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Notes

1.1. at the very start of whose ‘descent’ to level of consciousness ex conj.
DEzsSO-ISAACSON.

1.4. before the people ex conj. ISAACSON.

1.23. nearby Dr.Isaacson’s conjecture (natidaranirvanamargadesini), which
is supported by the awkward position of natidure, would mean: ‘which
shows a relatively short path to final release’ (cf. Act One, 1.48: ayam
eva nirvanamargo nediyan). On the other hand, as Prof. Sanderson has
also pointed out to me, natidure fits the context well: the Director, seeing
the monastery nearby, decides to start his life as a wandering pilgrim there.
Another argument defending the word ‘natidare’ might be that it helps
the transition to the first act the beginning of which is actually set in the
vicinity of a Buddhist monastery.

1.25 A detailed interpretation of the Prologue can be found in the Introduction,
Chapter 3.

1.26fF. The First Act of Jayanta’s play begins with an introductory scene (vi-
skambhaka), which is set in the garden of a vihara, most probably in or near
Srinagara. The characters are: a Buddhist Monk, who is a distinguished
scholar (his name, Dharmottara, echoes the name of the great logician
of the 8th century, cf. Agamadambara (ed. pr.), p.xxiv; Rajatarangi-
nt 4.498.), well versed in the Teaching of the Buddha, confident in his
knowledge, and his Disciple, who is ready to learn, although perhaps not
blessed with great acumen. The Disciple speaks Saurasent.

1.28 Jayanta used the same verse in the Nyayamanjarz (II 424.9-12) to con-
clude his comments on Nyayasutra 1.1.19: punarutpattih pretyabhavah,
‘The state after death is rebirth’.

1.31 ex conj. The sentence as it stands in the manuscripts (kim una te cattari
ajjasacca) is completely ungrammatical.
The conjunct consonants jja in the word ajja® are written in the manu-
scripts with a letter which looks like dya. On the reading of this sign
see the Introduction. In other cases our manuscripts write the Prakrit
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1.36

1.38

word ayya with the standard Devanagar1 ligature yya (cf. STEINER 1997,
pp. 173fL.).

the Self appa occurs in Maharastr1, Ardhamagadhi, Jaina-Maharastr,
and Jaina-Sauraseni. The Saurasen (and Magadhi) form of Sanskrit atma
should be atta (P1SCHEL §401, cf. Act Two, 1.39: attaparammuho).

leave behind mottuna is a Maharastri (and Jaina-Maharastri) form of
the absolutive, (PISCHEL §586). In Saurasent (and Magadht) the prevalent
absolutive ending is -ya (PISCHEL §590).

The Buddhist opponent in the Nyayamanjari (vol.Il, p.298) calls the
attachment to a Self ‘the anointed, principal delusion’ (mardhabhisiktah
prathamo mohah), the termination of which entails that the attachment
to anything belonging to a Self (atmiyagraha) also ceases. The realisation
of having no self (nairatmyadarsana) is said to be the door to Nirvana,
and the way leading to it is to establish that all things are momentary,
which helps one to realise that cognition, too, has no permanent substra-
tum (asraya) such as a Self.

The Monk’s thoughts on sthiratmagraha have interesting parallels in the
Pramanavarttika. Dharmakirti held that satkayadrsti or satkayadarsana
(‘the [false] notion [that the five constituents] form a Self or belong to a
Self’: atmadrstir atmiyadrstir va: Abhidharmakosabhasya p.281), which
is nothing else but delusion or ignorance (moha, avidya), is the fundamen-
tal condition behind all false mental attitudes (klesas), all flaws (dosas),
and all stains of consciousness (malas). Cf. Pramanavartika with svavrtti
(Gnour) p. 111, v. 222:

sarvasam dosajatinam jatih satkayadarsanat]

savidya tatra tatsnehas tasmad dvesadisambhavah||;

Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi 214¢-215b (VETTER 1990, p. 112, v. 212):
mohavirodhan maitryader natyantam dosanigrahah)

tanmalas ca malah sarve sa ca satkayadarsanam||.

(In the Abhidharmakosabhasya (loc. cit.) satkayadrsti is only one among
many other dosas; see VETTER 1990, p. 42, n.1.) As Dharmakirti explains,
the [false] notion of a Self results in the attachment to things belonging to
this Self. These two notions generate affection towards atma and atmiya,
which in turn produces hatred and all the other flaws (Pramanavartika
with svavrtti (GNOLI) p. 111.18-19: atmadarsanam atmiyagraham prasute|
tau ca tatsneham sa ca dvesadin iti satkayadarsanajah sarvadosah|). Dhar-
makirti summarises his views on this issue in the following verses (Prama-
navarttika, pramanasiddhi 219-221, VETTER 1990, pp. 117-119, vv.217-
219):

yah pasyaty atmanam tatrasyaham iti Sasvatah snehah|

snehat sukhesu trsyati trsna dosams tiraskurutel|

gunadarsi paritrsyan mameti tatsadhanany upadatte|

tenatmabhiniveso yavat tavat sa samsare||

atmani sati parasamjna svaparavibhagat parigrahadvesaul
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anayoh sampratibaddhah sarve dosah prajayante||

‘The one who sees a Self [apart from the constituents] has an eternal at-
tachment towards this [Self] [because he thinks:] “[this is] me” . Because
of this attachment, he desires things that cause pleasure, [and] desire con-
ceals the faults [of these things|. He notices [only] the advantages, ardently
longs for [things which he considers pleasant, and,] thinking ‘[these are /
must be] mine’, lays hold of the means [with which he can obtain] them.
Therefore as long as one clings to a Self, one transmigrates. When there
is [the notion of] a Self, there is also the concept of the ‘other’. From the
distinction between one’s self and something else, accepting and aversion
[arise]. All [other] flaws come about firmly connected with these two.’

As Vetter pointed out (VETTER 1990, p. 126f., n.1.), Dharmakirti claims
that the naiyayika methods of meditation on suffering are not much use if
the notion of a Self remains unchanged, cf. Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi
228¢-230b (VETTER 1990, p. 126, vv.226-227):

dubkhabhavanaya syac ced ahidastarigahanivat|

atmiyabuddhihanyatra tyago na tu viparyayel|

upabhogasrayatvena grhitesv indriyadisul

svatvadhih kena varyeta vairagyam tatra tat kutahl|;

cf. Nyayabhasya ad 1.1.9.

in fact According to PiSCHEL (§§ 95, 336), eva becomes jeva, jevva in
Saurasent (yeva, yevva in Magadhi), and its initial j (y) is doubled after
short vowels, -e, and -o. Hemacandra (4.280) and Purusottama (9.28)
teach that Sanskrit eva becomes yyeva in Saurasent (Pseudo-Vararuci
12.23 prescribes jevva (v.l. jjevva), and Ramasarman 2.1.37 jjevva or
jewva). Our manuscripts know only yyeva (both in Saurasent and in Ma-
gadht), similarly to the old Nepalese manuscript of the Nagananda, in
which the form yyeva prevails (STEINER 1997, p.200). Steiner draws
our attention to the following facts: ‘Nun findet sich yyeva aber u.a.
auch in den beiden nepalesischen Palmblatt-Mss A und C der CoUL-
sONschen Malatim.-Ausgabe, von denen letzteres—wie das Nag.-Ms A—
auf das Jahr 1156 n. Chr. datiert ist. Das lafit vermuten, da die Form
y(y)ev(v)a auch noch im 7./8. Jh. in den Schauspielen gebraucht wor-
den ist oder zumindest gebraucht werden konnte. (...) Das Nag.-Ms
A macht nach dem Gesagten jedenfalls wahrscheinlich, dafl Harsa die
Form yyeva (oder yeva) gebrauchte, wobei noch offen bleiben muf}, ob
es sich hier um eine lokale oder gar individuelle Besonderheit—etwa die
Vorliebe fiir altertiimliche Formen—handelt, oder ob wir mit y(y)eva die
im Schauspiel-Prakrit auch noch des 7. Jh.s gebréuchliche Form vor uns
haben. Die genannten Malatim.-Mss scheinen letzteres zu bestatigen. Ein
weiteres Indiz fiir die Authentizitdt dieser Form konnte darin gesehen
werden, dafl das Nag.-Ms A ausnahmlos das wohl jiingere yyeva, nicht
aber das altere yewva iiberliefert hat. Dazu stimmt wiederum, dafl auch
Pu[rusottama], Namis[adhu] und He. [= Hemacandra] nur die Form yyeva
lehren.” (STEINER 1997, pp. 205-207.)



1.42 arrives at Saurasent padivajjadi suggests prativrajati as its Sanskrit chaya
(see PISCHEL §197), but pratipadyate might also be possible (PISCHEL
§280: Sanskrit dya > Saurasenl jja).

1.43 Therefore this world ... Cf. Pramanaviniscaya 1 p.70.9-11, ~ Nya-
yamangjary 1.196.1-2: ekam evedam samvidrupam harsavisadadyanekakara-
vivartam pasyamah, tatra yathestam samgnah kriyantam| ‘We see that this
[i.e. everything one directly experiences| is one, it has the nature of con-
sciousness, it has many [illusory] modifications, such as joy, dejection, and
the like: it can be labelled as one wishes.’

