effects, like a pot™”” etc.”*”®, But that [inference] is

Weise moglich wire.”. The construction with yatah is in these two instances the same, and there thus seems
to be no reason to amend pratibhaseran to na pratibhaseran.

Secondly, Trikha’s amendation of kathamcidbhinnas to kathamcidabhinnas seems unnecessary.
The use of kathamcid distinguishes the parts and wholes that are kathamcidbhinna from those posited by
the VaiSesika, which they hold to be sarvathabhinna. The use of kathamcid (somehow) and sarvatha
(completely) is here sufficient to distinguish the two, the point being that the parts and the whole etc. are
not completely different but in some ways different (and, thus implied, in some ways non-different as
well). This is not the only place in the SSP where this point is expressed in such a manner, cf. SSP 46, 29-
30 §13 Mimamsa chapter: nityam sadadi samanyam pratyabhijiiayamanatvat, Sabdavat iti cet, na; heto
viruddhatvat | kathamcin nityasya istaviruddhasya sadhanat | (If it is objected: The universal, existence-ness
etc., is permanent, because it is recognized, like words. [It is answered:] no, because the premise [in this
syllogism] is contradictory as [it] proves [that the universal] is in some ways permanent, which contradicts
[your] desired [position] [of the universal being completely permanent]). Amending bhinna to abhinna is
thus not necessary.
B0l ed, note: “1$varasya |”.
B2 ed, note: “t§varasya |”.
1303 Amended The syllable “ri” is missing in the printed ed. What is visible after the “a” seems to be part of
an “i”.
1304 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tat karyatva-*. This tat seems to refer to the body etc., and should
therefore either be in the genitive or compounded with karyatva-. .
1395 Mahesvara more literally translates as ”Great Lord” and usually refers to Siva. Since it here refers to
one Supreme Being that is posited as the creator of the world I have here rendered it as “God”.

i.e. the Naiyayikas.
1307 { e. just as a pot is created by a potter, so the world etc. is created by God.

1308 This is a syllogism which aims to prove that the world and everything in it must have an intelligent
creator, i.e. is made by God: 1) Pratijiia (proposition): The body, senses, the world etc. have an intelligent
creator 2) Hetu (premise): because they are effects. 3) Udaharana (Explanatory example with a general

statement): *That which is an effect has an intelligent creator®. Like a pot etc. has an intelligent creator 4)
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contradicted by [another] inference, because there exists an inference that negates that
[inference of the Naiyayikas]. And that [inference that negates the Naiyayika inference] is
this: God is not the creator of the body etc., because [God] does not have a body. That
which is thus [i.e. has no body] is thus [i.e. not a creator], such as the [emancipated]""”
soul. And he [God] is thus [i.e. he does not have a body], therefore [God] is thus [i.e. not
a creator]."!°

And it is not so that the premise [in this syllogism that negates the Naiyayika
syllogism] is not proved [to be present] in that [subject of the inference], because him
[God] having a body is unsuitable on account of it not being found that his [i.e. God’s]
body, which [would] have parts, [would be] eternal.*"!

[Moreover, the inference of the VaiSesika is wrong] because, even if his [God’s]
body [is said to be] eternal, if it is not preceded by an intelligent creator, the premise [in
the Naiyayika syllogism], [that the body etc. is an] effect etc., are erroneous”'* on
account of that [God’s body not having an intelligent creator].”*"* [And] because, if it
[God’s body] has a preceding intelligent creator, [there would be] adhering to an infinite

regress with respect to postulating preceding and following bodies."”*'* Because, if God is

*Upanaya (application): And the body, senses, the world etc. are effects 5) *Nigamana (conclusion):
therefore they have an intelligent creator. Here only the pratijiia, hetu and the drstanta (example) part of the
udaharana are stated. The general statement, application and conclusion are skipped.

1309 it is here presupposed that it is the emancipated soul that is referred to, as it is the emancipated soul that
does not have a body.

1310 This is a syllogism: 1) Pratijfia (proposition): God is not the creator of the body etc.. 2) Hetu (premise):
because God does not have a body. 3) Udaharana (Explanatory example with a general statement): That
which does not have a body cannot be the creator of anything, such as the emancipated soul cannot be the
creator of anything. 4) Upanaya (application): And God does not have a body. 5) Nigamana (conclusion):
therefore God cannot be the creator of anything.

The Nyaya-VaiSesika do not consider God to be the creator of matter. Thus God makes the world
etc. of the already existing atoms (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 172). In summarizing the various arguments
raised against the Nyaya conception of God, Radhakrishnan writes: “If in some way God is able to fashion
the world out of atoms without a body, we may as well say that he can create the world without any pre-
existing material” (1966b: 172). It thus seems that the question of whether or not God has a body, and the
various consequences of this were a common part of the critique of the Naiyayikas doctrine of God.

1311 j e. the VaiSesikas cannot object that the hetu (premise) is not found in the paksa (subject), i.e. that it is
not true that God (the subject of the inference) does not have a body (the premise), as it would be illogical
for God to have a physical body. In summarizing the criticism of the Nyaya-VaiSesika conception of God,
Radhakrishnan writes: “It is asked, whether God, the maker of the world, has a body or not. If he has a
body, then it is subject to adrsta [i.e. punya and papa], since bodies are all determined by it. Embodied
beings are created, and are not capable of exercising control over subtle atoms and merit and demerit
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 171; my italics). Embodied beings are created, and that which is created is not
eternal. Vidyanandin also adds that God’s body would have parts, which also points to it being created, i.e.
put together, and thus not being eternal. The point is that God’s body would have to be eternal, because him
creating a body for himself without already having a body is just as problematic as him creating any other
material thing without a body. Cf. footnote to Vidyanandin’s inference above where criticism on this point
is mentioned.

1312 j e. the fault of vyabhicara, i.e. the hetu (premise) being found where the sadhya (that which is to be
Proved) is not (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119).

313 j.e. even if it is admitted that God has a body and that this body is eternal, if this body was not created
by an intelligent creator (which it could not be as it is posited to be eternal), then the premise in the
Naiyayika’s own syllogism (i.e. that the body etc. is an effect) is too wide, and thus the syllogism is not
valid.

1314  e. if the VaiSesika says that Gods body is created by an intelligent creator so that the premise in their
inference is not contradicted, then the body of the intelligent creator of that body would also have to have
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the efficient cause'*"

, 1.e. if the arising of each following of his own bodies is by means

of each [of his] previous bodies, it is well known to be thus for all transmigrating beings.
Because then postulating God is useless. Because those [transmigrating souls] are found
to be the efficient cause even in the creation of the world etc., which is fit for their own

enjoyment."'® The convincing logical reasons [for proving that the efficient cause of the
body etc. are the transmigrating souls, through their karma, are that] they [the body etc.]
are effects, [their] material cause is insentient and [they] have a special arrangement."*"’
And because [the view that God has a body] it is contradicted by the scriptural tradition:

“He exists without a body. He is not touched by happiness or misery”.

SSP §28 40, 1-5

evam tasyaSariratve''®

siddhe ne$varas tanvadinam karta syat, vitanukaranasya'’'’ tasya
tatkrter ayogat | tadrSo ‘pi nimittabhave karmanam acetanatve ‘pi tannimittatvam
avipratisiddham, **drstantavyatikramat | yathaiva hi kulaladisatanukaranah kumbhadeh
prayojako drstantah tanukaranabhuvanadinam

1321

aSarirendriyeSvaraprayojakatvakalpanaya * vyatikramyate tatha karmanam acetananam

api tannimittatvam kalpanaya buddhiman api drstanto vyatikramyatam vi§esabhavat |

SSP §28 English

an intelligent creator. This would result in an infinite regress as each body that is posited must have a body
Preceding it in order to have been created.

315 The Naiyayikas divide causal factors into three varieties: 1) samavayikarana (inherence-cause), i.e. the
cause in which the effect inhers; 2) asamavayikarana (non-inherence cause), i.e. not the cause in which the
effect inhers, but to which it is closely related; and 3) nimittakarana (instrumental cause), all remaining
causal factors, such as, for instance in the production of a pot, the potter, the right circumstances etc..

1316 j e. God is then no different from other transmigrating beings, as all transmigrating beings are the
instrumental cause of their bodies which are created according to their karma. What is then the point of
postulating the existence of God? Thus the transmigrating beings themselves are fit to be the efficient cause
of the body, the world etc.. in accordance with their karma.

1317 The reasons given here are unclear, and are not elaborated on. In §31 (below), however, karma is said to
be able to undertake operations because it is an effect, causally efficient and durable
(karyatvarthakriyakaritvasthitya). This too is not elaborated on. Visista could also here be translated as
“characterized by” and read as compounded with the dvandva compound
karyatvacetanopadanatvasannivesa, but it seems more likely that laksana would then be used.

1318 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “evam asariratve siddhe ne§varas tasya tanvadinam karta syat”. Placing the
tasya (clearly referring to i$vara) after nesvaras is confusing, as tasya clearly refers to God (isvarasya) and
belongs together with asariratve, while nesvaras tanvadinam karta syat is a simple statement (in the
nominative) where the subject is Z$varas. Tasya has no place here. It has therefore been moved to make the
sentence clearer.

1319 ed, note. “tanukaranarahitasya
1320 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “sarvatha drstantavyatikramat”. Sarvatha (completely, absolutely, in every
way) does not fit in here as the point is not that both an incorporeal God and insentient karma are
completely off with respect to the example. The point is rather that they are both equally (but not
completely) off because they both do not fulfill one of the two requirements the example, in Vidyanandin’s
opinion, calls for. The fact that the incorporeal God is intelligent and that the insentient karma is corporeal
shows that they do not completely (sarvatha) oversep the example.

132 Amended. Printed edition reads ”-kalpanavyatikramyate”. There is no reason for these two words to be
placed together like this. They cannot be a compound (as vyatikramyate is a verb form, the 3™. sg. pssv. of
vi+ati+kram), and there is no sandhi rule to justify it. They should thus be separated even in devanagari
script.

’
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Thus, since it is proved that [God] does not have a body, God cannot be the maker of
those [the body etc.]. Because it is unsuitable that he [God], not having a body and
senses'*?, created those [the body etc.]. If [God can be] the efficient cause [of the body
etc.] even though he is of such a kind"®, it is not contradicted that the karmas, even
though [they are] insentient, are the efficient cause of those [body etc.], because [both a
bodiless God and insentient karma] overstep the example [equally much]. For, just as the
example, the potter etc. who has a body and sense-organs and is the maker of a pot etc., is
overstepped by postulating a God that has no body or sense-organs as the maker of the
body, sense-organs, the world etc., just so the example, [i.e.] [the potter] possessing
intelligence, may be overstepped by postulating the insentient karmas as the efficient

cause of those [body, sense-organs, the world etc.], because there is no difference.'***

SSP §29 40, 6-20

syan matam — saSarirasyapi buddhicchaprayatanavata eva kulaladeh karakaprayokrtvam
drstam, kutadikaryam kartum abuddhyamanasya tadadar§anat buddhimato ‘picchapaye
tadanupalabdheh; tadicchavato ‘pi prayatnabhave '**tadanupalambhat; vitanukaranasyapi
buddhimatah srastum icchatah prayatnavatah §a$vad 1§varasya
samastakarakaprayoktrtvopapatter na drstantavyatikramah, saSariratvetarayoh
karakaprayuktim pratyanangatvat | na hi drstantadarstantikayoh samyam asti,

132%6tasyasambhavat | i§varo

tadviSesavirodhad iti; tadayuktam, buddhyadinam api
jianacikirsaprayatnatrayavan na bhavati; asariratvat; muktatmavad iti tadabhavasiddheh |

aSartratvavisese ‘pi sadimuktanam eva buddhyadirahitatvam na tv

anadimuktasyeS§varasyeti cet; na, anadimuktasiddheh'** | “I§varasyasariratvam sadi
asarfratvat muktatmasariratvavat” iti tadbadhakasadbhavat | atrapy asariratvavisese ‘pi
muktatmasSariratvam eva sadi na tv 1§varaSariratvam iti cet; na, anupapattikatvat;
jagatkartrtvasarvajiatvadinam 1$§varavi$esananam vivadagocaratve na tato
vailaksanyabhidhananupapatteh | tathapi yadi tathsyate tarhi karyatvavisese
ghatapatakatakatakaSatakamukutadinam buddhimaddhetukatvam na tu

| 1328

mahimahidharamahiruhadinam iti kim nesyate akrtasamayasyapi

1322 yitanukarana. Here the prefix vi negates both ranu (body) and karana (senses). Thus vitanukarana is

“one who has no body nor senses”
1323 ¢

i.e. without a body
1324 j e. positing the insentient karmas as the cause of the world etc. does not violate the example of the pot
any more that positing a God that has no body as its cause. The potter has both a body and sentience. Thus
both the incorporeal God and the insentient karmas violate one of these criteria each. If one can overstep
the example by positing an incorporeal God as the creator, then one can overstep the example by positing
insentient karma as the creator, as the two cases are on par with respect to overstepping the example.

1335 ed. note: “karyakartrtvabhavat |”.

1326 ed. note: “ISvarasya |”.

1327 Amended. Printed edition reads: “anadimuktasiddheh |”. This does not make any sense as a reason for
{gziecting the objection of the VaiSesikas and must be negated.

8 ed. note: “agrahitasamketasyapi |”.