The Vijnanavadin’s position as it is presented in the Sﬁnyavada section
of Kumarila’s Slokavarttika also offers interesting parallels: Slokavarttika
(with Tatparyatika) sunyavada 15-17b:

matpakse yady api svaccho jnanatma paramarthatah|

tathapy anadau samsare purvajnanaprasutibhihl|

citrabhis citrahetutvad vasanabhir upaplavat|

svanurapyena niladigrahyagrahakarasitam (v.1. -dasitam)||

pravibhaktam iwotpannam nanyam artham apeksate|

‘In my view, although in reality the nature of consciousness is pure, still, in
this beginningless existence, because of the disturbance [of consciousness]
caused by latent impressions in accordance with their own character—
impressions which are produced by former cognitions and are manifold
because they have manifold causes—, [cognition] arises as if being divided,
overlaid by [the forms of] ‘cogniser’ and ‘cognised’ such as ‘blue’, and it
does not require any other [external] object [to appear variegated].’

1.43 having removed ... Cf. Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi 207cd (VET-
TER 1990, p. 105, v. 205ab): ukto margas tadabhyasad asrayah parivartatel
‘The path has been stated. Through its practice the basis transforms.’
According to Manorathanandin, the ‘path’ has been defined as ‘the in-
sight that there is no self’ (comm. ad loc.: nairatmyadarsanalaksanah),
cf. Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi 137¢-138b (VETTER 1990, p.42,
v.135). Prajnakaragupta explains the ‘transformation of the basis’ as fol-
lows (Pramanavarttikabhasyam, p. 142,30-31): asrayasya cittasantanasya-
layasya va parisuddhatvam bhavati| ‘The stream of cognitions or the sub-
stratum consciousness becomes pure.” In Manorathanandin’s interpreta-
tion (comm. ad loc.): tasyabhyasad asrayah klesavasanabhutam alaya-
vignanam parwartate, klistadasanirodhat klesavisamyuktacittaprabandha-
tmana parinamati| ‘Through its [i.e. the path’s] practice the basis, [i.e.]
the substratum consciousness, which is basically the impressions of de-
filements, transforms, [i.e.] since the defiled state has been destroyed,
it changes into a stream of cognitions which is disconnected from defile-
ments.” Dharmakirti’s statement and its various possible interpretations
are discussed in FRANCO 1997, pp. 82ff; VETTER 1990, p. 105, n.1; both
referring to Schmithausen’s studies. As Franco observes (FRANCO 1997,
p- 85), ‘in view of v. 208ab it seems that Dharmakirti understood the trans-
formation of the basis as the complete elimination of all the defiled dhar-



mas which are not the own nature of cognition, but which are accidental
to it; the cognition itself is pure and luminous’. Cf. Pramanavarttika,
pramanasiddhi 210cd (VETTER 1990, p. 108, v. 208ab):

prabhasvaram idam cittam prakrtyagantavo malah|

“This consciousness is luminous by nature, the defilements are adventi-
tious.’

Cf. also Panjika ad Tattvasangraha 544: tesam cavidyadinam tattvajnanad
vigatau satyam ya nirmalata dhiyah sa nirmuktir ity ucyate| yathoktam,
‘cittam eva hi samsaro ragadiklesavasitam| tad eva tair vinirmuktam bha-
vanta iti kathyata’ iti| ‘And when, after the disappearance of ignorance
and the other [bonds] due to the knowledge of reality, the cognition be-
comes pure: this [purity] is called “liberation”. As it has been stated,
“The world of transmigration is nothing but consciousness infused by de-
filements such as passion. And it is that same [consciousness|, when free
of those, which is said to be the end of existence”.

The same verse is alluded to in Alokamala v.4 (LINDTNER p. 122):
ragadimalinam cittam samsaras tadviviktatal

samksepat kathito moksah prahinavaranair jinaih||

‘The world of transmigration is [nothing but] consciousness dirtied by
such [defilements] as passion. The Buddhas who have cast away the ob-
structions have taught in brief that liberation is the state of being sep-
arated from those [defilements].” Lindtner (p.123) also mentions other
texts which quote the verse found in in the Panjika.

1.44 in the present According to PISCHEL (§144), iphim is used in Maha-

1.44

rastr1, while it is ‘quite foreign to Sauraseni and Magadhi’.

The Disciple’s question alludes to a well-known objection against the Bud-
dhist position: if there is no permanent substratum, i.e. no Self, function-
ing as the basis of the stream of cognitions, the one who performs an action
and the one who experiences its result cannot be the same person. This
would entail the impossibility of karmic retribution and all other activities
(e.g. memory) which require the permanence of the agent’s self-identity.
Says Kumarila (Slokavarttika (with Nyayaratnakara) atmavada 32-33ab):
nairatmyavadapakse tu parvam evavabudhyate

madvinasat phalam na syan matto ‘nyasyatha va bhavet]|

iti natva pravrttih syan na ca vedapramanatdal

‘But if the position of the doctrine of having no Self [were accepted], then
one would think before [setting about something]: “Since I shall perish,
there can be no fruit [of my action for me], or [the fruit] will fall to someone
other than me”, so there would be no activity, and the Veda would have
no authority.” (See also Slokavarttika (with Nyayaratnakara) atmavada
34.)

But, as Jayanta remarks, even rich Buddhist devotees, for whom vedapra-
manya is not of crucial importance, would not see the point of giving do-
nations and thereby increasing their own merit (Nyayamanjari I1. p.296).
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Sabara already pointed out that remembrance is impossible if only the mo-
mentary constituent of consciousness exists (gdbarabhdgya(F) ad mimam-
sasatra 1.1.5, p.54: ksanike vijnanaskandhamatre smrtir anupapannetil).
But, as the Buddhist opponent holds in the Slokavarttika (glokavdrttika
(with Nyayaratnakara) atmavadae 103 seqq.), memory, just as desire, can
be explained with the help of impressions (vasanas) existing in the same
continuum.

Krsnamisra puts similar questions in the mouth of the Jain monk, who
represents the digambarasiddhanta in the Third Act of Prabodhacandro-
daya (a refreshing farcical interlude in an allegorical play, satirising the
‘heretical’ sects of Buddhism, Jainism, and Somasiddhanta), in order to
demonstrate that Buddhist philosophy comes off second best even when
compared with a practical way of thinking. ‘Tell me now,” the ksapanaka
asks the bhiksu, ‘for whose sake do you observe any vow if you perish in
each moment?’ (Prabodhacandrodaya p.188: bhana dava khanavinasina
tue kassa kae vadam dhaliadi?) The bhiksu’s answer is in conformity with
Buddhist doctrine: ‘Listen: someone who is characterised by conscious-
ness, and is included in my continuum, will attain liberation, after the im-
pressions (of his past perceptions) have been completely uprooted.” (Ibid.:
are srayatam. asmatsamtatipatitah kascid vinanalaksanah samucchin-
navasano moksyate.) ‘O you fool,” bursts out the Jain monk, ‘if some-
one will attain liberation in some age, what could he do for you who
perish right now?’ (Ibid. p.190: ale mukkha, kassim pi mannantale ko
vi mukko bhavissadi, tado de sampadam natthassa kirisam wvaalam kalis-
sadi?) Even a Jain monk can notice how ‘deeply illogical’ Buddhism is—at
least, that is what Vedantist propaganda insinuates.

Similar subjects are dealt with in Tattvasangraha 476-545, the section
on karmaphalasambandha (involving the refutation of the objections of
krtanasa and akrtaprapti). According to the Buddhist position, the con-
nection between actions and their results is established on the basis of
causality alone, without any need for a stable Self (Tattvasarigraha 501).
In fact, causality is possible only in the case of momentary entities, and
this is precisely what the Monk is going to demonstrate.

The Monk’s exposition of the doctrine of momentariness is based on two
well-known arguments: vinasitvanumana (‘the inference [of momentari-
ness| from the perishing nature [of produced entities]’) and sattvanumana
(‘the inference [of momentariness| from the existence [of things]’). (These
two terms were used by Frauwallner in FRAUWALLNER 1935, p.217, and
attested by Mimaki in the works of Karnakagomin and Ratnakirti (MIMAKI
1976, p. 233, n.110).) Modern scholars agree that sattvanumana was es-
tablished by Dharmakirti in his Pramanaviniscaya (cf. STEINKELLNER
1968-69, YosHIMIZU 1999, p.231, n.4); it was already attributed to him
by Arcata in his commentary to the Hetubindu (quoted in MIMAKI 1976,
pp. 235f, n.114).