279



krtabuddhyutpadakebhyo ghatadibhyah '“*tadanutpadakabhuvanadinam vailaksanyasyapi
sambhavat | evam agariratve buddhicchaprayatnavattvasiddheh tadasiddhau

sakalakarakaprayoktrtvanupapatteh siiktam 1§varas tanvadinam na kartti |

SSP §29 English

[The VaiSesikas] may think — “Even though he possesses a body, only the potter etc. that
possesses knowledge, desire [to make something] and active effort, is seen to be the
employer of the ***factors pertaining to actions.'**' Because it is not seen that one who
does not have knowledge [about how to] to make the effect, the pot etc., to be that
[employer of the factors pertaining to action]'**?, [and] because it is not perceived that
even one possessing the [required] knowledge is that [employer of the factors pertaining
to action] if the desire [to make the effect] is lost'**, [and] because it is not perceived that
even one possessing that [knowledge] and desire is that [employer of the factors
pertaining to action] if there is absence of active effort."*** Likewise, there is no
transgressing of the example, because, even though he does not have a body or senses, the
eternal God, possessing knowledge, the desire to create and active effort, is found to be
the employer of the factors pertaining to action. The example is not overstepped; because
it is not found that possessing a body or the opposite [i.e. not possessing a body] is an

essential [condition] with respect to being the employer of the factors pertaining to

1329 ed, note: “krtabuddhyanutpadaka |”
1330 Cf. footnote 200 for explanation of the karakas. It should be noted that it seems the editor of the text has
interpreted karaka as meaning “maker”, as he glosses the fad in tadanupalambhat as karyakartrtvabhavat.
Cf. editors note in footnote 1325. In practice the distinction is not of major importance, as the heart of the
matter being discussed is whether or not God can create effects. Karaka may here very weel also be taken
to mean “maker” or “creator”’. The reason for why this interpretation has not been chosen is that the word
karaka, when used in the Purusadvaita chapter, clearly seems to refer to the factors pertaining to action (Cf.
SSP3,5;3,8;3,10; 3,12; 3, 13; 3, 18; 6, 21; 7,5;7,6;and 7, 10 in §§13, 14, 15, 29 and 30 of the
Purusadvaita chapter). The use of karaka in SSP 7, 10 is in a verse quoted from the Aptamimamsa of
Samantabhadra. In his translation of this verse, Shah (1999) translates karaka as “factors-of-action”. It is
for these reasons translated as meaning “factors pertaining to actions” here as well.

1 i.e. it is not possessing a body but the possession of knowledge, desire and effort that is the essential
condition for being able to employ the factors pertaining to action, i.e. being able to perform actions, which
in this case refers to having the ability to create. The Nyaya-VaiSesikas maintain that God has jiiana
(knowledge), iccha (desire) and prayatna (active effort) (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 170). Cf. §1 (ptirvapaksa)
where these are listed as three of the nine specific qualities of the soul.

1332  e. to make the effect, such as a pot etc., one must have some notion of what a pot is and the knowledge
of how to make it. It is not seen that someone not possessing such a notion and knowledge can make a pot

etc..
1333

i.e. knowledge is not enough. One must also want to make the effect. Apaya (destruction, loss etc.) is
here translated as “lost”. This does not necessarily imply that the potential creator here described must at
some point have had the desire to make the thing in question, but then lost this desire. The point is one of
simply not having the desired quality (i.e. desire to create). “Lost” should here be seen as signifying
something like “dropped from the list of his qualities”, i.e. if he has knowledge but not desire.

1334 {e. it is not the fact that he possesses a body that is important in the example of the potter, but that he
possesses all three of the characteristics mentioned above (knowledge, desire and effort).
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action.'* For the example and the exemplified are not completely identical, because
[such a complete identity] is contradicted by the difference between them.”'**

[To that it is answered:] That [argument] is not suitable because even knowledge
etc. 1s impossible for him [God]. Because [the following inference] proves their
[knowledge etc.] non-existence: “God is not the possessor of the three: knowledge, desire
to create and active effort, on account of not having a body, just like the liberated
soul”."??’

If it is objected: Even though there is no difference with respect to not having a
body'**, only those whose liberation has a beginning are devoid of knowledge etc., but
not God, whose liberation is without beginning.'*** [It is answered:] no, because one
whose liberation is without beginning is not proved. Because there exists [an inference
that] negates that: “The bodylessness of God has a beginning, on account of [God] not
having a body, like the bodylessness of the liberated soul”."**

If it is objected: Even here, though there is no difference with respect to not having
a body, only the bodylessness of the liberated soul has a beginning, but not the
bodylessness of God. [Then it is answered:] no. Because it is unsuitable. Because, since
the distinguishing marks of God, being the creator of the world, omniscience etc., are

1341

within the field of dispute’™, it is not found that [they can be] set forth to differentiate

[God] from that [liberated soul]."*** If it is nevertheless accepted to be thus'***, then, even

1333 i e. so the example is not transgressed, because God has knowledge, desire to create and active effort,

just like the potter etc.. The body is not relevant.

133 i e. the example and the exemplified cannot be required to be completely identical. There must be some
difference. Otherwise the example could not be used as it would be identical to that which is to be proved.
Thus some differences, which are not important with respect to the point being proven, must be allowed.
The fact that the potter has a body is such a difference.

1337 This is a syllogism. 1) Pratijfia (proposition): God does not possess knowledge, desire to create and
effort. 2) Hetu (premise): because God does not have a body. 3) Udaharana (Explanatory example with a
general statement): *That which does not have a body cannot have knowledge, desire to create and effort™,
just like the emancipated soul does not have knowledge, desire to create and effort.

Buddhi (knowledge) iccha (desire) and prayatna (effort) are three of the nine specific qualities of
the soul. Liberation is dissociation from these (Cf. SSP 34, 1-3 §1 above). Thus God, like the liberated soul,
cannot have these, because, not having a body, God is mere soul, just like the liberated soul. And,
according to the VaiSesika, the liberated soul is per definition devoid of knowledge, desire and effort. Now,
God being liberated (that God is liberated is merely taken for granted) and a mere soul (i.e. with no body)
must also be devoid of knowledge, desire and effort.

1338 § e. even though both the liberated soul and God do not have a body.

139§ e. God has knowledge etc. because he has always been liberated.

130 This is a syllogism: 1) Pratijia (proposition): God’s bodylessness has a beginning. 2) Hetu (premise):
because God does not have a body. 3) Udaharana (Explanatory example with a general statement): *That
which does not have a body, that has a bodylessness that has a beginning*, just like the bodylessness of the
emancipated soul has a beginning.

1341 § e. they are in dispute.

132 i e. the special qualities of God are here in dispute. It is then not suitable to use these as proof (as it has
not been established that they or even God himself exists). Just like being the creator of the world and
omniscient are special qualities posited for God, so is him being eternally liberated. In discussing whether
or not God exists, one cannot use his special qualities, which are also in dispute, to differentiate God from
the liberated soul.

B4 If it is granted for the sake of argument that even though there is no difference with respect to God and
the liberated soul being devoid of a body, God’s bodylessness is eternal while the bodylessness of the soul
has a beginning.
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though there is no difference with respect to being an effect'**

, why is it not desired that
the jar, cloth, straw mat, string, cart, tiara etc. have an intelligent cause, but not the earth,
mountains, trees etc.? Because it is even possible to distinguish the earth etc., which do
not give rise to that [cognition that they are created], from pots etc. which, even for one
who has no conventions'**, do give rise to the cognition that [they are] created.'**
Thus, on account of it not being proved that [God] possesses knowledge, desire

and active effort since he has no body, [and] because it is not found that [God] [can be]
the undertaker of the creation of any [effects] since that [God having knowledge, desire

and effort] is not proved, it is well said that: “God is not the creator of the body etc.”.

SSP §30 40, 21-27

tathapi yadi vaiyyatyad 1$varah kartty abhidhiyate tada praninam
vicitraghoraduhkhaSatani§varah karoti va, na va, yadi na karoti tada taih
karyatvadihettinam vyabhicarah | atha karotiti matam, tadasambhavyam; iha hi kascid
asarvajfio pranastaragadveso munir anyo va sadhuh parapidam na karoti kila, sa eva
maharsinam apy aradhyah sarvajfio vitaragadvesamoho bhagavan mahe$varah praninam
animittam asahyavividhograduhkhaparamparam utpadya jagattrayam paripidayatiti
katham idam praksavadbhih sambhavyate | tatkarane va tasya atyugrapiirvaraksasatvam

eva, na tu mahabhih stutyam mahe$varatvam iti tasya tatkaranam asambhavyam |

SSP §30 English

If, on account of shamelessness, it is nevertheless said that God is the creator [of the body
etc.], then he either creates hundreds of manifold dreadful pains for living beings, or he
does not. If he does not, then the the premise [in the Naiyayika syllogism], [that the body

1347

etc. is an] effect etc., is erroneous ”*’ on account of those [hundreds of manifold dreadful

134 modeled after asariratvavisese ‘pi (SSP 40, 12-13) and asariravisese ‘pi (SSP 40, 14-16) above.

1345 akrtasamayasyapi. The editor glosses this as agrahitasamayasyapi, i.e. “‘even for one by whom
conventions are not grasped”. The point seems to be that all people, even those that have not learned the
conventions, on seeing a pot etc., see that it has an intelligent creator, while this is not so with respect to the
earth etc.. It is not quite clear what conventions are here referred to. It seems that what is meant is the
various names and definitions of different kinds of things, such as pot etc., i.e. that it is called a pot, is made
of clay, created by a potter etc.. The point would then be that, when seeing a pot etc., even people who do
not know what a given thing is can tell that it is created by an intelligent creator, while this is not so with
respect to the earth etc..

134§ e. if the VaiSesika can say that even though both God and the liberated soul both do not have a body,
Gods bodylessness is eternal while the liberated souls bodylessness has a beginning, there is no reason why
one should not say that even though pots etc. and the body etc. are both effects, pots etc. have an intelligent
creator while the body etc. does not. Moreover, we cognize pots etc. as created while earth, mountains etc.
are not cognized as created. Thus it is more appropriate to differentiate between pots etc. and mountains
etc. even though they are both effects, than it is to differentiate between God and the liberated soul.

1347 i e. the fault of the hetu (premise) being savyabhicara. In this case the hetu would be too wide
(sadharana savyabhicara), as there would then be instances where the hetu is present without the sadhya
(that which is to be proved) (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119).
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pains].”** Now it is thought: “he creates [those pains]”. That is impossible. For “here, in
this world, no non-omniscient saint, be he a muni or other, whose passion and rage are

d"*, causes suffering to others, but the omniscient Blessed One, the

completely destroye
Great God who is to be worshipped even by the great seers and who is free from passion,
hatred and delusion, having given rise to a succession of manifold unbearable and violent
pains for the living beings without a reason, torments the three worlds”, how can this be
[thought to be] possible by the wise? If [he] indeed [does] cause those [pains], [then] only
the nature of a very fierce and unprecedented demon, and not the nature of a Supreme
God who is to be praised by great men, [is to be ascribed] to him. Thus it is not possible

that [he] causes those [pains].

SSP §31 40, 28-41, 3
nanu [na]"**° praninam 1$varo duhkham utpadayatiti cet; na; duhkhahetinam api
papakarmanam i$varakrtatve tasyaiva'*>' duhkhahetutvasiddheh,

1352

tatpaksopaksiptadosanusamgat | tesam'*** tadakrtatve tanukaranader api tatkrtatvam ma

bhiit; viSesabhavat | karmabhir 1§varasadhakahetiinam anaikantikatvac ca; karmanam

1333 pravartananam sambhavat |

abuddhimannimittatve ‘pi karyatvarthakriyakaritvasthitya
yadi kalpayitvapi§varam avaSyam karmanumanyate; tada kevalam karmaiva
tanukaranadinimittam isyatam; kim anene$varena pramanabadhitena, tatha ca paresam

paramparyapari§ramapariharah syat |

SSP §31 English
If it is objected: God does certainly not give rise to pain for living beings'**. [It is

answered:] no. Because, if also the inauspicious karmas that cause pain are made by God,

138 this is a kind of “problem of evil”. The point is that the many terrible pains must, in order for the
Naiyayika syllogism to be correct (or more precisely for the premise in the syllogism not to be
contradicted), have an intelligent creator. If God has not created them, then the syllogism is wrong on
account of the hetu (premise) being too wide and occurring where the sadhya (that which is to be proved) is
not found, i.e. being an effect is not universally concomitant with having an intelligent creator as there
would then be examples of effects that do not have an intelligent creator.

1349 pranasta is not found in the MMW. Nasta (destroyed, lost etc.) is found. Here the prefix pra (here
meaning “excessively”, “very”, “much” etc.) is added, making the meaning “completely destroyed”.

1330 This negation seems to have been inserted by the editor. No note is given about the reading of the

manuscripts.
1351

1352

99—4

ed. note: 1Svarasyaiva
ed. note: “karmanam |”.
1333 Amended following the suggestion of the editor. Printed ed. reads: “arthakriyakarikatvasthitva [tya]”.
Reading sthitva does not fit as karikatva would require a case ending.