In order to prove that existence and momentariness are invariably con-



comitant properties, Dharmakirti uses the so-called sadhyaviparyayaba-
dhakapramana, ‘a means of valid cognition which refutes the [possibil-
ity of the] opposite of the property to be proven [co-occurring with the
proving property, i.e. the logical reason (hetu)]’ (cf. YosHiMIZU 1999,
pp. 233f.), that is he proves that whatever is not momentary cannot really
exist. Cf. Hetubindu p.4*, 6f.: yat sat tat ksanikam eva, aksanikatve
rthakriyavirodhat tallaksanam vastutvam hiyate| ‘Whatever is existent
must be momentary. If it were not momentary, because [non-momentariness]
contradicts causal efficacy, it would be deprived of the condition of being
a real thing, which [=since this condition] has that [i.e. causal efficacy]
as its defining mark.” More explicitly in Hetubindu p.19%,10-13: Saktir hi
bhavalaksanam, sarvasaktiviraho ’bhavalaksanam| na caksanikasya kvacid
kacic chaktih, kramayaugapadyabhyam arthakriyavirahat| tasmad yat sat
tat ksanikam eveti vyaptisiddhih| ‘For capacity is the defining mark of an
entity, [and] the absence of all capacity is the defining mark of a non-
entity. And a non-momentary thing does not have any capacity with
regard to anything, since [such a thing does] not [have| causal efficacy ei-
ther gradually, or simultaneously. Therefore the invariable concomitance,
namely “whatever exists is momentary”, is established.” Pramanavinis-
caya 1T p.29* 15-24 spells out the two alternatives of krama and yau-
gapadya (tr. of the Tibetan text in STEINKELLNER 1979, p.93: ‘Dieses
Nichtaugenblickliche ist (ndmlich) nicht imstande, einen Zweck zu erfiillen
(*arthakriya), weil sowohl bei Allméahlichkeit (*krama) als auch bei Gle-
ichzeitigkeit (*yaugapadya) [seines Wirkens] ein Widerspruch besteht. Es
ist (zunéchst) nicht (imstande), allméhlich (*kramena) (einen Zweck zu
erfiillen), weil bei einem (Ding), wenn es (von Mitursachen) unabhingig
blof durch sein Vorhandensein Wirkendes ist, eine Verzogerung (*ksepa)
(seines Wirkens) nicht am Platz ist. Ein (Ding), das frither nicht Wirk-
endes ist, konnte es namlich auch spéter nicht sein, weil (sein) Wesen nicht
verdnderlich ist (*avikara). Wenn es aber (von Mitursachen) abhéngt, (so)
haben wir (diesen Fall schon oben) besprochen. (note 336: Der Verweis
bezieht sich auf die obige Wiederlegung der Moglichkeit, dal die ewigen
vedischen Worter von Mitursachen abhéngen konnten (18,24ff).) Es ist
auch nicht gleichzeitig (*yaugapadyena) wirkend, weil sein (in der einen
Phase gegebenes, fihiges) Wesen auch spéter nicht nichtwirkend sein kann.
Daher hat dieses jedweder Féahigkeit bare (Ding) das Merkmal eines Seien-
den iiberschritten.”).

As Yoshimizu pointed out (pp. 237f, 246fl), in Pramanavarttika, svarthanu-
mana Dharmakirti refutes the causal efficacy of permanent things in the
larger context of establishing the non-eternity of Vedic words (cf. Prama-
navartika with svavrtti (GNOLI) p. 131, vv. 251-252 and comm., p. 113,20fF.,
116,15ff., p. 130,3ff., p. 131,7ff.) which is a serious challenge for all mimam-
sakas. Cf. also Tattvasarigraha 385-427, and Dharmottara’s Ksanabhan-
gasiddhi (FRAUWALLNER 1935), p. 242, 256.

1. 47 “Only that which has causal efficacy can be ultimately real.” Cf.



Pramanavartika with svavrtti (GNOLI) p.84, v.166ab: sa paramarthiko
bhavo ya evarthakriyaksamah;

Pramanavarttika, pratyaksam 3ab: arthakriyasamartham yat tad atra para-
marthasat;

Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi 3: pramanam avisamvadi jnanam, artha-
kriyasthitih| avisamvadanam. . . ;

Hetubindu p. 19*,10-13: Saktir hi bhavalaksanam, sarvasaktiviraho "bhava-
laksanam)|

On the meaning of the term ‘arthakriya’ see M. Nagatomi, ‘Arthakriya’
in Adyar Library Bulletin 31-31, 196768, pp. 52—72.

1.48fF. In the following verses the Monk puts forward vinasitvanumana (‘the
inference [of momentariness| from the perishing nature [of things]’). As
an example of this argument we can quote the Tattvasarigraha (353-355):
tatra ye krtaka bhavas te sarve ksapabharnginah)
vinasam prati sarvesam anapeksataya sthiteh)|
yadbhavam prati yan naiva hetvantaram apeksatel
tat tatra niyatam jneyam svahetubhyas tathodayat||
nirnibandha hi samagri svakaryotpadane yathal
vinasam prati sarve ’pi nirapeksas ca janminah||
‘Among those [entities] the ones which are made are all momentary, since
none of them depends on [any other external cause] with regard to its
perishing. If A does not depend at all on another cause to be B, then A
must be regarded as necessarily [being] B, since it arises as such due to its
own causes. For just as the aggregate [of causal factors] does not require
any other cause to produce its effect, [in the same way] all things that
have once arisen do not require [any other external cause| with regard to
their perishing.’
We find a similar argument already in the Abhidharmakosabhasya (p.193):
akasmiko hi bhavanam vinasah| kimkaranam? karyasya hi karanam bha-
vati, vinasa$ cabhavah| yas cabhavas tasya kim kartavyam? so ‘sav a-
kasmiko vinaso yadi bhavasyotpannamatrasya na syat pascad api na syad
bhavasya tulyatvad| ‘For the perishing of things is spontaneous. Why? Be-
cause an effect has a cause, but perishing is non-existence. And what can
be done with something that is non-existence? If a thing did not perish
spontaneously as soon as it had arisen, it would not perish later either,
since the thing would be the same [later as it was before, when it did not
perish].’
If one postulated a cause for perishing, such a cause would not be able to
achieve anything. As we read in the Panjika (ad Tattvasarigraha 383-384):
bhavah svahetor utpadyamanah kadacit prakrtya svayam nasvaratmaivo-
tpadyate, anasvaratma val yadi nasvaras tasya na kimcid vinasahetuna,
svayam tatsvabhavatayaiva nasat| (...) athanasvaratmeti paksas tadapi
nasahetur akimcitkara eva| tasya kenacit svabhavanyathabhavasya kartum
asakyatvat| tatha hi, yadi svabhava utpadanantaram na vinasyet, tada
pascad api sa eva sthitidharma svabhavas tadavastha iti kim nasahetuna



tasya krtam yena vinasyet? ‘When an entity is arising due to its own
cause, is it perhaps produced as perishable by itself, or as not perishable?
If it [arises as] perishable [by nature], then no cause of destruction could
do anything to it, since it perishes by itself because it has that [i.e. per-
ishing] as its inherent nature. (...) If [one holds| the [other] position,
namely that [the entity arises] with a nature which is not perishable [by
itself], in that case, too, the cause of destruction could not do anything,
since nothing can make it [i.e. the entity] to have a nature other than its
own inherent nature. To explain, if the inherent nature [of the entity] did
not perish immediately after its coming into being, then later, too, the
same inherent nature, whose characteristic is stability, would be in the
same state, so what can be done to it by the cause of destruction so that
it may be destroyed?’

Dharmakirti also employed vinasitvanumana in his works (see Pramana-
vartika with svavrtti (GNOLI) p.98,4-100,24; ibid. p.141,17-150,5; Pra-
manaviniscaya II pp. 26*¥-32* (together with sattvanumana); Hetubindu
pp. 7*-19* (together with sattvanumana). See also Steinkellner’s analysis
in STEINKELLNER 1968-69.) He also pointed out that if a pot had to wait
for a hammer to be destroyed it might wait for eternity (Pramanavartika
with svavrtti (GNOLI) 98,14-17, cf. Pramanaviniscaya I1 p. 27*%): yady api
bahulam vinasakaranani santi, tesam apt svapratyayadhinasamnidhitvan
navasyam samnidhanam iti kascin na vinasyed api, na hy avasyam hetavah
phalavanto vaikalyapratibandhasambhavat| ‘Even if there are many causes
of perishing, they do not necessarily appear [together]| in proximity [with
the object], because they appear [together] in proximity [with the object]
depending on their own causes. Therefore some thing might not even per-
ish [at all], for causes do not necessarily have a result, because the [complex
of causal factors] may be defective or an impediment might occur.’

The Buddhist concludes that things perish as soon as they have arisen,
and their permanence is just an illusion. As Dharmakirti says (Pramana-
vartika with svavrtti (GNOLI) 100,3-7): uktam catra na vinaso nama anya
eva kascid bhavat, svabhava eva hi nasah, sa eva hy ekaksanasthayi jata
iti| tam asya mandah svabhavam urdhvam vyavasyanti, na prak, darsane
’pi patavabhavad iti tadvasena pascad vyavasthapyate, vikaradarsaneneva
visam ajnath| ‘And it has been stated with regard to this that there is
no such thing called ‘perishing’, completely different from the entity, for
the inherent nature itself [of that entity] is perishing, for it itself arises
as existing for a single moment. The slow-witted ascertain this inherent
nature of that [entity] later, not earlier, because, although they see it,
[their sight] lacks sharpness. Therefore, thanks to this [imperfect vision]
[the perishing nature of the entity] is ascertained later, just as ignorant
people [ascertain] poison only having noticed the disease [caused by it].’
All kinds of causal relations can be explained with the help of santana.
Says Santaraksita (Tattvasarigraha 543):

kesamcid eva cittanam visista karyakaryital

niyata tena nirbadhah sarvatra smaranadayah|



1.49

1.50

1.50

1.50
1.50

‘The distinctive condition of being an effect or a cause is restricted only
to particular cognitions [in the continuum]|. For this reason remembrance
and [enjoyment, recognition, etc. can take place] in all cases without
any impediment.” See also Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi 271c-272b
(VETTER 1990, p. 161, v. 269):

anyasmaranabhogadiprasangas ca na badhakah)

asmrteh kasyacit tena hy anubhateh smrtodbhavah||

‘Such unwanted consequences as “someone else will remember [the thing
that another person experienced]”, or “someone else will enjoy [the re-
sults of actions made by another person]” do not oppose [our position],
for [there is] no ‘person’ [who| remembers. Therefore a memory arises
from an experience.’

Therefore there is no need to postulate a ‘person’ as an agent ( Tattvasari-
graha 504):

kartrtvadivyavastha tu santanaikyavivaksaya)

kalpanaropitaivesta nangam sa tattvasamsthiteh)|

‘But the condition of being an agent and [enjoyer, etc.] is accepted as a
purely mental construction with the intention to refer to the unity of the
continuum; it is not a component of the real nature of things.” The same is
pointed out by Kumarila’s Buddhist opponent (glokavdrttika (with Nya-
yaratnakara) atmavada 35ab):

karta ya eva santano nanu bhokta sa eva nah|

‘Surely, for us the same continuum [of cognitions] which is the agent [of
actions that bear fruits] is also the enjoyer [of the results of these actions].’

One might find the compound kartrbhoktrsmrtyadikaryaghatana strained.
As Dr. Isaacson points out in a letter of 5. xi. 2002, ‘what we expect
is really karmabhogasmrtyadikaryaghatana, especially since he is summing
up the answer to the upasaka’s question: ‘kassa kammabhoo ... kassa
sumarananibamdhana homti vavahara.

revealed pakasijjade is a strange, one might even say impossible forma-
tion. In Sauraseni one would expect something like pakasiadi, while in
Maharastr1 pakasijjai, and in Jaina-Sauraseni pakasijjadi (see PISCHEL
§535).

produces ex conj. jinimto or rather jinamto would suggest jayan as
its Sanskrit equivalent (cf. PISCHEL §473), but the sense requires rather
janemto (janayan).

confined ez conj. ISAACSON.

The translation of the last two sentences in this paragraph is based on a
reading that contains several tentative conjectures.

The Disciple’s question is a well-known objection against the theory of mo-
mentariness. We find it e.g. in Tattvasarigraha (490): ksanasthayi ghatadis
cen nopalabhyeta caksusal na hi nastah pratiyante ciratitapadarthavat|| ‘If
the pot exists only for a moment then it cannot be perceived by the sense
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1.51

1.51

of sight, for [things] that have perished, just as things that vanished long
ago, cannot be perceived.’

Dharmakirti first establishes that the object must exist before its cogni-
tion (Pramanavarttika, pratyaksa 246): asatah prag asamarthyat pascac
canupayogatah| pragbhavah sarvahetunam nato ‘rthah svadhiya sahal| ‘Since
that [thing] which does not exist before [its effect] is not capable [to pro-
duce the effect], and [that thing which exists] after [an effect] is of no
use [for bringing about that effect], all causes exist before [their effects].
Therefore the object does not [exist] simultaneously with its cognition.’
Then he answers the above objection (ibid. v.247, = Pramanaviniscaya 1
p. 60, v.20): bhinnakalam katham grahyam iti ced grahyatam viduh| het-
utvam eva yuktijna jnanakararpanaksamam|| ‘If [the opponent objects:]
“how can the object of cognition exist at a different time [from the sub-
ject]”, [then we answer that] Logicians mean by the condition of being
the object nothing but the condition of being the cause which is able to
imprint its form on cognition.” It is this ‘imprint’ which is grasped by
cognition and not the actual object: this is the theory of sakaravijnana,
‘form-possessing cognition’. This position does not exclude the existence
of an external object (accepted by the sautrantikas), but it can easily be
adopted by those who believe that nothing actually exists outside this
multiform cognition (vijnanavadins).

if you see clearly ex conj. ISAACSON. Instead of this conjecture one
might consider yadi tattvam prechasi (see Nyayamanjart 11 156.18).

and other forms ez conj. ISAACSON, supported by the frequency of ex-
pressions such as nilad: in the same context.

1.52fF. It is again the Vijnanavadin in the Slokavarttika whose arguments are

remarkably similar to those of the Monk in Jayanta’s play. According to
Kumarila’s Buddhist opponent, we do not ascertain two separate forms:
one belonging to cognition and the other to its object (Slokavarttika (with
Tatparyatika) Sunyavada 6ab): na capy akarabhedena jnanajneyavadha-
rapal). Kumarila expounds the Mimamsaka position as follows (glokavdr—
ttika (with Tatparyatika) sanyavada 10cd—12):

ekam akaravad vastu grahyam ity adhyagismahi|

tad yady akaravan artho bahyah kalpyeta tasya cal

grahyatvam anyatha na syad iti grahakakalpanal|

tenakaravatah kiptad grahyad akaravarjitam)|

vastvantaram prthak kalpyam (v.1. prakalpyam syad) grahakam nisprama-
nakaml|

‘We hold that a single form-possessing thing is cognised. If that thing were
postulated to be an external form-possessing object, then we should pos-
tulate a subject of cognition, since its [i.e. the external thing’s] condition
of being an object of cognition would not be otherwise possible. There-
fore one should postulate another thing as the subject of cognition, which
would be separate from the postulated form-possessing object of cogni-
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1.52

tion, [and which would also be] devoid of form, and lacking any proof [of
its existence].’

After showing that it is more ‘economical’ to postulate a single, form-
possessing cognition which has the aspects of both subject and object, the
Buddhist advances another argument (Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika)
sunyavada 21-22):

itas cakaravaj jrianam, yasmat tad vah (v.1. tadvat) prakasakam|
svayamprakasahinasya bahyasyopayasammatam|

na cagrhite jnanakhyaprakase (v.1. jnanakhye prakasyo) 'rtho ‘vadharyate|
tadadhinaprakasatvad dipabhase yatha ghatahl|

(...) 31-32:

tasmat parvagrhitasu buddhisv arthopalmbhanam|

na copalabdhir asttha nirakarasu buddhisul|

vivekabuddhyabhavac ca sakarasya ca darsanat]

akaravattaya (v.1. sakaravattaya) bodho jnanasyaiva prasajyatel|
‘Cognition is form-possessing for the following reason as well: since you
[also] accept that it [i.e. cognition], being an illuminator, is a means of
[illuminating] the external object, which is not luminous by itself. But
if the light called ‘cognition’ is not grasped, the object will not be ascer-
tained, since its illumination depends on that [cognition], just as a pot
[is cognised] after the shining forth of the light. (...) Therefore objects
are apprehended after [their] cognitions have been grasped. And no ap-
prehension is possible in this case if the cognitions are formless. Since we
do not cognise any distinctness [i.e. two distinct forms], and since we see
something which has form, it follows that it is cognition alone which is
apprehended as the form-possessing entity.’

People do not have a simultaneous, biform perception of the cog-
nition and its object. Cf. gdbambhd.sya(F) p. 28,14-16 (bauddhapaksa):
arthajrianayor akarabhedam nopalabhamahe| pratyaksa ca no buddhih| atas
tadbhinnam artharapam nama na kimcid astiti pasyamah| “We do not per-
ceive [two] separate forms: one belonging to the object and the other to
the cognition. On the other hand, cognition is directly perceptible for us.
Therefore we realise that there is no object-form separate from that.’

1.52 grasping would be grasped first Cf. gdbambhdsya(F) p- 28,20-30,1:

utpadyamanaivasau jnayate jnapayati carthantaram pradipavad iti yady
ucyeta, tan na. ‘If [the Buddhist] were to say that [cognition], precisely
when it is coming about, is cognised and makes the object cognised, sim-
ilarly to a lamp, then [our answer would be that] this is wrong.’

See also Nyayamarjary 11 490.10 (~ Pramanaviniscaya 1 p. 96, v.55¢d):
apratyaksopalambhasya narthadrstih prasiddhyati| ‘For [a cognition] whose
perceiving is [itself] not [directly] perceived, cannot cognise the object.’
Cf. Sabarabhasya(F) p.30,3-5 (bauddhapaksa): nanu utpannayam eva bu-
ddhav artho ‘nata’ ity ucyate, nanutpannayam| atah parvam buddhir ut-
padyate, pascaj jnato ’rthah| ‘Surely the object is said to be ‘known’ only
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after the cognition has arisen, [but] not when it has not yet arisen. There-
fore first the cognition arises, and after that the object is cognised.’

1.52 How could there be any other objective entity? Cf. Nyayamanja-
77 11 495.15-16 (~ Pramanavini$caya 1 p. 86, v.38; cf. Pramanavarttika,
pratyaksa 327):
nanyo ‘nubhavyo buddhyasti tasya nanubhavo ‘parah)
grahyagrahakavaidhuryat svayam saiva prakasatel|
‘There is nothing else [than cognition itself] to be ascertained by cogni-
tion. [On the other hand] it [i.e. cognition] is not ascertained by another
[cognition], because [in that case, too,] the object and subject of cognition
[each having distinctive features] would be wanting. [Therefore| it shines
forth by itself [both as subject and object].’