1334 j e. the intended argument seems to be that it is not God who creates the pains, but that the living beings
themselves experience the effects of their own sinful acts. I.e. the past actions (karman) of the beings
themselves creates the pain, while God only dispenses the appropriate consequences to the appropriate
being. This is actually the view expressed by the Nyaya-Vaisesika: “The individual soul cannot be the
controller of adrsta [punya and papa, merit and demerit, i.e. the operation of karma], since then it would be
able to avert unwished-for miseries, which it is not. So the unintelligent principle of adrsta, which governs
the fate of beings, acts under the direction of God, who does not create it or alter its inevitable course, but

ER)
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it is proved that he alone is the cause of the pains. Because it results in the thesis of those
[karmas] [suffering from] the [same] faults that were [previously] described [with respect

1.1 If those [inauspicious karmas] are not made by him

to God creating the pain directly
[God], even the body, sense organs etc. can also not be made by him. Because there is no
difference.'”*® [Thus the VaiSesika inference proving God to be the creator is wrong]
because the premises that prove God'*’ [suffer from the fault of] inconclusiveness on
account of [being found in] karmas [as well],"**® and because it is possible for the karma,
even though they are not an intelligent cause, to undertake [operations] because they are
effects, causally efficient and durable." If, though having postulated God, one
inevitably accepts karma, then let only karma alone be accepted as the cause of the body,
organs of sense etc.. In doing so let the opponents abandon [their] continuous burden,

[for] what is the point of this God that is negated by valid means of knowledge?

SSP §32 41, 4-9
nanu katham acetananam karmanam vicitropabhogyayogyatanukaranadyutpadakatvam iti

cet; katham unmattamadiramadanakodravadinam unmadadivicitrakaryotpadakatvam |

katham va ayaskantavi$esanam lohakarsanabhramanadikaryakaritvam ity abhidhiyatam |

1360 «

tathadrstatvad iti cet; tata eva prakrtah svabhavavyalambho pi nivartyatam | tatha

renders possible its operation. God is thus the giver of the fruits of our deeds (karmaphalapradah)”
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 167, my italics).

1333 { e. the same faults as described above apply. Cf. 40, 26-27 §30 above.

13% If the karma does not have an intelligent creator (which is in fact the view of the Nyaya-Vaisesika, cf.
footnote to the VaiSesika objection above), then the body etc. also does not need to have an intelligent
creator, as there is no difference with respect to the two cases. This would moreover once again cause the
hetu (premise) in the Naiyayika inference to suffer from the fault of sadharana savyabhicara (i.e. the hetu
being too wide).

1¥7].e. that things are effects.

1338 j e. the state of being an effect would be found in karma, which is not created by an intelligent creator.
Thus the hetu (premise) is too wide, resulting in “being an effect” not proving that something has an
intelligent creator. The VaiSesika inference to prove God is thus invalid on account of the fault of
anaikantika (inconclusiveness). Anaikantika is another name for the fallacy savyabhicara, in this case
sadharana-savyabhicara, i.e. the hetu being found where the sadhya is not, thus being too wide
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119).

135 The reasons given here are unclear, and are not elaborated on. Cf. also §27 above, where it is stated that
the reasons for proving that the transmigrating souls are the creators of the body etc. (through the workings
of their karma) are that the body etc. are effects, their material cause is insentient and they have a special
arrangement (karyatvacetanopadanatvasannivesa).

130 ed, note: “vyutkramena a samantat lambhah praptih |”. The meaning of this note is not clear. It is
tempting to read it as a gloss of vyalambha, as vyalambha is not found in the MMW. Lambha would then be
glossed as praptih, and a as samantat (ind. meaning “wholly”, “completely”, thus indicating that a@ here has
a strengthening function). But the role of vyutkramena is then unclear. Vyutkrama is found in the MMW
with the meanings “going astray”, “going out of the right course”, “inverted order”, “transgression”,
“offence”, “dying” and “death”. It does not fit that it should be a gloss, and it is not clear why it is in the
instrumental. It could perhaps be an example illustrating the meaning of vy in vyalambha, but it is then not
entirely clear what the function of vy should here be as utkrama is found in the MMW meaning “going up
or out”, “inverted order”, “progressice increase”, “going astray”, “acting improperly”, “deviation” and
“transgression”. Vy thus does not seem to change the meaning of utkrama much. Thus if vyutkramena is an
explanation of the function of vy in vyalambha, the point may be to illustrate that vy does not add anything
to the meaning of alambha, thus making vyalambha mean simply “obtaining”. Alternately vyutkramena,
being in the instrumental, could, with its meanings “inverted order” or “going astray” etc., be read as
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“sukhaduhkhalabhalabhadinam adrstam karanam asti,
drstakaranavyabhicaranyathanupapatteh” ity anumitatvat | na caivam 1§varasyapy
anumitatvad apalambhaprasamganivrttih syad iti §ankaniyam,

tadanumanasyanekadosadustatvat |

SSP §32 English

If it is objected: certainly, how can the insentient karmas produce the various bodies,

senses etc. which are suitable for the manifoldnes which is to be enjoyed?'*®!

[It is answered:] how can the thorn apple, nectar, madana'*®, kodrava'® [through

fermentation] produce various effects, such as intoxication etc.?"*** Or how may it be

explained: “Specific magnets cause effects such as rotating iron, attracting (iron) etc.”?"*®

If it is answered: It is so because of unseen [causes].”*® [It is answered in return:]

1367
t

[then] let also the subject®®” not obtaining'*®® [its] nature be denied on account of only

that [the unseen]."*® Because, in the same way, it is inferred: the cause of gain and loss,

signifying that the vy is here to be read as giving alambha the opposite meaning, thus making vyalambha
mean “not obtaining”.

It seems unlikely that the note should be read as a sentence, as at least praptih seems to clearly be a
gloss of lambhah, and because there seems to be no way to interpret it as a meaningful sentence.

%1 j.e. how can the karmas, which are insentient, know who is to have what according to previous acts?
According to the Nyaya-VaiSesika it is God who is the bestower of the fruits of our deeds
(karmaphalapradah), i.e. he governs the operation of karma as the insentient karma cannot do this by itself
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 167).

132 name of some plant.

1363 name of a kind of grain.

1364 je. if it is accepted that various insentient ingredients can produce intoxication, why can it not be
accepted that the insentient karmas produce the world, our bodies etc. according to our previous acts?
1365  e. or how can a magnet, which is insentient, attract iron, make it rotate etc.?

136 Cf, footnote 1103.

137 Prakrta (subject) seems here to refer to the effects of karma (the body etc.). Alternatively, prakrta could
be translated as “made/produced thing”, also referring to the body etc.. Cf. the VaiSesika objection at the
start of this paragraph (i.e. how can the insentient karmas produce the various bodies etc. suitable for
enjoying the enjoyments).

138 yyalambha (from vy + a + labh) is not found in the MMW. Lambha means “obtaining”, “attaining” etc..
The prefix vy seems here to most probably (judging from the context) have a negating function, while @ has
a strengthening function, giving vyalambha the meaning “not obtaining” or “not at all obtaining”. Cf.
editors note to vyalambho in footnote 1360.

139 The meaning of this answer is a bit unclear. I have interpreted prakrta (subject) to refer to the body etc.
and vyalambha to mean “not obtaining” (cf. the footnotes to their respective translations above and the
editors note to vyalambha in footnote 1360). Vyalambha and nivartyatam then form a double negative
meaning. The point thus seems to be that if it is answered that a magnet attracting iron etc. is on account of
unseen causes, then also the fact that things obtain their proper nature is on account of the unseen causes,
i.e. karma, and not God.

Vyalamba could alternately be taken to mean simply “obtaining”. The argument could then be that
it is sometimes seen that things do not exhibit or obtain their proper natures. Normal causes are not
sufficient to explain this, and this too must be explained by unseen causes, i.e. karma, as visible causes are
not sufficient to account for the occurrence of this. From this it is then further inferred that pleasure and
pain etc. are due to the unseen karma.

I have here chosen to translate vyalambha as “not obtaining”. The general discussion focuses
around the capability of the insentient karma to produce suitable effects, i.e. according to past deeds. It thus
seems more likely that this is what this argument refers to. The following sentence, i.e. tatha
“sukhaduhkhalabhalabhadinam adrstam karanam asti, drstakaranavyabhicaranyathanupapatteh” ity
anumitatvat (Because, in the same way, it is inferred: the cause of gain and loss, pleasure and pain etc. is
the unseen [karma]. Because otherwise one would not find that the seen causes are insufficient.), should
thus be read as the reason for the sentence tata eva prakrtah svabhavavyalambho ‘pi nivartyatam | ([then]
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pleasure and pain etc. is the unseen [karma]. Because otherwise one would not find that
the seen causes are “"insufficient.”””" And it is not to be supposed [by the VaiSesika] that
there must be cessation of the [erroneous] adhering to finding fault with [the postulation
of God], on account of also God being inferred [on the same grounds as unseen karma is
inferred],"*”* because the inference of that [God] [on the same grounds as unseen causes

are inferred] is false on account of many faults.

SSP §33 41, 10-12
tatha hi - tanukranabhuvanadeh karyatvadisadhanam kim ekabuddhimatkaranatvam
sadhyet, anekabuddhimatkaranam va, prathamapakse

1373 s o5 da5dinE

siddhasadhanam, nanapraninimittatvat tadupabhogyatanvadinam, tesam tadadrstakrtatvat

SSP §33 English

For it is as follows — does the proof, [i.e.] [the fact that] the body, the senses, the earth are
effects etc., prove one intelligent creator or many intelligent creators? In the first case,
that [premise/proof] [suffers from the fault of] inconclusiveness'*™ because a palace etc.
has many carpenters, patrons etc. as its cause."”” In the second case there is proof of that
which has [already been] proved [by the Jains], because many living beings are the cause
of the body etc. which are fit to be enjoyed by them. Because those [body etc.] are created

by the unseen [karmas] of those [living beings]."*"

let also the subject not obtaining [its] nature be denied on account of only that [the unseen]). Vidyanandin’s
argument is thus that, just like the magnet etc., things obtaining their appropriate nature, experiencing
happiness and pain etc., is inferred to be on account of unseen karma, because visible causes are not
sufficient to account for this (just like they are insufficient to account for the power of a magnet etc.). If the
alternate reading (i.e. reading vyalambha as meaning obtaining) is chosen, it seems that the following
sentence should be read as a further inference from this (and not the magnet etc., i.e. things do not obtain
their nature on account of unseen causes, and from this it is inferred that happiness etc. is on account of
unseen karma. This argument seems less convincing.

1370 yyabhicara usually means “erroneous” or “wrong”. In this context it is best rendered as “insufficient”.
1371 {e. unseen karma is inferred because seen causes cannot account for all phenomena, just like unseen
causes are inferred in the case of the magnets etc.. If there were no unseen causes the seen causes would not
be experienced as insufficient to explain phenomena that are seen and experienced.

1372 i e. that the same arguments that were used above to infer unseen karma can be used to infer the
existence of God, and that the Jains must thus stop saying that God does not exist.

1373 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “prasadadina anekasutradharayajamanadihetuna”. Corrected according to
sandhi rules.

1374 The fault of anaikantika is another name for the fault of vyabhicara, i.e. that the hetu (premise) is
inconclusive. In this case it is the fault of sadharana-savyabhicara, i.e. that the hetu (premise) is found
where the sadhya (that which is to be proved) is not. In other words, the hetu is too wide (Radhakrishnan
1966b: 119).

1375 j.e. a palace, which is an effect, is created by many creators. Thus it is not proved that the world etc.
would have one single creator, as “being an effect” is also found when there are many creators.

1376 i e. if it is held that the inference proves many intelligent creators, then this has already been established
by the Jains and the VaiSesikas adhere to the Jain position. Those many intelligent creators are the various
living being themselves, who, through the unseen workings of karma, produce the body, the world etc.

according to their actions.
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SSP §34 41, 13-17

etena buddhimatkaranasamanyasadhane siddhasadhanam uktam;
tadabhimataviSesasyadhikaranasiddhantanyayenapy asiddheh | samanyavisesasya
sadhyatvad adosa iti cet, na; drstadrstavi$esasrayasamanyavikalpadvayanativrtteh |
drstaviSesasrayasya samanyasya sadhyatve svestavighatat | adrstavi$esasrayasya
samanyasya sadhyatve sadhyastinyatvaprasamgat | nidar§anaya drstetaravi§esasrayasya

samanyasadhane ‘pi svabhimatavisesasiddhih kutah syat |

SSP §34 English
If a universal “intelligent creator” is proved by this [argumentation], that which is said is
proof of what has [already been] proved. [But it is not the proof of the particular
intelligent creator, i.e. God, of the VaiSesika], because the particular [intelligent creator]
that is accepted by those [VaiSesika] according to [their] rule of the “implied doctrine”"*"’
is not proved.""

If it is objected: [That] is not a fault here'*”®, because both the universal and the

1'% are that which is to be proved.”®! [It is answered:] No, on account

particular [creator
of not overcoming the [two] alternatives of that universal [creator] residing in the
perceptible particulars or the imperceptible particulars. Because, if the universal
[creatorhood] is proved to reside in a perceptible particular, it will be an obstacle to that
which is accepted by [the Vaisesikas] themselves. [And] because there [would be]
adhering to the voidness of that which is to be proved if the universal [creatorhood] is
proved to reside in an imperceptible particular. To illustrate: if [the VaiSesika wants to]
prove that the universal [creatorhood] resides in a particular that is different from the

perceptible [particular]"*®, how can their own accepted particular be proved?'**’

577 adhikaranasiddhanta is an established conclusion which, on being established, naturally establishes

other conclusions. Cf. §35 below where the definition of adhikaranasiddhanta of the Nyayasiitra 11|30 is
quoted and footnote 1390. The translation of adhikaranasiddhanta as “implied doctrine” is taken from Jha
(1984: 350).

1378 j.e. that there is such a thing as “an intelligent creator” is not the subject of dispute. It is the specific
intelligent creator posited by the Vaisesika that is in dispute, i.e. the existence of an intelligent creator that
is omniscient, has created the world and the bodies of all living beings etc. is what is here being discussed.
This specific intelligent creator (i.e. omniscient etc.) posited by the VaiSesika is not automatically proved
from the establishment of a general intelligent creator, and thus it remains unproved.