Also Pramanavarttika, pratyaksa 354 (= Pramanaviniscaya 1 p. 90, v.45):
avibhago ’pi buddhyatma (: reading in VETTER 1966, p. 90, n.6, see also
MIMAKI 1976, p.288, n.308 about other readings; the Pandeya-edition
has buddhyatma-) viparyasitadarsanaih)

grahyagrahakasamuittibhedavan wa laksyatel|

‘Although the nature of cognition is undivided, those whose vision is faulty
see it as being divided into object, subject, and consciousness.’

Also Pramanavarttika, pratyaksa 328:

niladirapas tasyasau svabhavo nubhavas ca sahl

niladyanubhavat khyatah svarapanubhavo ’pi san||

‘Forms such as blue are its [i.e. cognitions] inherent nature, and this [na-
ture] is ascertaining. Although it is the ascertaining of its own form, still,
because forms such as blue are ascertained, it is called [‘the cognition of
blue’ etc.].’

1.55 marks The word pisuna also means ‘betraying, treacherous’, or as a noun,
‘informant’.

1.56 In that case let’s make sure that we are not late. ‘Delicious meals
served in the wvihara’ were one of the main attractions of Buddhism ac-
cording to satirical literature. In the Bhagavadagjukiya (probably the old-
est Sanskrit comedy still extant), S’éndilym the pupil who pokes his nose
into everything, relates how he tried out various religions just to find out
where he could eat his fill. Buddhism seemed to be promising in this re-
spect because monks get breakfast every morning, but Sﬁndilya realised
soon that he could not appease his hunger in the vihara, because ‘these
sons of slaves eat only once a day’ (Bhagavadajjukiya, p.8). The commen-
tary, which gives a philosophical / allegorical interpretation of the whole
prahasana, takes the expression dasyah putrah as referring to the unac-
ceptable tenets of the Buddhists like vedapramanya, nairatmya, etc., and
ekakalabhaktatva as referring to ksanikatva (ibid. p.13).

Buddhism, as we are often told, equals dolce far niente, but is it possible
to stop on a slope as slippery as this? The satirist’s answer is clear: when
human weakness has once tasted pleasures, it asks for more. The Buddhist
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1.56

monk in king Mahendravarman’s comedy, the Mattavilasa, first praises the
wise solicitude of buddhasasana, which teaches living in palace-like build-
ings, sleeping in well-made beds, enjoying brunch in the morning, tasty
juices in the afternoon, pan of the finest quality, and dressing in soft clothes
(Mattavilasaprahasana, p. 12: bhoh paramakaruniena bhaavada tahagaena
pasadesu vaso, suvihiasayyesu pajjankesu saanam, puvvanhe bhoanam,
avaranhe surasani panaani, panicasugandhovahiam (em. Shastri, also sup-
ported by the mss. used by Unni in his edition (Mattavilasa Prahasana
of Mahendravikramavarman, ed. and tr. by Dr. N.P. Unni, Trivan-
drum, 1974, p.49.)) tambollam, sanhavasanaparidhanam ti edehi uva-
desehi bhikkhusanghassa anuggaham karantena...). But if the Lord is
so provident, and especially if he is omniscient (that is, omniscient in the
matters of both moksa and sukha), why has he omitted booze and women
from his Teaching? (Ibid.: ... kinpu hu itthiapariggaho suravanavihanam
ca na dittham? ahava kaham savvajnio edam na pekkhadi?) Or is it pos-
sible that something went wrong in the course of the transmission of the
text? Or rather the surly old monks envy the younger brethren these plea-
sures? As a conclusion the bhiksu draws up a programme, which reminds
us of contemporary debates about the original teaching of the Buddha
(and even the efforts of modern philologists to find their own ideas re-
flected in ancient texts): ‘Let’s find the codex archetypus and let’s prepare
a complete critical edition!” (Ibid.: kahim nu hu avinatthamulapatham
samasadaeam.)

with a bamboo staff in his hand Cf. Manu-smrti 4.35-36.

1.57 standing here According to PISCHEL (§266), iha is a false form in Sau-

1.62

1.63

1.70

rasent, although Hemacandra (4.268) permits it beside idha.

The Mimamsaka’s career starts as a glorious campaign against heretics,
but by the fourth act it will prove to be a complete failure for the rep-
resentatives of Vedic orthodoxy (verse 1): sarva eva hi yathasthita ime
snatakasya dhig aparthakam srutam| [OFFICIANT.] ‘For all of these [heretic
sects] have remained as they were. Shame on the useless learning of the
Graduate!’

Shuddhédana’s son The Mimamsaka looks upon the Buddha as simply
the mortal son of a human king; cf. Nyayamanjarr I 644.8: nanu buddhah
Suddhodanasya rajno ’patyam, sa katham isvaro bhavet?

O what a charming monastery! The following description of a gor-
geous Buddhist monastery might seem exaggerated, but we know from
Kalhana that several Kashmirian viharas were very rich indeed owing to
generous donations, e.g. the Rajavihara, the foundation of Lalitaditya
(Rajatarangint 4.200), who also presented a glorious copper statue of the
‘Great Buddha’ (ibid. 4.203); his minister Cankuna also supported the
building of a wihara and a stupa, and had golden Buddha-images made
as well (ibid. 4.211). Another telling example is the beginning of the
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last chapter of Ksemendra’s Avadanakalpalata, which was actually writ-
ten by his son, Somendra (Avadanakalpalata, 108: Jimutavahanavadana).
In the first verse Somendra muses upon the beautiful paintings depicting
the Buddha’s glorious deeds. These paintings used to decorate ‘cavities
(cells?, niches?) shining with gold’ (kanakacitraguhagrhesu) in a courtyard
belonging to the Great Vihara (uruvihara). But in the following stanza
Somendra tells us that his father composed the Avadanakalpalata as a kind
of substitute for these pictures, ‘lest mankind be agitated because of their
loss’ (ma bhut tadvirahakulam jagad iti). The treasures of the Buddhist
monasteries often aroused the interest of Kashmirian kings, who plun-
dered and sometimes, just for good measure, even burnt down some of the
viharas. These atrocities became more frequent from the end of the 10th
century according to the Rajatarangini, e.g. in the reign of Ksemagupta
(6.171 seqq.), and especially that of king Harsa (7.1097 seqq.). King
Sankaravarman, whom Jayanta served as an advisor (amatya), often re-
sorted to confiscations in order to fill his treasury (Rajatarangini 5.165
seqq.), and wviharas like the one described by the snataka and his pupil
could easily become a choice morsel for the king. On the other hand,
the high taxes introduced during his reign were probably very effective in
holding back the rich from further donations.

1.71 full of grass As Dr ISAACSON pointed out to me, Vallabhadeva glosses

1.73

kusavanti in his commentary ad Raghuvamsa 14.28 as sadvalacitani. The
description suggests a place that is ideal for assignations.

This verse (very appropriate from the mouth of a Vedic graduate) must
have brought to the audience’s mind the well-known description of the Cos-
mic Tree (Rgveda 1.24.7, Katha Upanisad 6.1, Bhagavadgita 15.1 seqq.),
and the other famous Vedic image of the two birds nestling on the same
tree (Rgveda 1.164.20, Mundaka Upanisad 3.1 seqq.).

1.74 gentle mada is a MaharastrT form, Saurasent has miu for Sanskrit mrdu

(PISCHEL §52).

1.76 futile Ez conj., cf. 1.140 where we have almost certainly a corruption in

the manuscripts: °wvandyatmanah for °vandhyatmanah. As Prof. Sander-
son has pointed out to me, confusing unaspirated and aspirated voiced
consonants is a common error of the Kashmirian manuscript transmis-
sion.

If we accept the reading of the manuscripts, we should take vandye ‘com-
mendable’ in an ironical sense. Or, as Dr Isaacson suggests in a letter of
5. xi. 2002, ‘it might be possible to interpret the idea as being that the
rich people are actually trying to follow a praiseworthy path, not that of
Buddhism, but that of religion tberhaupt, or of charity, donating to the
religious. But despite this commendable intention they are led astray by
the Buddhist wvitas.’
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1.77 Even if this religion is a sham... On the use of the particle kila at
the head of a sentence, see GOODALL 1998, p.169, n.26, mentioning
other occurrences, e.g. Nyayamangar: 1 631.16-17: kila dvividho vedah
Srayamanah anumiyamanas cal.

1.77 cultivation of meditation On samadhibhavana see Abhidharmakosa 8.27
and bhasya ad loc. (ed. Pradhan, p.451).

1.78 seem According to PISCHEL (§143, §336, see also Vararuci 12.24, Puru-
sottama 9,29), ‘via is the single prevailing form in Saurasent and Magadh?’
for Sanskrit sva, while Maharastri, Ardhamagadhi, and Jaina-Maharastrt
have va, vva (PISCHEL §92, §143). In Hemacandra’s grammar we find the
following general rule (2,182): miva piva viva vva va via twarthe val

1.79 if they noticed us Brahmanical invective against Buddhism insinuates
that as soon as Buddhist monks think they are out of the range of the pi-
ous Addbrahmins’ severe sight, they fling themselves wholeheartedly into
pleasures. Public censure is the only retarding force: the bhiksu in the
Mattavilasaprahasana (who has already expressed his will to reform Bud-
dhism in order to include more pleasure) is afraid to drink booze because
‘many people / great, exemplary people will see’, mahajano pekkhissadi

(p. 16).

1.81ff. The following denigrating description of life in a Buddhist monastery
has many parallels in Sanskrit literature. A popular anonymous quatrain
gives a kind of distillate of the stereotypical insinuations (‘heavy drinking,
overeating, casual sex with ill-reputed women’) directed against Buddhist
monks:
bhikso kantha Slatha te nanu Sapharavadhe jalikaisatsi matsyams
te 'mi madyavadamsah pibasi madhu samam vesyaya yasi vesyam|
dattvarinam gale ‘nghrim kimu tava ripavo bhittibhettasmi yesam
cauras tvam dyatahetoh katham asi kitavo yena dasisuto “smi|
‘Monk, your rags are loose!” ‘Surely it serves as a net for killing carp.’
“You eat fish?’ ‘It is a side-dish to go along with wine.” ‘You drink wine?’
‘Together with whores.” ‘You go to whores?’ ‘After putting my foot on
the throat of my enemies.” ‘You have foes?” ‘Those in whose wall I've
made a breach.” ‘You are a burglar?’ ‘Because of gambling.” ‘What? You
are a gamester?’ ‘Since I am the son of a servant-maid!’
We find this verse in two Kashmirian texts, and in Haribhadrastiri’s vrtti
to the Dasaveyaliya-sutta (8th century). This latter commentary by a Jain
author enframes the poem in a story about a false ascetic (see BOLLEE
1974:39, n.65. Unfortunately the text was not at my disposal.). The
Lokaprakasa, which was attributed to the Kashmirian polygraph Ksemendra,
but which is rather a ‘guide book for everyday transactions for people dur-
ing the 17th century in Kashmir’ (Lokaprakasa, p. 1), places the stanza at
the end of a section listing various kinds of rascals (ibid. p.57). An earlier
Kashmirian text in which we find this verse denouncing a certain monk is

16



1.81
1.83

the hasya-section of Vallabhadeva’s Subhasitavali (No. 2402, T was quot-
ing the quatrain according to this source).

The hero of the poem declares, somewhat proudly, or at least as if speak-
ing about the most natural way of life, that he has actually broken all the
fundamental moral precepts (paricasilani; since he is a gambler, we can
be quite sure that he often cheats and lies as well) that are compulsory
even for upasakas, not to speak of bhiksus. And the way this ‘confes-
sion’ blossoms out is also very Buddhistic: the necessary concatenation of
‘meat—wine—sex—poker—villainy’ forms a mock-causal sequence paro-
dying one of the pillars of Buddhist philosophy: the pratitya-samutpada
(as Siegel has already observed in SIEGEL 1989:211). Just as we arrive at
avidya as the ‘basic root’ of all other nidanas, in the same way, after peel-
ing off the outer layers to get to the kernel, our bhiksu finally announces
the fundamental cause of all his vices: ‘I am the son of a slave’. The
audience (naturally anti-Buddhist, and accepting the orthodox Brahman-
ical values such as caturvarnya) laughs at the bhiksu: ‘Of course he is a
rogue, what else can you expect from a lowborn?’ And what else could
you expect from a religion that admits such lowborn rascals?

er conj. ISAACSON.

It is the same ‘lack of restraint’ which horrifies the son of a Buddhist mer-
chant in a story of the Kashmirian Somadeva’s Kathasaritsagara. The
son despises his father and calls him ‘criminal’ (papa) for short, and
when his father asks him why, the son launches an invective which is
a typical example of orthodox Brahmanical aversion towards Buddhism
(Kathasaritsagara, 6.1.18-20):

tata, tyaktatrayidharmas tvam adharmam nisevase|

yad brahmanan parityajya Sramanan Sasvad arcasil|
snanadiyantranahinah svakalasanalolupah)
apastasaikhasesakesakaupinasusthitah)|

viharaspadalobhaya sarve ‘py adhamajatayah)

yam asrayanti kim tena saugatena nayena te?||

‘My father, in that you disregard the brahmanas and always honour Bud-
dhist mendicants, you have abandoned the religion of the three Vedas and
follow anti-religion. What has that doctrine of Sugata got to do with you,
to which all kinds of low-caste men attach themselves, in order to fulfil
their desire to live in a wvihara (or: in a place of pleasure), men who are
devoid of restraints like bathing and the rest, who long to eat whenever
they please, who feel content having discarded their loin-cloth and all their
hair including the lock of hair [on the crown of the head]?’

Brahmanical criticism accused Buddhists of denying caste distinctions
only to justify their illicit relations with low-caste women. The Jain men-
dicant in the Latakamelaka, a prahasana from the 11** century, tries to
keep away from the bhiksu who is ‘polluted by the touch of people belong-
ing to improper castes’ (asadisajadiphamsadisido, p.25). ‘O, you fool,
there is no caste at alll” replies the bhiksu, so how could his favourite
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washerwoman sweetheart pollute him, especially if there is no permanent
Self?

1.84 buxom thora is MaharastiT for Sanskrit sthala, in Saurasent one would
expect thula (PISCHEL §127).

1.86 masquerading as “fruit juice” One might consider accepting the read-
ing of the manuscripts (pakvarasasabdanihnuta-madyavyapadesam, ‘which
is concealed behind the word “fruit-juice”, [but] the [real] name of which
is booze’.

Satire insinuates not just that Buddhist monks run after women and
drink wine, but also (what is even worse) that they pretend the opposite.
Hypocrisy is one of the most important targets of satire, and especially
that of the Sanskrit satirical monologue, the bhana. When the vita in
the Padmaprabhrtaka notices a bhiksu hurrying out of the courtyard of
a courtesan, it is not Buddhism that he attacks in the first place, but
the depraved behaviour of the monk: ‘O, how excellent is the Buddha’s
teaching, which is being honoured day by day, even if such false, uselessly
shaved monks spoil it! Or rather, the water of a sacred place is not spoiled
because crows have drunk from it.” (Padmaprabhrtaka, p.36 (23.5(.):
aho saristhata buddhasasanasya, yad evamvidhair api vrthamundair asad-
bhiksubhir upahanyamanam pratyaham abhipujyata eva. athava na va-
yasocchistam tirthajalam upahatam bhavati. Although we might suspect
a slight irony in the background, the real target here is the individual,
and not religion as such.) The monk perceives him and tries to beat
it, but the wvita does not want to miss his chance: ‘He will not get
off unhurt from the range of my word-arrows!” (Ibid. 23.10: mama
vaksaragocarad aksato na yasyati.) So he addresses the bhiksu: ‘Hey,
monastery-zombie, where are you going now, alarmed like an owl by day-
light?” (Ibid. 23.13: aho viharavetala kvedanim ultka iva diva Sankitas
carasi?) The monk gives the worst possible answer: ‘I am just com-
ing from the wihara.” (Ibid. 23.14: sampratam viharad agacchamiti.)
This is just fuel to the wita’s fire: ‘I know that your reverence’s fre-
quenting the monastery (or: your addiction to pleasures, wviharasilata)
is genuine!” (Ibid. 23.15: bhatartham jane viharasilatam bhadantasyal)
The bhiksu is still in denial: ‘I have come to comfort with the Bud-
dha’s words Sanghadasika, who is afflicted by the death of her mother.’
(Ibid. 23.18-19: matrvyapattiduhkhitam sarighadasikam buddhavacanaih
paryavasthapayitum agato ’smiti. Cf. SIEGEL (1989:212-213): ‘It is in-
sinuatingly ambiguous as to just what “to comfort” means, just as it is
ambiguous as to just how the girl “serves” the brotherhood. The equiv-
ocality between the incongruous spheres of experience, the religious and
the erotic, creates the comic tension.”’) ‘A monk who enters the court-
yard of a courtesan, either out of [a moment of] delusion or even by acci-
dent, is of no account, like the OM used in the sutras of Dattaka,” (ibid.
24: wesyanganam pravisto mohad bhiksur yadrcchaya vapi| na bhrajate
prayukto dattakasutresv iwomkarah||) remarks the vita with an edge. But
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the bhiksu still shields himself with the Buddha’s teaching: ‘Forgive me,
sir, but surely one should be kindly disposed towards all beings.” (Ibid.
24.1: marsayatu bhavan nanu sarvasattvesu prasannacittena bhavitavyam
iti.) Finally the vita becomes tired of such a great hypocrisy, especially
when the monk tries to escape under the well-known pretext that he must
not miss breakfast-time, because ‘one should also avoid eating at the in-
appropriate time’ (ibid. p.37 (24.8): gacchamy aham akalabhojanam api
pariharyam iti.). ‘Ha, ha! That crowns alll’ explodes the vita. ‘That’s all
that was wanting: the meal-time of this monk is running out, although
he has never transgressed the five precepts! Beat it!” (Ibid. 24.9: hi
hi sarvam krtam. etad avasistam askhalitapancasiksapadasya bhiksoh ka-
labhojanam atikramati. dhvamsasva.) And the bhiksu dashes off, perhaps
with a sigh of relief.