137§ e. it is not so that the specific creator posited by the Vai$esika remains unproved.

180 Samanyavisesasya is here a dvandva compound in the neuter singular. Cf. Speijer §206: “But if the
dvandva is to represent a real unity or if not individuals but categories are linked together, it generally is 4
neuter and 4 singular” (Speijer 1973: 148). Alternately, samanyavisesasya could be interpreted as a
tatpurusa compound, but that does not fit the context as this would seem to imply that the samanya
(universal) would not be the sadhya (that which is to be proved) in the inference.

1381 j e. the sadhya (that which is to be proved) is both the universal and the particular creator. Thus there is
no fault.

1382 § e. an imperceptible particular.

1383 j e. if the universal is said to reside in a perceptible particular, then this would go against that which the
VaiSesikas themselves accept, as the VaiSesikas do not hold God to be perceptible. If, on the other hand, it

resides in an imperceptible particular the invariable concomitance between sadhya (that which is to be
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SSP §35 41, 18-30

adhikaranasiddhantanyayad iti cet; ko ‘yam adhikaranasiddhanto'***

nama, yat siddhav
anyaprakaranasiddhih so ‘dhikaranasiddhantah [nyayast 1|1/30] tato
drstadrstaviSesasrayasamanyamatrasya buddhimannimittasya jagatsu prasiddhau
prakaranajagannirmanasamarthah samastakarakanam prayoktra sarvada ‘viluptaSaktir
vibhur aSariratvadivi§esasraya eva siddhyatiti cet; syad evam, yadi sakala jagannirmana
samarthenaikena samastakarakanam prayoktra sarvajiiatvadiviSesenapi'®®
tenavinabhavidrstetaraviSesadhikaranabuddhimatkaranasamanyam kutaScit siddhyet; na
ca siddhyati; anekabuddhimatkaranenaiva svopabhogyatanvadinimittakaranaviSesena
tasya vyaptatvasiddheh samarthanat | tatha sarvajfiavitaragakartrkatve sadhye ghatadina

anaikantikam sadhanam | sadhyavikalam ca nidar§anam | saragasarvajfiakartrkatve'**

sadhye apasiddhantah | sarvatha karyatvam ca sadhanam tanvadavasiddham, tasya'*’
kathamcit karanatvat | kathamcit karyatvam tu viruddham, sarvatha buddhimannimittatvat
sadhyad viparitasya **kathamcidbuddhimannimittatvasya sadhanat | tatha pakso ‘py
anumanabadhitah syat “nedvaras tanvadinam karta jianadirahitatvat, muktavat”, iti
praguktanumanasya tadbadhakasya bhavad iti, jagato buddhimaddhetukatvam na
siddhyati, sadhakasyabhavad badhakasya sambhavad | tatah stiktam istaviruddham

vaiSesikamatam iti |

SSP §35 English

If it 1s objected: [It is proved] on the basis of the rule of the “implied doctrine”. [It is
asked:] What is this which is named “implied doctrine”? [If it is answered:] “that which,
when proved, proves other doctrines'*®, that is the implied doctrine”**. Therefore, when
the intelligent efficient cause, which is merely a universal that resides in both perceptible
and imperceptible universals, is well known in the [three] worlds, [its] residing in a

particular [i.e. God] that is capable of creating the world, the employer of all factors

proved) and the sadhya (proof) could not be established because that which is to be proved cannot be seen.
Inference depends on perception. “Only when the observer has perceived fire and smoke to be related to
each other is he able to infer the existence of the fire on the next occasion he perceives smoke”
(Radhakrishnan 1966b: 72). In other words, it is not possible to prove that the universal creatorhood resides
in the particular creator accepted by the VaiSesikas if that creator is imperceptible.

138 ed, note: “yat siddhau anyaprakaranasiddhih so ’dhikaranasiddhantah |”

1385 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “-viSeso ‘pi”. Visesa must be in the instrumental for the syntax to make
sense.

138 Amended. Prined ed. reads: “saragasarvajfiakartrkatve”. Sarvajiia must be negated for this to fit the
context.

1387 ed. note: “tanvadeh
1388 Amended. Printed ed. reads “kathamcibuddhiman-*.

1389 Prakarana (“treatment”, “discussion”, “explanation”, “treatise”, “book”, “chapter”, “subject”, “topic”,
“question”, “matter” etc.) here seems best rendered as “doctrine”.

130 The Vatsyayana’s Nyayabhasya states: When it so happens that a certain fact having become
established or known, other facts become implied, — and without these latter facts the former fact itself
cannot be established, — the former, constituting the basis of these latter, is called ‘Doctrine resting on
Implication’ or ‘Implied Doctrine.”” (translated in Jha 1984: 350).

2
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pertaining to actions, always has unimpaired power, is all pervading and without a body
is indeed proved on account of the doctrine [of the universal creator].

[It is answered:] This may be so, if one can somehow prove that the universal
“intelligent creator”, which has [both] perceptible and imperceptible particulars as its
substratum, is invariably concomitant with the particular, omniscient [creator] who is
capable of creating the whole world, is one and employs all the factors pertaining to
actions. But it is not proved [to be so], by virtue of there being proof of that [universal]
pervading many intelligent creators, which are the particular efficient causes of [their
own] bodies etc. which are fit to be enjoyed by themselves. Thus, if that which is to be
proved is “having a creator that is omniscient and free from passions”, the proof'*" is
inconclusive*** because a pot etc. [has a creator who is non-omniscient and not free from
the passions]. The example is devoid of that which is to be proved."** [And] if that which
is to be proved is “having a creator that has passions and is not omniscient” [it results in]
a conclusion opposed to the teaching.'** And the proof, [i.e.] that [the body etc.] is an
effect in every way, is not proved, because that [the body etc.] is in some ways a cause.
[Body etc.] being an effect in some ways'* is contradictory [to the VaiSesika position],
because it proves that the efficient cause is in some ways intelligent, which is contrary to
that which is to be proved [in the VaiSesika inference], [i.e.] that the efficient cause is
absolutely intelligent.'**®

Thus the thesis [“God is the creator of the body etc.”] is contradicted by inference,
because the previously declared inference: “God is not the creator of the body etc.
because he is devoid of knowledge etc., like the liberated [soul]”, negates it. Thus it is not
proved that the world has [one] intelligent cause, on account of there being no proof [of
God] while there is [proof that] negates [God]. Therefore it is well said that the

Vaisesika-doctrine is contradicted by inference.

[iti vaiSesikasasanapariksa]

Thus is the investigation into the VaiSesika-teaching.

1391 e. the hetu (premise), karyatvat (being an effect)

1392 The fault of anaikantika is another name for the fault of vyabhicara, i.e. that the hetu (premise) is not
uniformly concomitant with the sadhya (that which is to be proved). In this case it is the fault of sadharana-
savyabhicara, i.e. that the hetu (premise) is found where the sadhya (that which is to be proved) is not. In
other words, the hetu is too wide (Radhakrishnan 1966b: 119).
1393 even the example used by the VaiSesika themselves, i.e. the potter, does not illustrate that which is to be
roved, i.e. an omniscient, eternal etc. creator capable of creating the whole world etc..
3% as God is held to be omniscient, free from passions etc..
1395 § e. not only an effect
13% This is a bit unclear. The point seems to be that even if it is admitted that God creates all the effects etc.,
these effects are also causes (in the sense of cley being the material cause of the pot). Thus, the things
produced by God are also co-produced by the effects. This results in the cause not being absolutely
intelligent as only part of the totality of causal conditions necessary to produce the effect (i.e. God) is
intelligent, while other causes (such as clay in the case of the pot) are not intelligent. Thus the Vai$esika’s
acceptance of the cause being absolutely intelligent is wrong, as the cause is at best only in some ways
intelligent.
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Naiyayika§asanapariksa

Investigation into the teaching of the Naiyayikas.

[piirvapaksa]

The opponent’s side.

SSP §1 42, 3-6

vaiSesikasamasiddhanta naiyayikas tv evam amananti —

pramanaprameyasamsayaprayojanadrstantasiddhantavayavatarkanirnayavadajalpa-
vitandahetvabhasachalajatinigrahasthanam tattvajfianan nih§reyasadhigamah |

[nyayasii- 1|1]1]

SSP §1 English

The Naiyayikas [accept] the same established conclusions as the VaiSesikas. They accept
it to be thus: “The highest [goal]"*” is attained through thorough knowledge of [1] the
valid means of knowledge, [2] the object of knowledge, [3] doubt, [4] purpose, [5]
example, [6] established conclusion, [7] members [of a syllogism], [8] reasoning, [9]
complete ascertainment, [10] [honest] debate, [11] wrangling, [12] frivolous argument,
[13] fallacies of the premise**, [14] quibble, [15] faulty counterargument and [16] points
of defeat.

SSP §2 42, 7-8
kim ca, bhaktiyogakriyayogajfianayogatrayair yathasamkhyam salokyam sarupyam

samipyam sayujyam muktir bhavati |

SSP §2 English

Moreover, liberation [which is of four kinds], [i.e.] residence in the same divine world [as
God]; likeness [to God]; nearness [to God]; and intimate union [with God], [is attained]
by means of the three [disciplines]: devotional discipline, the discipline of action and the

discipline of knowledge respectively."*

1397  e. liberation.

13% There is no uniform list of what fallacies are here referred to. Varying philosophers give varying lists
and explain the different kinds of fallacies differently. See Potter (1977: 195-199) for an overview of what
he calls “the 9 major varieties” of presenting the possible fallacies of the premise, which, according to him,
do not even give a summary view of the Nyaya-VaiSesika’s views on fallacies.

13 the relations of the different disciplines with the different kinds of liberation are explained in §§3-5
below.
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SSP §3 42,9-10
tatra maheS§varah svami svayam bhrtya iti taccitto bhiitva yavajjivam tasya

paricaryakaranam bhaktiyogah, tasmat salokyamuktir bhavati |

SSP §3 English
There'*™, devotional discipline is life-long worship of him [God], having been one whose

mind is [devoted to] him, [thinking:] “Mahe$vara'*"’

is [my] master, [I] myself am [his]
servant”. The liberation [characterized by] residence in the same divine world [as God] is

[attained] from that [devotional discipline].

SSP §4 42, 11-14

tapahsvadhyayanusthanam kriyayogah | tatronmadakadivyapohartham
adhyatmikadiduhkhasahisnutvam tapah, prasantamantrasyeSvaravacino ‘bhyasah
svadhyayah, tadubhayam api kleSakarmaksayaya samadhilabhaya canustheyam | tasmat
kriyayogat sariipyam samipyam va muktir bhavati | viditapadarthasye§varapranidhanam

jianayogah |

SSP §4 English

The discipline of action [consists of] the religious practice of austerities and recitation.
There, austerity is enduring pain that [proceeds from bodily and mental causes] within
one’s self etc. for the purpose of destroying the maddening [passions] etc.. Recitation is
repeating peaceful formulas that express God’s [greatness]. Both of those are to be
practiced in order to destroy afflictions and karma and in order to attain concentration.
The liberation [characterized by] likeness [to God] or nearness [to God] is [attained] from
that [discipline of action]. The discipline of knowledge is meditation on God after'*** all

1403

the categories ™" are known.

SSP §5 42, 15-24
parame§varatattvasya prabandhenanucintanam paryalocanam i§varapranidhanam | tasya
yogasya yamaniyamasanapranayamapratyaharadharanadhyanasamadhayah astangani |

tatra deSakalavasthabhir anityatah purusasya viSuddhavrttihetavo yamah

1400 The tatra here indicates that the following is a comment on the three disciplines enumerated in §2
above.

101 Mahesvara translates as ”Great Lord” and refers to Siva. The Naiyayikas are said to be Saivites (Potter
1977: 21).

192 yiditapadarthasya is here a peculiar genitive absolute construction, almost in the sense of an absolutive.
1403 Cf. §1 above for the list of 16 categories accepted by the Naiyayikas.
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ahimsabrahmacaryasteyadayah |"*** deSakalavasthapeksinah punyahetavah driyavi$esa

niyamah devarcanapradaksinasamdhyopasanajapadayah |

£1405 1406
S |

yogakarmavirodhikleSajayadyartha ca ranabandhah asanam padmakasvastikadih
kosthasya vayor gaticchedah pranayamah recakapurakakumbhakaprakarah SanaihSanair
abhyasaniyah | samadhipratyanikebhyah samantat svantasya vyavartanam pratyaharah |
cittasya deSasambandho dharana | tatraikatanata dhyanam | dhyanotkarsan
nirvatacalapradipavasthanam ivaikatra cetanasavasthanam samadhih | etani yogangani'*"’
mumuksuna mahe§vare param bhaktim asrayityabhiyogena sevitavyani | tato ‘cirena

1408

kalena bhagavantam ™ anaupamyasvabhavam pratyaksam paSyati; tam drstva

niratiSayam sayujyam nihSreyasam prapnoti |

SSP §5 English

Meditation on God is continuous reflection and recollection on the essence of God. There
are eight limbs of the discipline of that [knowledge], [namely] self-restraint; restraint of
the mind; posture; restraint of the breath; withdrawal [of the senses]; fixing [the mind on
the desired object]; meditation [on the desired object]; and concentration on the object of
meditation. There, self restraints, which are not restrained to [a specific] place, time or
condition, are non-violence, chastity, not stealing etc."*”. They cause a man to have
completely pure behavior. Restraints of the mind are special activities which cause merit
and depend on place, time and condition. They are worship of God, circumambulation [of
God], worship at the three junctions [morning, noon and evening], muttering prayers

11 position, is the binding of

etc.."*'” Posture, such as the lotus position and the svastika
motion for the purpose of conquering the afflictions that oppose yogic practice etc..

Restraining the breath is the cutting off of air in the lungs. [This] is [of three] kinds:

1404 Amended. The printed ed. reads: “tatra deSakalavasthabhir anityatah purusasya viSuddhavrttihetavo
yamah ahimsabrahmacaryasteyadayah | de§akalavasthapeksinah punyahetavah driyavi$esa niyamah
devarcanapradaksinasamdhyopasanajapadayah |”. The danda has been moved to include
ahimsabrahmacaryasteyadayah in the explanation of yama.

1405 Amended. Printed edition reads: “kleSajapadyarthas”. The use of japa (muttering prayers) here makes
not sense. The mistake is perhaps due to the use of japa in the preceding sentence.

1406 Ameded. Printed ed. reads: “ranabandhah asanam | padmakasvastikadeh”. Bandhah has been amended
according to sandhi rules. Padmakasvastikadeh, being examples of asanas, has been amended to
padmakasvastikadih and the danda has been moved to include it in the sentence.

1407 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “etani yogantani”.

1408 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “bhavantam”.

1409 According to Yoga philosophy, yama (self-restraints) also includes satya (truthfulness in thought and
speech) and aparigraha (non-acceptance of unnecessary gifts from people) in addition to the three
mentioned here (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 281). These additional two are possibly replaced by adi (etc.).
1410 According to Yoga philosophy niyama consists of sauca (both internal and external purification),
santosa (the habit of being content with what comes of itself), tapas (penance), svadhyaya (regular habit of
studying religious books) and isvarapranidhana (meditation of and resignation to God) (Chatterjee & Datta
2007: 282).

1411 Acc. to the MMW it is a posture characterized by placing the toes in the inner hollow of the knee while
seated.
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exhalation; inhalation; and [like a] pot.'*'* It is to be practiced gradually. Withdrawal [of
the senses] is turning the mind completely away from those things that are opposed to
concentration. Fixing [the mind] is fixing the mind on [the desired] place."*"* Meditation
is the state of being directed exclusively to that [place/object on which the mind is fixed
when fixing the mind on a desired place/object]. Concentration is standing in one place
with the mind [still and immovable] on account of supreme meditation, just like a lamp

stands steady'*"*

on account of there being no wind. These limbs of yogic [discipline] are
to be practiced with perseverance by one who desires liberation, after practicing the
highest devotion to God. After a result of that [intense absorption] one sees the Lord,
whose nature is unparalleled, directly for a short time. Having seen him, one obtains the
highest [goal] of unmatched pre-eminence'*" [in the form of] an intimate union [with

God].

[uttarapaksa]

The refutation.

SSP §6 42, 26-27
tad etat tarkikamatam drstestaviruddham | praganantaram pratipaditaprakarenaiva
pratyaksanumanavirodhayor atrapy upapatteh, ato natra prthak tadvirodhasamarthanam

upakramyate |

SSP §6 English

This very doctrine of the logicians is contradicted by perception and inference, because
contradiction by perception and inference is found even here by means of that which was
expounded in the immediately preceding [section dealing with the VaiSesika]. Therefore
a separate justification of [it being] contradicted by those [perception and inference] is

not undertaken here.

SSP §7 42, 28-30

kim ca, tadabhyupagatapadarthesu indriyabuddhimanasam arthopalabdhisadhakatvena'*'®

pramanatvat prameyesv antarbhavanupapatteh, anyathaikanekatmakatvasiddheh |

1417

sam$ayadinam prameyatve'*'’ ca vyavasthananupapatteh | viparyayanadhyavasayayoh

412 Recaka (exhalation) is the stopping of breath after exhaling. Pitraka (inhaling) is the stopping of breath
after inhaling. Kumbhaka (pot) is the stopping of breath by retention of the vital breath (Chatterjee & Datta
2007: 282).

1413 this may be part of the body, such as one’s navel etc., or external to the body, such as the moon etc..

1414 § e. does not flicker.

1415 § e. the highest form of liberation.
1416 ed, note: “tanmatenaiva |”.
1417

ed. note: “pramanavisayatve

‘”
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pramanadisodasapadarthebhyo ‘rthantarabhutayoh pratites ca na

sodasapadarthavyavastha |

SSP §7 English

[The Naiyayika doctrine is] moreover [erroneous] concerning the categories accepted by
those [Naiyayikas]'*'®, because it is not suitable that the senses, intellect and mind are
included in [the category] “object of knowledge”, because [they] are valid means of
knowledge on account of being conductive to knowing objects. Because otherwise [they]
are proved to have a nature that is both one and many.'*"” And because it is not suitable to
place doubt etc. in the [category of] objects of knowledge. And it is not established that
there are 16 categories, because erroneous [cognition] and indeterminate cognition are
known to be different categories'**” than the sixteen categories, [i.e.] valid means of

knowledge etc.."**!

SSP §8 43, 1-6
tathaivam naiyayikavai$esikasiddhantasya drstestaviruddhatve siddhe

caturvidhavarnasramavat '***

tadvidheyavividhacarapunyapapaparalokabandhamoksa-
tatkaranatatphalabaddhamuktadisvarupapratipadako ‘pi yaugagamo na pramanam,
drstestaviruddhagamabhinnasya tasyatindriyesu tatkaranesu ca
pramanyasambhavananupapatter iti na tesam dharmanusthanam pratistham iyarti | kim va
bahubhir alapaih aultikyaih tarkikai$ ca laukikam vaidikam va yat kimcid ucyate tat
sarvam mrsaiva tadabhimatasarvatattvanam samsargasambhavena'**
Sunyatvasyapaditatvad ity alam atiprapaficena, drstestaviruddhatvan

naiyayikavai$esikamatayor asatyatvasiddhatvat |

drstesv istesu drstestavirodhad yaugasammatah |

1418 of Nyayasiitra quoted in §1 above.

1419 Cf, Nyayasiitra 2|1/16: “The weighing balance, which is a pramana [the means of ascertaining the
weight of things] is prameya also, [as regarding its own accuracy]” (Nyayasitra translated by Jha 1984:
632). Vatsyayana, in his bhasya (commentary) to the Nyayasutra, writes: “ The weighing balance is called
‘Pramana’ when it is the means of bringing about the cognition of the exact weight (of the thing weighed),—
in which case the object of cognition is the weighty substance, gold and the like (which is weighed), which
therefore is called the ‘Prameya’; — but when the gold thus weighed is made the means of testing
(ascertaining the accuracy of) another balance, then in the cognition of the accuracy of this other balance, it
becomes the ‘Pramana’, and the other balance becomes the ‘Prameya’” (translated by Jha 1984: 632). This
stitra attempts to answer the question concerning how the pramanas (valid means of knowledge) are
themselves established as valid, which was raised by philosophers such as Nagarjuna (Matilal 1986: 36).
Vidyanandin’s objection to this doctrine here is that holding that the pramanas (valid means of knowledge)
are both pramana and prameya (objects of valid knowledge) would entail that they have a manifold nature
(ekanekatmakatva, i.e. a nature that is both one and many).

1420 qrtha (object) should here be read in the sense of padartha (category).

1421 { e. since both erroneous cognition and indeterminate cognition do not belong to any of the 16
categories, they must be made separate categories. Thus the number of categories cannot be said to be 16.
1422 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tadavadheya...”.

1423 ed. note: ’samavayasambandhabhavena T:’.
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paroksesu tadekatvad agamo na pramanyatam ||
samsargahaneh sarvarthahaner yaugavaco ‘khilam |
bhavet pralapamatratvan navadheyam vipascitam |
drstestabhyam viruddhatvan na satyam yauga§asanam |

na ca tena pratiksepah syadvadasyeti ni§citam ||

SSP §8 English
Thus, since the established conclusion of the Naiyayika and VaiSesika is proved to be
contradicted by perception and inference, the scriptural tradition of the Yaugas'*** which,
like (it teaches) the four varnas and life-stages, even teaches various practices to be
performed in those [lifestages and varnas], the nature of merit, demerit, the other world,
bondage, liberation, their causes, their fruits, the bound and liberated [soul] etc., is not a
valid means of knowledge. [This is so] because the possibility of reliability with respect
to that which is beyond the sphere of the senses and the causes of that [which is beyond
the sphere of the senses] is not found for that [part of the scriptural tradition that deals
with those things] which is not different from [the part of] that scriptural tradition that is
contradicted by perception and inference. Thus their religious practice does not reach an
exhalted position.

What is the use of much discussion? Whatever is said by the Aulukyas'** and

1426

logicians™** concerning worldly matters or vedic matters is certainly all false, because, as

a consequence of relation being impossible'*’

, all the tattvas accepted by them have been
brought to a state of voidness. Enough with excessive argumentation'**®, for the Vaisesika
and Naiyayika doctrines are proved to be false on account of being contradicted by

perception and inference!

The scriptural tradition accepted by the Yaugas is not reliable with respect to perceptible

and inferrable on account of being contradicted by perception and inference. (Nor is it

1424 +

i.e. the Naiyayika.

1423 § e. the VaiSesika.

1426 e. Naiyayika.
1427 e. since the inherence-relation has been proved false.

428 atiprapaiica is not given in the MMW. As a prefix to nouns and verbs ati adds the meanings “beyond”,
“over”, “excessive”, “intense” etc.. Praparica is found in the MMW with the meanings “manifestation”,
“expansion”, appearance” etc. and thus also referring to the visible world. Matilal (1986) translates it as
“verbal proliferation” (p 309). He writes: “I wish to translate it [i.e. prapaiica] as ‘verbal proliferation’. The
original meaning of this word is obscure, although it has been used by Buddhists and Vedantins very
frequently. The word is generally used in the sense of ‘amplification’ or ‘showing by verbal elaboration’.
[...] In rendering praparica as verbal proliferation I am influenced by Candrakirti, who seems to be saying
that the purpose of speech (language) is to proliferate meanings.” (Matilal 1986: 309-10; italics in original).
He further states: “Candrakirti glosses praparica as ‘speech’, in the sense of ‘language’” (ibid: 311; italics
in original). Following this interpretation of prapaiica as referring to speech or language, I have in this
context rendered atipraparfica, perhaps here to be read more literally as “intense speech”, as
“argumentation”, and have translated the term alam atipraparicena as “enough with argumentation”,
meaning that Vidyanandin here considers the Nyaya-Vais$esika doctrine refuted, making further discussion
unnecessary.
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reliable) with respect to [that which can only be established] indirectly'** because that
[part of the scriptural tradition] is one [with the part that is contradicted by perception and

inference].

All the words of the Yaugas are not to be attended to by the wise, because they are mere

prattling on account of all objects being destroyed since [all] union is destroyed.

The teaching of the Yaugas is not true, because it is contradicted by perception and
inference. Thus it is settled: the Syadvada is not refuted by that [Nyaya-VaiSesika
teaching].

[iti naiyayikaSasanapariksa]

Thus is the investigation of the Naiyayika teaching.

1429 § e. that which is beyond the sphere of perception and inference.

297



Mimamsakabhattaprabhakara§asanapariksa

Investigation into the doctrine of the Bhatta- and Prabhakara-Mimamsakas.

SSP 44, 3

atha mimamsakamatam api drstestaviruddham ['**°

SSP 44, 3 English

Now, also the doctrine of the Mimamsakas is contradicted by perception and inference.

[pirvapaksa]

The opponent’s side.

SSP §1 44, 3-5

mimamsakesu tavad evam bhatta bhananti — prthivyaptejovayudikkalakasatmamanah-
Sabdatamamsi ity ekadaSaiva padarthah, tadasritagunakarmasamanyadinam tat-
svabhavatvena tadatmyasambhavan na padarthantaram ity evam padarthayathatmya-

jiianat karmaksayo bhavatiti |

SSP §1 English

Firstly, the followers of Bhatta among the Mimamsakas say: “There are only eleven
categories, [namely] earth, water, fire, wind, space, time, akasa, soul, mind, sound and
darkness. There are no other categories because quality, activity, universal etc. which
reside in those [eleven categories given above] are identical [to those eleven categories]
by having their nature. Thus there is destruction of karma from knowing the true nature of

the categories”.

SSP §2 44, 6-14
prabhakaras tu —

dravyam gunah kriyajatisamkhyasadr§yaSaktayah |

samavayah kramas$ ceti nava syur gurudar$ane | [source unknown]

tatra dravya[ni prthivyadayah'*'] guna riipadayah kriya utksepanadi | jatih

sattadravyatvadi'**? | samkhya ekatvadvatvadih | sadr§yam gopratiyogikam gavayagatam

1430 This opening sentence, included by the editor under the heading “purvapaksa”, is strictly speaking not
part of the ptirvapaksa. It has therefore been separated from the rest of §1, which starts the purvapaksa.
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anyat, gavayapratiyogikam gogatam sadr§yam anyat | §aktih samarthyam, sa anumeyaiva |
gunagunyadinam sambandhah samavayah | ekasya nispadananantaram anyasya
nispadanam kramah, prathamahutyadipiirnahutiparyantam | ity evam navaiva padarthah |

etesam yathatmyajiianan nihsreyasasiddhir ity acaksate |

SSP §2 English
But the followers of Prabhakara say —

There are nine [categories] in the philosophy of the teacher [Prabhakara]: substance,

quality, activity, universal, number, similarity, potency, inherence and order.