1.86 allegedly fit for vegetarians : “free from the three conditions [of impu-
rity]”. See L. SCHMITHAUSEN, ‘Essen, ohne zu T6ten. Zur Frage von Fleis-
chverzehr und Vegetarismus im Buddhismus’ (in Die Religionen und das
Essen, ed. Perry Schmidt-Leukel, Kreuzlingen: Hugendubel Verlag, 2000),
pp- 151f.: ‘Das Tier ist also nicht eigens fiir den Buddha geschlachtet wor-
den. Dies (und nicht der Kauf oder die Zubereitung) ist fiir den Bud-
dha (bzw. die Redaktoren des Vinaya) das Entscheidende, und in diesem
Sinne ist auch die abschlieBend formulierte Regel zu verstehen, der zu-
folge die Monche Fleisch unter der Bedingung annehmen diirfen (oder
sogar miissen?), dafl es dreifach rein (tikoti-parisuddha) ist. Diese Be-
dingung ist erfillt, wenn sie weder gesehen noch gehort haben, dafl das
Tier eigens fiir sie geschlachtet worden ist, noch auch einen begriinde-
ten Verdacht in diese Richtung hegen. Mit dieser Regel ist, nach Auf-
fassung des Vinaya, der Ménch in den Augen der Gesellschaft (darum
geht es hier!) ausreichend vor Vorwiirfen geschiitzt.” For further details
about the ‘three conditions’ (drstam, srutam, parisankitam) see also Chan-
dra Shekhar PRASAD, ‘Meat-Eating and the Rule of Tikotiparisuddha’ in
Studies in Pali and Buddhism. A Memorial Volume in Honor of Bhikkhu
Jagdish Kashyap, ed. A. K. Narain, Delhi, 1979, pp. 289-295.

1.88ff. The following two verses are in MaharastrT.

1.88 The faces of the maidservants corresponding to the beverage and their blue
eyes to the water-lily (this interpretation was suggested by Dr. Benson).

1.97 ex conj. The word te in the manuscripts looks superfluous, and can be
explained by dittography.

1.101 ez conj. The Monk will clearly protest against the use of the genitive
case.

1.103 The grammatical rule in question is Astadhyayr 1.4.29: akhyatopayoge.
Patanjali’s examples for the use of §ru- with the genitive case-ending are
(Mahabhasya ad loc.): natasya $rnoti, granthikasya Srnotil
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1.104 teaching ex conj. SANDERSON. Adding a word with a similar meaning
to the sentence seems to be necessary.

1.108 raving ezx conj. [SAACSON.
1.108 cultivating the doctrine that... ez conj. ISAACSON.

1.108 Jayanta remarks in the Nyayamanjaris that animal sacrifices prescribed
in the Veda often deter the tender-hearted who may say, ‘What would
impiousness be [in a scripture] in which slaughtering living beings is a
meritorious duty?’ (Nyayamanjart 1642.11-12: yatra pranivadho dharmas
tvadharmah tatra kidrsah?)

1.118 with a noisy mass I supply again vacah and take kathadambaram as
a bahuvrihi. Otherwise °dambaram (neuter) does not seem to be in the
right gender; on the other hand, its emendation means that we have to
emend heyam and °prayam as well.

1.118 Jayanta recommends the use of vada in the Nyayamanjart as follows
(Nyayamangart I 27.1-3): vade tu vicaryamano nyayah samsayacchedane-
nadhyavasitavabodham adhyavasitabhyanujnam ca vidadhat tattvaparisu-
ddhim adadhatiti vitaragash Sisyasabrahmacaribhis saha vadah prayokta-
vyah| ‘In a discussion, however, the way of argumentation, inasmuch as
it is examined, produces the realisation of what has been determined and
the consensus in what has been determined through removing the uncer-
tainties, and thus it brings about the faultless ascertainment of reality.
On these grounds the wise who have subdued their passions should enter
into discussion with their disciples and with their fellow-scholars.” But
on certain occasions other kinds of debate may prove to be more useful
(ibid. 4-6): jalpavitande tu dustatarkikoparacitakapatadasanadambarasan-
trasyamanasaralamatisamasvasanena taddhrdayasthatattvajnanasamraksa-
naya kvacid avasare vitaragasyapy upayujyete| ‘On some occasions, how-
ever, even the wise who have subdued their passions may find it suit-
able to use wrangling dispute and destructive criticism in order to protect
the knowledge of reality which exists in the heart of the tender-minded,
through fortifying them when they are frightened by the noisy arrogance
of deceitful objections concocted by a vicious logician.’

1.140 The Graduate’s objection asserts that the Buddhist sattvanumana is not
valid because of the fault of asadharananaikantikata, ‘the impossibility of
drawing a conclusion due to exclusiveness [of the logical reason]’. The
classical example of this fallacy is the fifth syllogism in Dinnaga’s hetu-
cakra: Sabdo nityah $ravanatvat| ‘Sound is eternal because of its audibility.’
The problem with this syllogism is that the hetu (logical reason or middle
term: ‘audibility’) belongs exclusively to the paksa (subject or minor term:
‘sound’), and therefore it is impossible to produce an example (drstanta)
which is different from the paksa. In the case of sattvanumana (‘everything
is momentary because of its existence’), we face a similar problem, since
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all existing things are part of the paksa, and nothing else is left to serve
as a similar instance (sapaksa). On the other hand, the Buddhist cannot
show a counterexample (vipaksa) either, the thing which does not possess
the hetu being non-existent in this case. (Compare with the standard In-
dian example of syllogism: ‘this mountain is fire-possessing, because it is
smoke-possessing, like a kitchen (sapaksa), unlike a pond (vipaksa)’.) Cf.
MIMAKI 1976, pp. 46ff.

1.141. This means that it is possible to show the concomitance of sattva and
ksanikatva in the following way: ‘something that is not momentary, does
not exist’.

1.142 The second half of this verse clearly contains Buddhist arguments, which
are based on accepting vyatirekavyapti, therefore Prof. Sanderson’s conjec-
ture seems to be justified.

1.142 The Monk replies to the Graduate’s objection by putting forward the
sadhyaviparyayabadhakapramana, ‘a means of valid cognition which re-
futes the [possibility of the] opposite of the property to be proven [co-
occurring with the proving property, i.e. the logical reason (hetu)]’. In the
case of sattvanumana, this means to establish that the assertion ‘something
that is not momentary, exists’ is not valid. Dharmakirti formulates the ar-
gument in the following way (Hetubindu p.4*,3-7): anvayaniscayo ’pi sv-
abhavahetau sadhyadharmasya vastutas tadbhavataya sadhanadharmabha-
vamatranubandhasiddhib| sa sadhyaviparyaye hetor badhakapramanavrttih)
yatha yat sat tat ksantkam eva, aksanikatve 'rthakriyavirodhat tallaksanam
vastutvam hiyate| ‘As for the determination of the positive concomitance
in the case of the inherent nature being the logical reason, it is proving that
the [presence of the] property to be established is connected with the mere
presence of the proving property, because [the property to be established]
is in reality the inherent nature of that [thing which possesses the prov-
ing property]. This [proving] is the operation of a valid cognition which
refutes [the co-presence of] the logical reason in the case of the opposite
of the property to be established. For instance: Anything that exists is
momentary without exception. If it were not momentary, since [the con-
dition of being non-momentary| contradicts causal efficacy, it would lack
the condition of being an entity, which [condition] is characterised by that
[causal efficacy].” (Cf. YOSHIMIZU 1999, p.234.)

1.146 See note ad 1.50. Kumarila highlights the same problem when he claims
that the theory of wasanas is incompatible with the postulated momen-
tariness of cognitions (glokavdrttika (with Tatparyatika) niralambanavada
181cd—-185ab):
ksanikesu ca cittesu vinase ca niranvaye||
vasyavasakayos caivam asahityan na vasandl
purvaksanair anutpanno vasyate nottarah ksanah||
uttarena vinastatvan na ca parvasya vasand
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sahitye ca (v.1. ’pi) tayor naiva sambandho ‘stity avasand)|

ksanikatvad dvayasyapi vyaparo na parasparam)

vinasyac ca katham vastu vasyate 'nyena nasyatal|

avasthita hi vasyante bhava bhavair avasthitaih)|

‘Since cognitions are momentary and since they perish without a trace,
and since the one that receives the imprint and the other that imparts
it do not exist simultaneously, there can be no impression. The subse-
quent [cognition-]phase, which has not yet arisen, cannot be imprinted by
the preceding [cognition-]phases, and the preceding [cognition-phase] can-
not receive any impression from the subsequent one, since it has already
perished. And even if they existed simultaneously, there could be no con-
nection [of any of the accepted types, e.g. samyoga, samavaya] between
them, and thus there can be no impression. Since both [cognition-phases]
are momentary, they cannot operate on each other. How could something
which is being destroyed be imprinted by another [thing] which is [also]
being destroyed? For [only] enduring entities are imprinted by [other]
enduring entities.’