There'**, the substances are earth etc., the qualities are colour etc. and activity is
“throwing upwards” etc.. Universal is existence-ness, substanceness etc.. The similarity

34g9avaya, which has cow as its correlative, and the similarity residing in

residing in a
cow, having gavaya as its correlative, is different.'** Potency means power. It is only
inferable.'*** Inherence is the relation between quality and that which possesses qualities.
Order is that immediately after producing one, there is production of another, [like]
beginning with the first offering of oblations and lasting until the offering of oblations is
completed'*’. Thus there are only nine categories. It is said that liberation is

accomplished through knowing the true nature of these.

SSP §3 44, 15-23

kim ca, vedam adhitya tadartham jhiatva
taduktanityanaimittakakamyanisiddhanusthanakramam niscitya tatra vihitanusthane yah
pravartate tasya svargapavargasiddhir bhavati |
trikalasamdhyopasanajapadevarsipitrtarpanadikam nityanusthanam |
dar$apaurnamasagrahanadisu kriyamananaimittikanusthanam | taddvayam api niyamena

kartavyam | kutah, akurvan vihitam karmam pratyavayena'*® lipyate | [source

1431 This seems to have been added by the editor.

1432 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “satta dravyatvadi”.

1433 Tatra here indicates that the following is a commentary to the verse quoted at the beginning of the
aragraph.

P According to the MMW gavaya is a species of cow. According to Radhakrishnan (1966b: 102) it refers

to a wild ox (apparently a different kind of bovine than the domesticated cow or ox).

1433 { e. the gavaya being similar to a cows and the cows being similar to a gavaya are not the same

similarity.

1436 The (}{octrine of sakti (potential energy) is part of the Mimamsa theory of causation. The cause, such as a

seed etc., is held to have an imperceptible power (sSakti), with the help of which it can produce the effect,

such as a sprout etc.. When this power is somehow obstructed or destroyed (such as if the seed is fried), the

cause is not able to produce the effect. The sakti-doctrine thus explains why it is that sometimes the cause is
resent, yet it does not produce its effect (Chatterjee & Datta 2007: 308).

#71].e. from the first offering to the last offering.

1438 ed. note: “papena”.
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unknown] iti vacanat | putrakamyestyadikam aihikam'*** kamyanusthanam |

jyotistomadikam amutrikam kamyanusthanam | ”Syenabhicaran'**

yajet” ity adikam
nisiddhanusthanam | tatkramam nicitya tesv anusthanesu vihitanusthane yah pravartate

sa svargapavargau prapnoti |

SSP §3 English

Moreover, having studied the Veda, having understood its meaning and having
ascertained the order of performance [of the fourfold duties] it declares to be constant'**';
occasional'**?; for a specific end; and forbidden'**’, he who engages in performing that
which is ordered in that [Veda], he attains liberation or heaven. Constant religious

practice is [prayer] at the three times of junction'**

, worship [of the gods], refreshing the
divine sages and ancestors by presenting them libations of water etc.. The occasional
religious practice is performed on [the day of] new moon, full moon, eclipse etc.. Those

two! 44

are invariably to be performed. Why? Because it is said: “not performing the
prescribed action, one is stained by sin”. Worldly [rites] [such as] sacrifice [performed]
on account of desiring a son etc. is religious practice for a specific end. Also other
worldly'** [rites] [such as] the Jyotistoma ceremony etc. is religious practice for a
specific end. “One may sacrifice while enchanting by means of a bird of prey”*"’ etc..
[This is an example of] a forbidden practice. He who, having ascertained the order of
those [practices], engages in the prescribed practices among those [practices listed

above], he obtains heaven or liberation.

SSP §4 44, 24-28

apica—

nyayarjitadhanas tattattvajfiananistho “tithipriyah |

sraddhakrt satyavadi ca grhastho ’pi vimucyate |'**® [source not found] iti vacanat

mumuksiinam pravrajyaya bhavitavyam iti niyamo nasti |

1439 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “-mahikam”.
1440 ed. note: “Syenayagena |”.

14411 e. to be performed daily.

1442t be performed on particular occasions
1443 not to be performed.

' morning, midday and noon.

1443 § e. the nitya (constant) and naimittaka (occasional) practice.

146 Amutrikam is not found in the MMW. It however seems clear that it is here used as correlative of aihika
(worldly). The point is that while sacrifices like the putrakamyesti give results in this world, such as a son
etc. (and are thus aihika, i.e. worldly), sacrifices such as the jyotisthoma (a soma ceremony) etc. give results
in the other world. Amurtikam has therefore been translated as “other worldly”.

mz i.e. performing the syena (bird of prey, especially an eagle)-sacrifice in order to kill ones enemies.

’

ed. note: “grhastho moksamargastho...ityadi | tulana — ratnakara- §lo- |”.
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SSP §4 English

Because it is also said!**:

Even a householder, being one whose wealth is honestly acquired, devoted to thorough
knowledge of those [categories], who is a friend to [his] guests, performs [the sacrifices]

with faithfulness and speaks the truth, is liberated.

It is not necessary that those desirous of liberation need [to seek liberation] by going forth

[from home to homelessness].

SSP §5 45, 1-6

tatrapi —

moksartho na pravarteta tatra kamyanisiddhayoh |

nityanaimittike kuryat pratyavayajihasaya | [mi- §lo- sambandha- §lo- 11-] iti bhattah |

pratyavayapariharakamena nityanaimittakanusthanayoh pravartanat | tayor api
kamyanusthanakuksau niksepat tatkaranam api moksakamksina navadhiyata'*® iti

prabhakarah pratyicire |

SSP §5 English
Also, regarding that [matter], the followers of Bhatta [say]:

One whose aim is liberation must perform the constant and occasional [practices] with
the desire to abandon sin. He may not engage in those [practices] [described as] optional
and forbidden. [Liberation is attained] through engaging in the constant and occasional
religious practice with the desire to abandon sin.

The followers of Prabhakara refute [this], [saying that] even the performance of
those [constant and occasional practices] is not performed by one who is desirous of
liberation, because even those [constant and occasional practices] are included in the

optional religious practices.

1449 this paragraph establishes the validity of the last claim in the previous paragraph, i.e. that one who

knows the order of practices and engages in those practices that are prescribed can attain liberation. This
statement implies that one does not need to become an ascetic in order to attain liberation, but that
liberation can be attained by householders as well.

1430 Amended. Printed ed. reads “anavadhiyate iti”. A verb cannot be negated by the prefix an-, which
seems to have been done here.
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[uttarapaksa]

The refutation.

SSP §6 45, 8-14

tad etan mimamsakamatam tavad drstaviruddham, mimamsakakhyair bhattair
prabhakarai§ ca prthivyadayo ’rthah sattadisamanyato 'nuvyajyante | tac ca
sattadisamanyam sarvatha nityam niravayavam ekam vyapakam iti tair abhimatam; tat tu
pratyaksaviruddham, sadr§aparinamalaksanasya samanyasyanityasyasarvagatasya
ripadivad anekavyaktatmatayanekartipasyaiva pratyaksatah pratiteh | na hi bhinnadesasu
vyaktisu samanyam ekam pratyaksatah sthunadau vam§adivat pratiyate; vyakter
utpadavinase "pi anutpadam avinasam va yatas tatpratyaksam syat | tad idam

- 1451

paroditasvariipam samanyam pratyaksabuddhav atmanam na samarthayati

pratyaksatam ca svikartum icchatity amulyadanakrayitvat satam upahasas padam eva syat

SSP §6 English

That very doctrine of the Mimamsakas is firstly contradicted by perception. The
categories, earth etc., are [held to be] caused to appear after'** the universal, existence-
ness etc.'*?, by [both] the followers of Bhatta and Prabhakara, who are called
Mimamsakas. And this is accepted by them: “The universal, existence etc., is completely
permanent, without parts, one and [all]-pervading”. But that is certainly contradicted by

1454

perception, because the universal, defined as similar modification ™, is impermanent and

1451 According to the MMW, samarthayati is often wrong for samarpayati (to throw, hurl etc.). If the text
were to be amended to samarpayati, the translation would be “does not throw itself at perceptual
cognition”. This would perhaps be a better reading. As reading samarthayati also works, it has not been
amended.

1452 The meaning of anuvyafijyante is unclear. Anuvyajyante is here 3™ plural passive causative of anu + vi
+ aiij, which is not found in the MMW.. The passive causative of vi + ajj is “to be manifested or
expressed” or “is caused to appear”’. Adding the prefix anu (after, along, alongside, near to, under,
subordinate to, with) here seems to give it the meaning “is caused to appear later/after” or “is manifested
after”.

The meaning of this statement is not entirely clear. The most probable explanation seems to be that
while the universal is accepted to be permanent, the particulars or individual things are impermanent (as
they are created and destroyed). The point would thus be that the universal (which is held to be unitary and
permanent) is held to exist prior to the particular/individual thing, which is contradicted by sensory
perception. Cf. SSP 45 11-13 (below): na hi bhinnadesasu vyaktisu samanyam ekam pratyaksatah
sthiinadau vamsadivat pratiyate; vyakter utpadavinase ’pi anutpadam avinasam va yatas tatpratyaksam syat
| (For a unitary universal [existing] in [many] individuals found in various places, like [one piece of]
bamboo etc. [existing] in [several] pillars etc., is not cognized through sensory perception, nor is there non-
origination and non-destruction [of the universal] while there is origination and destruction of the
individual, from which there could be sensory perception of that [permanent universal].).

1433 According to Shah (1968) the Mimamsakas do not acknowledge the existence of a universal satta
(existence-ness) (p 80). In summarizing the view expressed in the Prakaranapaficika he writes: “When we
speak of an individual object as existing (sat), we do not mean that it has a class-character called being
(sat); what we do mean is that the individual has an existence per se (savariipasatta)” (Shah 1968: 80 italics
in original. Savariipasatta is a misprint for svaripasatta).

1434 Cf. SSP 46, 24 §11 below and SSP 25, 26 (§30 Bauddha chapter), where it is also stated that the Jain
definition of the universal is similar modification (sadrsaparinama).
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not contained in everything, is cognized, through sensory perception, as having many

1455

forms by having the nature of many individuals'*’, just like color'**® [has the nature of

many individuals]. For a unitary universal [existing] in [many] individuals found in

457 etc., is not

various places, like [one piece of] bamboo etc. [existing] in [several] pillars
cognized through sensory perception, nor is there non-origination and non-destruction [of
the universal] while there is origination and destruction of the individual, from which'**®
there could be sensory perception of that [permanent universal].'*” This very universal, of
the nature declared by the opponents, does not make itself fit with respect to perceptual
cognition, and [yet] desires to claim perceptibility for itself. Thus [the Mimamsakas] are a
laughingstock for the wise, because they are customers that do not want to pay the price
[of that which they desire to buy]. [The universal as described by the Mimamsakas] is

only a word.

SSP §7 45, 15-23
tathapi yadi yajiiika vaiyatyat tathaiveti vivadante, tarhi tatra brimah; ekatra vyaktau

1460 anyatra vrttir na syat | tatra hi vrttih tadde$e gamanat,

sarvatmana vartamanasya
pindena sahotpadat, taddese sadbhavat amS$avattaya va syat, na tavad gamanad anyatra
pinde tasya vrttih, niskriyatvopagamat | kim ca plirvapindaparityagena '“*'tat tatra
gacchet, aparityagena va, na tavat parityagena, praktanapindasya gotvaparityaktasya

agorlipataprasamgat, napy aparityagena, aparityaktapindasyasyanamsasya'*®

rupader iva
gamanasambhavat | na hy aparityaktaptirvadharanam rtipadinam adharantarasamkrantir
drsta | napi pinde[na'*®*] sahotpadat, tasyanityatanusamgat | napi taddese sattvat;
pindotpatteh prak tatra niradharasyasyavyavasthanabhavat, bhede va

svasrayamatravrttitvavirodhah | napy amsavattaya; niramsatvapratijiianat | tato

vyaktyantare samanyasyabhavanusamgat |

SSP §7 English

1433 j e. being found in many individuals

143 { e. just as a color, such as red, is found in many individual things. The Mimamsakas do not accept the
Nyaya-VaiSesika doctrine of also qualities (guna) and activities (karman) have universals. Thus they do not
accept color to be a universal (such as “whiteness” etc.).

1457 Cf. §16 below where this example is also used.

1458 § e. had it been so.

1439 j e. it is not so that the universal residing in an individual is not destroyed when the individual is
destroyed and does not come into existence when the individual comes into existence, i.e. when an
individual is destroyed it is not found that the universal remains in the place of the individual. It is
destroyed along with the individual. Had this been cognized one could have spoken of a permanent
universal.

1460 e, note: “samanyasya iti §esah |”.

1461 ed, note: “samanyam |”.

1462 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “aparityaktapindasyasyanam§ariipader iva”.

149 na seems here to have been added by the editor, thus giving pinda an instrumental ending istead of a
locative ending. No note is given about the reading of the manuscripts.
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1464

If the sacrificers'*®* nevertheless, on account of shamelessness, argue that it is so,'**® then

we say that if [the universal] resides'**

wholly in one individual, it cannot reside in
another [individual]."®" [It] can reside in that [other individual in question] by going to
the place of that [other individual in question]; by arising together with that '***individual;
by [already] existing in the place of that [other individual in question even before this
individual arises]; or by possessing parts'®.

Firstly, it cannot reside in another individual by going [to the place of that
individual], because it is acknowledged that [it] is inactive. Moreover, [if it was granted
for the sake of argument that it could go to the place of the other individual], would it go
by abandoning the former individual or not by abandoning the former undividual? Firstly,
it cannot be by abandoning [the former individual], because [then there would be]
adhering to the former individual that was abandoned by “cowness” not having cow-
nature.'*”® And it can also not be by not abandoning [the former individual], because it is
not possible that that [universal], which, just like color etc., is without parts, can go [to
the place of the other individual] without leaving [the former] individual'*"". For it is not
so that color etc. which has not left its previous substratum is seen to transfer to another
substratum.

Nor [can it reside in another individual] by arising together with that individual,
because [there would be] an unwarranted extension of it [universal] not being
permanent.'*”> And it is also not by [already] existing in the place of that [individual]
[before the individual arises], because that [universal] existing without a substratum in
that [place where the individual will arise] before the individual arises in not tenable. But
if it [for the sake of argument does exist in that place as] separate [from its substratum]

there is contradiction with [your own doctrine which states that a universal] resides only

1464 { e. Mimamsakas.

1465 § e. that the universal as described by them does exist.

14 yartamanasya must here be a genitive absolute construction. It is probably used here instead of the

locative absolute, which is almost always used in this text for this purpose, to avoid confusion with vyaktau,

which is a locative.

1467 j . the universal, being one and without parts, cannot reside in another individual if it already resides

wholly in an individual.

1468 A5 the use of pinda (ball, lump, material substance) here seems to synonymous with vyakti (individual),

it has been translated as “individual”.

1469 § e. being partite and thus residing in the individuals partly, not wholly. This point thus seems a bit

strange as the matter being discussed is whether samanya (universal) can reside in another individual if it

already resides wholly in an individual. The possibility of s@manya having parts thus does not solve this

problem, but rather bypasses it as it would then not reside wholly in any individual, thus avoiding the
roblems raised against it in this paragraph.

470 i.e. in residing in another cow the universal “cowness” would have to leave the cow it was residing in,
resulting in that cow no longer having “cowness” or cow-nature. This argument is taken from Dharmakirti,
who has raised it against the Nyaya-VaiSesika concept of samanya (universal). Cf. Matilal (1986): “The
well-known verse of Dharmakirti says that it (cowhood) cannot travel from the former cow to the latter
cow, for then the former cow would not be a cow any longer;” (p 382). Cf. also the verse quoted at the end
of §8 below.

1471 { e. being without parts the universal cannot og to the place of the other individual without leaving the
individual it is residing in.
1472 i e. if the universal arose at the same time as the individual it could not be eternal.
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in its substratum. And it is also not by having parts, because it is acknowledged [by the
Mimamsakas] that [the universal] is without parts. Therefore [the universal as described
by the Mimamsakas cannot exist] because of the extension of that universal [already

existing in an individual] not existing in another individual.'*”

SSP §8 45, 24-29
paresam prayogah — ye yatra notpanna napi prag avasthayino napi paScad anyato desad
agatam antah te tatrasanto, yatha karottamange tad vi§anam, tatha ca samanyam

147 ghatadike vastuniti | tad uktam —

tacchunyadeSotpadatve
na yati na ca tatrasid asti pascan na camsavat |

jahati piirvam adharam aho vyasanasamtatih | [source not found]'" iti

SSP §8 English

This is the inference for/of the others'*’®

— [Things] that have not arisen in a given [thing],
nor are established [to have existed in the place of the arising of that thing] before [the
arising of that thing], nor have later come into [that thing] from another place, those
[things] do not exist in that [thing]. Just as a horn [does not exist] on the head of a
donkey, so the universal [does not exist] in the thing, the pot etc., which arises in a place

that is void of that [universal]."*” It is said —

“It does not go [to the individual], nor did it [already] exist there, [nor can it] be

1478

afterwards *’°, nor does it have parts, [nor can it] abandon its former substrate.

Alas! [what] series of calamities [befalls this notion of universal]!”

SSP §9 45, 30-46, 4

1473 ie. the universal held by the Mimamsakas cannot exist because it would only be possible for it to exist

in one individual.

1474 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “utpadavati”.

1475 Identified by Prof. Shah, who gives the reference Pramanavarttika III. 351, without referring to any
specific edition. Matilal (1986), also seems to refer to this verse (p382), giving the reference
“Pramanavarttika, Svarthanumana ch. 3 verses 152cd and 153ab” (1986: 382 footnote 3) referring to the
arrangement in the Pramanavarttika edited by Swami Dwarikadas Sastri, published by Bauddha Bharati in
Varanasi in 1968 (ibid: 427). I have not had recourse to this chapter of the Pramanavarttika and have thus
not been able to confirm the identification.

1476 The use of paresam here is curious. It would usually mean that this is the inference of the opponents,
i.e. that this is what is inferred by the Mimamsakas. This makes no sense here, as this inference is clearly
opposed to the Mimamsa doctrine of samanya (universal). It could be taken to refer to the Buddhists, as the
verse quoted at the end of this paragraph (below) seems to be taken from Dharmakirti (cf. footnote1475),
thus meaning that this inference too is taken from the Buddhists. Alternatively, the genitive paresam may
here be taken to express the sense of “for”, and not the possessive “of”’, thus making the meaning “this is
the inference presented to the opponents , i.e. Mimamsakas”.

1477 These arguments seem to be taken from Dharmakirti. Cf. footnote 1475.

1478  e. it cannot come into being after the individual has been produced, because it is not accepted that an
individual can exist without a universal.
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1479

nanv esa doso bhedavadinam *” eva na tu mimamsakanam, taih samanyavyaktyos

tadatmyangikaranat |
“tadatmyam asya kasmac cet svabhavad iti gamyatam |” [mi- §lo- akrti- §lo- 47]

ity abhidhanad iti cet; tesam vyaktivat tasyasadharanasadharanartipatvanusamgat |

vyaktyutpadavinasayo$ casyapi tadyogitvaprasamgat |

SSP §9 English

If it is objected: certainly, this fault [applies] only to those who hold that there is
[absolute] difference'**’ [between the universal and the particular], but not to the
Mimamsakas, because they hold that the universal and individual are identical. Because it
1s said:

“That [universal] is identical [to the individual]. If [it is asked:] ‘why?’, [it is answered:]

understand [that they are identical] by nature”.

[It 1s answered:] [that is not suitable] because [it would result in] the extension for those
[Mimamsakas] of that [universal] having an uncommon and a common nature, like the
individual [has an uncommon and a common nature].'**' And because [there would be]
adhering to the suitability of that [universal] having origination and destruction, [which

characterize] the individual, as well.'*%

SSP §10 46, 5-16
na samanyariipata va sadharanaripatvam; utpadavinasayogitvam casya
nabhyupagamyate, tarhi viruddhadharmadhyasato vyaktibhyo ‘sya bhedah syat |

uktam ca —

tadatmyam cen matam jater vyaktijanmany ajatata |

naso ‘nasas"® ca kenestas tadvac cananvayo na kim |

vyaktijanmany ajata ced agata nasrayantarat |

1479 Amended. Printed ed. reads: "bhedadinam”

1480 § e. the VaiSesikas.

1481 j e. like the individual has an uncommon and common nature, i.e. having some traits in common with
other things while some traits are unique to the individual in question, so the universal, seeing as it is
identical with the individual, would have to have both uncommon and common traits.

1482 A's the universal and individual are said to be identical, the universal must arise and be destroyed too,
because individuals arise and are destroyed. Thus the universal cannot be permanent.

1483 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “’naso ca”. Amended according to sandhi rules. This is also the reading

found in Sanghavi and Jinavijayaji (1949).
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prag asin na ca taddese sa taya samgata katham |

vyaktinase na cen nasta gata vyaktyantaram na ca |
tacchiinye na sthita dese sa jatih kveti kathyatam |

1484

vyakter jatyadiyoge ‘pi yadi jateh sa'*** nesyate |

tadatmyam katham istam syad anupaplutacetasam | [hetubi- ti- pr- 32]"%
ity evam anekadosadustatvat yajiikanujiiatasamanyam kharavisanavad asad eva syat |

SSP §10 English

Or [rather], the universal nature is not [the same as] the common nature, because the
suitability of origination and destruction is not acknowledged for that [universal
nature].'**® Therefore the universal must be different from the individuals on account of

the false attribution of contradictory attributes.'**” And it is said —'***

“If the universal is thought to be identical [to the individual], by whom is it accepted that
there is no origination [of the universal] when there is origination of the individual? And
(by whom is it accepted) that there is destruction [of the individual] but no destruction [of
the universal]? And why is [the universal] not not connected [to the many], like that

[individual] (is not connected) [to the many]'**?

If [the universal] does not arise when the individual arises, does not come [to the

individual] from another seat'*"

that [individual], how is that [universal] united with that [individual]?'*"

, nor exist before [the individual arises] in the place of

If [the universal] is not destroyed when the individual is destroyed and does not go to

another individual [upon the destruction of the individual in which it resided], and if it

1484 6d. note: “jatyadiyogah |”.

1485 Compared to Sanghavi and Jinavijayaji’s ed. (1949), which does not read the last three lines.

1986 sadharana seems here to used in the sense of sadrsaparinamatva (having similar modification), which
is the Jain definition of the universal (as opposed to the definitions offered by the Nyaya-VaiSesika,
Mimamsa etc.). Cf. §11 below.

1457 i e. if they were to be identical it would result in them both possessing contradictory attributes, i.e. both
the universal and the individuals would have to be both permanent and characterized by origination and
destruction etc.. Thus they must be different.

1488 These verses too are quoted from a Buddhist work.

1489 e. according to the Mimamsakas the one universal resides in many individuals. But the
individual/particular does not reside in many individuals. Thus if the universal and individual are held to be
identical, the universal too should not reside in many individuals (as it is identical to the individual which
does not reside in many individuals).

149§ e. another individual in which it was already residing
1491 {.e. how can the relation of samavaya (inherence), which is held to unite the universal and the particular

in which it resides, take place between them?
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does not remain [in the place where the destroyed individual was which is now] devoid of
that [individual which was its seat], it must be explained where the universal is [after the

individual is destroyed].'**

If it is not accepted that a universal is [united with another universal etc.] even though an
individual is united with universals etc., how can those whose minds are unafflicted
accept the identity [of the individual and universal]?'*"

1494

Thus the universal, as it is accepted by the “*“sacrificers, is indeed non-existent, like the

donkey’s horn, on account of being defiled with many faults.

SSP §11 46, 17-25
yat tu tatsadbhavasadhanam uktam parair —

pindabhedesu gobuddhir ekagotvanibandhana [**
1496

gavabhasyekariipabhyam ekagopindabuddhivat | [mi- §lo- vana- §lo- 44]
na §abaleyad gobuddhis tato ‘nyalambanapi va |
tadabhave ‘pi sadbhavad ghate parthivabuddhivat | [mi- §lo- vana- §lo- 45'%7]

ity adih; tatsarvam siddhasadhanam; anuvrttapratyayasya

sadr§aparinamalaksanasamanyalambanatvasiddheh |

SSP §11 English
As regards that which is said by the opponents in order to prove the existence of that

[universal] —

1492 of, SSP 45, 22 §7 above where it is said that the Mimamsakas hold that the universal only resides in its
substratum: bhede va svasrayamatravrttitvavirodhah | (But if it [for the sake of argument does exist in that
place as] separate [from its substratum] there is contradiction with [your own doctrine which states that a
universal] resides only in its substratum).

1493 i e. individuals are united (by the relation of inherence) with universals (such as a cow being united to
the universal “cowness”), but universals are not united with other universals, i.e. the universal “cowness” is
not united with any additional universals. But if individuals and universals are identical, universals too
should be united with universals.

1494} e. Mimamsakas. i

1493 Ramas§astr Tailanga’s edition of the Slokavartika (Benares 1899) reads: “tasmat pindesu gobuddhir
ekagotvanibandhana |”. .

149 Ramasastri Tailanga’s edition of the Slokavartika (Benares 1899) reads: “gavabhasyaikartipabhyam”.
'*7 Amended. Editor gives the reference “mi- §lo- vana- §lo- 4”. Amended according to Ramasastri

Tailanga’s edition of the Slokavartika (Benares 1899).
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“The cognition “cow” in [many] different individual [cows] depends on one [universal]
‘cowness’, just like the cognition of one individual cow [depends on one universal
‘cowness’], because the two reflections of cow are identical.

%% in not on account of [the individual cow named] Sabaleya,

The cognition of cow
because [the cognition of cow] has other [cows] as its object as well. Because even in the
absence of that [cow named Sﬁbaleya] [the cognition of cow] exists, like the cognition of

earthenness in a pot.'*”

[Statements like these] etc. are all proof of that which is [already] proved [and accepted
by the Jains], because it is proved that the cognition of conformity has [the universal],

defined as similar modification, as its object.”"

SSP §12 46, 26-28
na hi vayam bauddhavat samanyasyapahnavotarah; kevalam
0lparaparakalpitasarvathanityatvadivi§esanavisistam eva samanyam na mrsyamahe |

sarvatha nityasyaikasyanastasya sarvagatasya vicaramanasyasambhavat |

SSP §12 English

For, like the Bauddhas, it is not so that we deny the universal. We simply do not accept
the universal as only being characterized by the attributes postulated by [some] others,
such as completely permanent etc., because, upon examination, [the universal being]
completely permanent, (completely) one, (completely) imperishable, and [all] pervasive

is impossible.

SSP §13 46, 29-31

nityam sadadi samanyam pratyabhijfidyamanatvat, §abdavat iti cet, na; heto viruddhatvat |
kathamcin nityasya istaviruddhasya sadhanat | sarvatha nityasya pratyabhijiianayogat | tad
evedam iti purvottaraparyayavyapinaikatra pratyayasyopapatteh, paurvaparyarahitasya'>’*

plrvaparapratyayavisayatvasambhavat |

1498 +

i.e. the cognition “this is cow” in general.
1499

i.e. the general cognition of cow, i.e. "this is a cow”, is not dependent on any specific cow. For even if
this cow were to not exist, the cognition “this is cow” would not cease to exist. It can still be produced by
another cow. It is the same with earthenness in a pot. The cognition of earthenness is not dependent on any
one pot, but has many pots as its object, as well as other kinds of things that have the quality of earthenness.
13% j e. it is not the notion of universal that is here not accepted, but the specific definition of the universal
as posited by the Mimamsakas. Cf. SSP 45, 10 §6 above and SSP 25, 26 §30 Bauddha chapter, where it is

also stated that the Jain def1n1t10n of the universal is similar modification (sadrsaparinama).
1501 aq nater “naivavikadi

1502 o note: “kiitasthanityasya |”.
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SSP §13 English

If it is objected: The universal, existence-ness"”

etc., is permanent, because [the
universal] is recognized, like words."* [It is answered:] no, because the premise [in this
syllogism] is contradictory as [it] proves [that the universal] is in some ways permanent,
which contradicts [your] desired [position] [of the universal being completely
permanent]. Because it is unsuitable that that which is completely permanent is
recognized. Because it is found that the cognition “this is indeed that”'**® [can only be
generated] by that which pervades the prior and posterior modes in one thing."” Because
it is impossible that [the completely permanent thing], which is destitute of prior and
posterior [modes], is the object of [recollection], [which is characterized by] the cognition

of prior and posterior [modes]."”"”

SSP §14 47, 1-3
dharmav eva purvaparabhiitau na dharmisamanyam iti cet, katham tad evedam iti
abhedapratitih, purvaparasvabhavayor atitavartamanayoh tad ity atitaparamar§ina

smaranena idam iti vartamanollekhina pratyaksena ca visayikriyamanayoh parasparam
bhedat |

SSP §14 English

If it is objected: Being prior or posterior are only attributes, not the universal which is the
substratum for the attributes. [It is answered:] Then how can one have cognition of [their]
identity [in the form of the cognition] “this is indeed that”? Because prior and posterior
nature, being the past and present [respectively], making “that” an object by means of
recollection, which refers to the past, and “this” an object by means of sensory

perception, which describes the present, are mutually different.""

1303 According to Shah (1968) the Mimamsakas do not acknowledge the existence of a universal satta
(existence-ness) (p 80). Cf. footnote 1453.

1304 This is a syllogism: 1) pratijiia (proposition): the universal, existence etc., is permanent; 2) hetu
(premise): because it is recognized; 3) udaharana (explanatory example with a general statement): like
words.

1305 j e. the recognition “this [cowness etc.] is indeed that [cowness]”, i.e. one recognizes the cowness seen
in a cow to be the same as the cowness seen in a previously perceived cow. This, the Mimamsakas argue,
proves that it is the same cowness and that the universal is permanent. Vidyanandin does not agree, as this
cognition presupposes that the cowness in question pervades both prior and posterior modes, which cannot
be held to be completely identical.

130§ e. the one substance (dravya) and its prior and posterior modes (parydya).

1307 i e. as recognition/recollection (pratyabhijiiana) relates to both past and present it is a cognition
reflecting prior and posterior modes. The completely permanent/eternal thing (sarvatha nitya), which by
definition cannot have prior and posterior modes as it is permanent, i.e. unchanging, thus cannot be the
object of recognition. Therefore, if the universal (samanya) is the object of recognition, it is proved that the
universal must be impermanent in some ways (kathamcidanitya).

1508 Tf the Mimamsaka says that the prior and posterior modes are merely attributes of the universal, and that
while these attributes may be impermanent the universal itself is permanent, then Vidyanandin asks how it
is that one can then cognize the non-difference/identity between the prior mode and the posterior mode (in
the cognition “this is that only”), since these are different. If it is the attributes that are cognized, there

should not be any sensation of identity.
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SSP §15 47, 4-11

sadadisamanyad ekasmat tayoh kathamcid bhedabhedapratipattir iti cet, siddham tasya
kathamcid anityatvam, anityasvadharmavyatirekat | na hy anityad abhinnam nityam eva
yuktam, anityasvatmavat sarvatha nityasya kramayaugapadyabhyam arthakriyavirodhac

%tadvat | sad ity

ca | tad anityam samanyam viSesade$at §abdavat | tata evanekam
adisvapratyayavisesad ekam sattadisamanyam iti cet, na;
1510

sarvathasvapratyayavisesasyasiddhatvat pratipadadivyaktau™" sad ity adipratyayasya

Bllyigesat | tadvyaktivisayo viSesapratyaya iti cet; tarhi ta vyaktayah samanyat sarvatha
yadi bhinnah pratipadyante, tada yaugamataprave§o mimamsakasya, sa cayuktah,

1512 1313 nirastatvat tasyeti vyapadesanupapatteh |

tanmate sambandhasya
SSP §15 English
If it is objected: It is cognized that those [prior and posterior modes] are in some ways
different and in some ways non-different from the one universal, existence etc.. [It is
answered:] then it is proved that that [universal] is in some ways impermanent, because it
is not different from its own attributes, which are impermanent.''* For it is not suitable
that that which is not different from impermanence is permanent only, and [the universal
is in some ways impermanent] because that which is completely permanent is opposed to
both successive and simultaneous causal efficiency, just like that which has a
[completely] impermanent nature [is opposed to successive and simultaneous causal
efficiency], [and thus does not exist].""

The universal is, like words, impermanent from the point of view of the particular.
Indeed, therefore it is many, like those [particulars] [are many]. If it is objected: The

1516

universal, existence etc., is one on account of its ”'° cognitions, “[this is] existent” etc.,

150 ed. note: “anityasvatmavat |”.

1510 Amended. Printed ed. reads “pratipadadivyakti sadityadipratyayasya”.
1511 ed. note: “bhedat |”.
1312 ¢d, note: yaugamate
1313 ed, note: “samavayasya
1514 If the Mimamsaka answers that the sensation of identity is due to the fact that the universal is in some
ways dfferent from its attributes, i.e. the prior and posterior modes, (in that the universal is permanent while
they are permanent) and in some ways not different from them (in that one can recognize the identity
between the prior and posterior modes), then Vidyanandin asserts that it has been proved that the universal
is in some ways impermanent, for the universal is not completely different from its attributes (i.e. the prior
and posterior modes). And as these attributes are impermanent, so the universal must be impermanent in
some ways.

1315 of, SSyP 26, 10-27, 7 §§31-38 Bauddha chapter for the discussion of this point. The argument here is that
that which is not causally efficient is not real. This idea originally belongs to Dharmakirti. It was used by
him when arguing that the completely permanent thing cannot be causally efficient, and as that which is not
causally efficient cannot be real the absolutely permanent thing cannot exist. It was then later adopted by,
among others, Akalanka, who attempted to show that also the absolutely impermanent thing cannot be
causally efficient, thus showing that the absolutely impermanent thing is non-existent as well.

1516 The use of sva- in svapratyaya here is curious. It seems seems to here to refer to the universal
(samanya). Thus svapratyaya has been translated as “its cognitions”.
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being identical. [It is answered:] no. Because it is not proved that its cognitions [“this is
existent” etc.] are completely identical, because [each] cognition, “[this is] existent” etc.,
is different for each individual, such as every word etc..

If it is objected: The cognition of difference has a [particular] individual [which is
united with] that [universal] as its object. [It is answered:] In that case, if the individuals
are accepted to be completely different from the universal, then the Mimamsakas enter
into the Yauga doctrine, and that is not suitable because the statement “[this universal is]
of these [individuals]” is not acceptable on account of relation being refuted in that

[Yauga] doctrine.”"’

SSP §16 47, 12-21

atha kathamcid abhinnah, tada siddham samanyasya viSesapratyayavisayatvam,
viSesapratyayavisayebhyo viSesebhyah kathamcid abhinnasya samanyasya
vi§esapratyayavisayatopapatteh visesasvatmavat | tato naikam eva sattadisamanyam |
napy anams$am, kathamcit samsSatvapratiteh; sams$ebhyo viSesebhyo ‘narthantarabhutasya

1518

sam$atvopapatteh tatsvatmavat | tatha na'*'® sarvagatam tat saimanyam vyaktyantarale

‘nupalabhyamanatvat | tatranabhivyaktatvat''’ tasyanupalambha iti cet; tata eva

vyaktisvatmana iva'**’ tatranupalambo ‘stu | tatra tasya

2lsadbhavavedakapramanabhavad asattvad evanupalamba iti cet; samanyasyapi

vi§esabhavad"*
1523

asattvad evanupalambho ‘stu, vyaktyantarale tasyapy
sadbhavavedakapramanabhavat, pratyaksatas tathananubhavat, kharavisanadivat | na hi
bhinnadesasu vyaktisu samanyam ekam, yatha sthunadisu vams§adir iti pratiyate, yato
32yugapadbhinnadeSasvadharavrttitve saty ekatvam tasya siddhyet, svadharantarale

astitvam sadhayed iti tad evam anekabadhakasadbhavat bhattaprabhakarair istam...

SSP §16 English

1517 e. arguing in this way involves accepting the Nyaya-Vai$esika position of absolute difference between

the universal and particular (as the cognition of difference is held to have only the particular as its object
while the cognition of identity has the universal as its object). This will not do the Mimamsakas any good
as it has already been shown (cf. SSP 35, 25-39, 17 §§8-26 VaiSesika chapter) that this is not possible
because it results in the relation of inherence being impossible, which in turn results in the impossibility of
the universal and particular to be related in any way. Thus the statement “this universal is related to those
particulars” is impossible if one holds to the absolute difference of universal and particular, parts and whole
etc..

1518 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tatha sarvagatam tat simanyam”.

1519 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tatrabhivyaktatvat”.

1320 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “tata eva vyaktisvatmano ‘pi tatranupalambo ‘stu”.

132 Amended. printed ed. reads: “tatra tasya sadbhavad ekapramanabhavad asattvad”. The non-existence of
the individual in the intermediate space is already expressed by the asattvad. It makes no sense to express it
twice. Moreover eka seems a bit out of place. Changing sadbhavad eka to sadbhavavedaka thus seems to be
a better reading as the phrase sadbhavavedakapramanabhavat is found in the Jain answer below.

1522 Amended according to alternate reading supplied by the editor. Printed ed. reads: “viSesabhavad”.

152 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “sadbhavavedakapramanabhavat”.

1524 Amended. Printed ed. reads: “yugapadabhinnadesa”
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Now [it is held that the universals] are in some ways not different [from the particulars].
Then it is [also] proved that the universal is the object of the cognition of the particular,
because it is found that the universal, which is in some ways not different from the
particulars which are the objects of the cognitions of particulars, is the object of the
cognition of particulars just like the particular itself [is the object of the cognition of
particulars]. Therefore the universal, existence etc., is certainly not one. Nor is [the
universal] without parts, because it is cognized as in some ways having parts, because it
is found that [the universal], which is not a separate entity from the particulars which
have parts, has parts, like that [particular] itself [has parts].

In the same way the universal is not all-pervasive, because it is not perceived in
the intermediate space [between] the individuals. If it is objected: [The universal] is not
perceived [in the intermediate space] because it is not manifested there."* [It is
answered:] Let the non-perception [of the universal] in that [intermediate space] be like
[the non-perception] of the individual itself [in the intermediate space], which is only
because of that [its non-existence in the intermediate space].””*® If it is objected: [the
individual] is not perceived [in the intermediate space] because it does not exist in that
[intermediate space] on account of there being no valid means of knowledge which
makes known its existence [there]. [It is answered:] Let the non-perception of the
universal [in the intermediate space] too be because it does not exist [there] on account of
the particular not existing there,'”*” because there is no valid means of knowledge that
makes known its [universals] existence in the intermediate space [between] the
individuals, because it is not experienced through sensory perception, just like the
donkey’s horn etc. [is not experienced through perception].

For it is not so that one universal [is seen to reside] in [many] individuals
[existing] in various places, just as (it is not perceived that) [one piece of] bamboo etc.
[resides] in [many] pillars etc., from which, [i.e.] if it did reside in its own substratum
which would be [individuals] in various places simultaneously, it would be proved that
that [universal] is one and [its] existence in the intermediate space [between] [its]

1528

substratums'*® would be proved. It is thus'** because there exist many negations. [The

universal] accepted by the followers of Bhatta and Prabhakara...

1533 j e. the universal exists in the intermediate space, but is not manifest there as there is no individual for it

to manifest in. As it is not manifest it is not perceptible, therefore it is not perceived in the intermediate
space.

L i.e. just like the individual is not perceived in the intermediate space because it does not exist there, so
the universal is not perceived in the intermediate space because it does not exist there.

1327 j.e. since the individual does not exist in the intermediate space neither can the universal, because the
individual is the substratum of the universal. Cf. SSP 45, 22 §7 above: bhede va
svasrayamatravrttitvavirodhah | (But if it [for the sake of argument does exist in that place as] separate
[from its substratum] there is contradiction with [your own doctrine which states that a universal] resides
only in its substratum).

1528 ] e. the individuals.

1529 i e. the universal not being one etc..
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[bhadram bhuyat]
Let there be good!
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