1.147 The same objection is sprung on Séntaraksita (Tattvasarigraha 500):
etenaiva prakarena smrtyadinam asambhavah|
ekadhikaranabhavat ksanaksayisu vastusul|
‘In the same way [as we have shown that ‘bondage’ and ‘liberation’ is
interpretable only if there is a single substratum: the Self,] remembrance
etc. would also be impossible if things were momentary, since there would
be no single substratum.” (As Kamaladila points out in his commentary,
Mr. Smith would experience something and Mr. Brown would remember
it.)
The Buddhist, however, maintains that causality is sufficient to ensure
such operations as memory (ibid. 501-503):
atrabhidhiyate sarve (: conj., ed.: sarva-) karyakaranatasthitau|
satyam avyahata ete sidhyanty eva (: conj., ed.: evam) niratmasul|
yatha hi niyata Saktir bijader ankuradisul
anvayyatmaviyoge ’'pi tathaivadhyatmike sthitih||
paramparyena saksad va kvacit kinicid dhi saktimat|
tatah karmaphaladinam sambandha upapadyate||
‘We answer this objection as follows: if the relation between effect and
cause is present, then all these [operations such as memory] are truly es-
tablished, without any hinderance, [even] if things do not have a Self. For
just as the capacity of seeds etc. is restricted to [bringing about] sprouts
etc., even if they do not have an [enduring] essence that could be connected
[with both seed and sprout], the same is true about mental [operations].
For [only] a particular thing has the capacity [to cause a particular effect)
at a particular time, either indirectly or directly. That is why relations
such as that of action and result are possible.’
Ibid. 509-510:
atrocyate dvitiye hi ksane karyam prajayate|

22



prathame karanam jatam avinastam tada ca tat||

ksanikatvat tu tat karyaksanakale na vartate|

vrttaw va viphalam karyam nivrttam tad yatas tadal|

‘We answer [your objections| as follows: the effect follows in the second
moment. In the first [moment| the cause arises, and then [i.e. at that
moment| it does not perish. But since it is momentary, it does not exist
at the moment of the effect. Or if it did exist, it would be useless, since
the effect has already been accomplished by then.’

Ibid. 516-517:

na hi tat karyam atmiyam samdamseneva karanam)

grhitva janayaty etad yaugapadyam yato bhavet||

napi gadham samalingya prakrtim jayate phalam)|

kamiva dayitam (: em., ed.: dayita) yena sakrdbhavas tayor bhavet||

‘For this cause does not produce that effect by seizing it as if with a pair of
tongs, since this would mean that [cause and effect exist] simultaneously.
Nor does the effect arise embracing closely its cause as a lover [embraces]
his beloved, as a result of which they would exist at the same moment.
Ibid. 521:

ya anantaryaniyamah saivapeksabhidiyate|

karyodaye sada bhavo vyaparah karanasya cal|

‘It is the necessity of immediate succession that is said to be the ‘depen-
dence’ [of the effect on its cause]. And the ‘operation’ of the cause with
respect to the arising of the effect is always its [mere] presence / existence.’
We have already seen (note ad 1.50) that according to Dharmakirti the
condition of being the object of cognition is nothing but the condition of
being the cause which imprints its form on cognition. In the Svavrtti he
provides a detailed analysis (p.149,21-150,2): ye kadacit kvacit kenacij
jnatah santo na jrayante tesam sattanubandhi nasa iti brumah| ta eva
krtaka anityah sadhyante| na hy ayam sambhavo sti yat te jnanajananasvabha-
vah punar anasta na janayeyur apekseran va param| tajjananasvabhavasya
nispatteh| na ca tesv anapeksesu kasyacit kadacit kimcij jnanam nivarteta)
na cawambhatam kimcid asti| sarvasya kenacid kadacid jnanat| jranama-
trarthakriyayam apy asamarthye vastv eva na syat| tatha hi tallaksanam
vastv iti vaksyamah| tasya ca vinasavyabhicarat sa sattanubandhi] ‘We say
that the perishing of those things which, having been cognised sometime
somewhere by somebody, are not cognised, is attached to [their| existence.
It is these things that are produced [and] are proved to be impermanent.
For it is not possible that those things, which have the inherent nature of
producing cognition, could, while not yet destroyed, not produce [cogni-
tion], or that they would require some other [assisting factor], since [their]
inherent nature, which is producing that [i.e. cognition], is complete. And,
since they do not require [some assisting cause|, [theoretically] no cogni-
tion would ever cease for anyone. But nothing like that [actually] takes
place, for everything is cognised by some particular person at a particu-
lar time. [Therefore these cognisable entities must perish.] If [something]
were incapable even to perform the action of merely [producing] cogni-
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tion, then it would not even be an entity. To explain, we shall teach that
an entity is characterised by that [i.e. arthakriyakaritva]. And since this
[entity] necessarily perishes, it [i.e. perishing] is attached to existence.” (I
am following Yoshimizu’s interpretation in YOSHIMIZU 1999, p. 244f.)

In Ratnakirti’s Sthirasiddhidusana we find a detailed illustration of the op-
eration of causality in the stream of consciousness (118,14 in MIMAKI 1976,
p.164): tatha hi upadanopadeyabhavasthitacittasantatim apy asrityeyam
vyavastha sustheti katham atmanam pratyujjivayatu| tatra karyakarana-
bhavapratitis tavad anakula| tathapi pragbhavivastuniscayajnanasyopadeya-
bhutena tadarpitasamskaragarbhena pascadbhavivastujnanenasmin satidam
bhavatiti niscayo janyate| ‘To explain, the determination [of the ascer-
tainment of causality] is also well-established resorting to the stream of
consciousness which consists in the relation between the material cause
and its effect, so why should one resuscitate the Self? First of all, the
ascertainment of causality in that [stream] presents no problem. Still [,
to go into further details,] the determination [of positive concomitance] in
the form of ‘when there is A, there is B’ comes about through a cogni-
tion of an object that exists subsequently [CE], which [cognition] is the
effect (upadeya) of [another] determining cognition [C#, being the mate-
rial cause, upadana of CB] of an object that existed previously [A], and
which [cognition, i.e. C?] contains the impression imprinted by that [i.e.
C4].” (I am following Mimaki’s interpretation.)

1.149 ez conj. ISAACSON. If one follows RAGHAVAN and THAKUR’s conjecture,
the second sentence requires a masculine subject, and bhoga is the only
candidate I could think of. One might also consider conjecturing hetu-
phalabhavavasas tu ko ’pi.

1.149 Kumarila argues that causality does not work in the way the Buddhist
imagines it (Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) Sanyavada 171cd-172ab):
santanantaravac caisam nisedhya hetusadhyatal|
vasyavasakabhavas ca jnanatvad ekasantataul
‘The condition of being cause or effect and the relation between something
that receives an imprint and something that imparts it must be rejected
between these [cognitions in] the same continuum, since they are cogni-
tions, just as [cognitions in] another continuum.’

Ibid. 176c¢d—177cd:

caitragnanam tadudbhatajnanamsagrahyabodhakam)|

jnanatvan na bhaved yadvat tasya dehantarodbhavam|

‘The cognition of Smith cannot ascertain an object of cognition which is
a section of the cognition that has arisen in him, because it is a cognition,
just as [a cognition] that has arisen in another body [cannot ascertain] it
[i.e. Smith’s cognition].’

Later he shows that whether one denies or accepts the working of causality
in the continuum of cognition-phases, this continuum cannot fulfil the role
of a stable entity (Slokavarttika (with Nyayaratnakara) atmavada 33cd—
34):
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janmantare ‘bhyupete ‘pi jnanamatratmavadinam)|

gnananam ksanikatvad dhi kartrbhoktranyata bhavet|
niskriyatvavibhutvabhyam na ca dehantarasritih)|

‘For even though rebirth is accepted [by the Buddhists], the one who acts
and the one who experiences [the results of this action] would be different
for those who hold that the ‘Self’ is merely [a stream of] cognitions, be-
cause of the momentariness of [the individual] cognitions [in this stream],
and, since [the cognition-phases] are inactive and not omnipresent, they
cannot attach themselves to another body.’

Ibid. 36-40:

kartrtvam eva duhsadham dirghakalesu karmasul

satsu jnanasahasresu kulakalpopamam hi tat|

vyatirikto hi santano yadi nabhyupagamyate)

santaninam anityatvat karta kascin na labhyate||

bhoktur atyantabhedac ca prasajyetakrtagamah)

krtanasam tu na brumah krtam naiva hi kenacit||

santanananyatayam tu vacoyuktyantarena te|

tatra coktam, na cavastu santanah kartrtam vragjet||

santanaksanikatve ca tad eva, aksanikas tv athal

siddhantahanih, evam ca so ’pi dravyantaram bhavet||

‘In the case of activities which require a long time, it is impossible to estab-
lish that there could be any performer at all. For even though there might
be thousands of cognition-phases, [if you say that they are the agent,] this
would be like a ritual procedure [which is performed in stages over several
generations] of a family. For if you do not accept that there is an [entity
called] ‘stream’ [of consciousness] which is separate [from the individual
cognitions], we find no agent because of the impermanence of the mem-
bers of the stream. And since the one that experiences [the result of the
action] is completely different [from the agent], it would follow that one
would attain [the result of] an act one did not perform. As for the loss
of [the result of one’s] action, we do not [even] mention it, since nobody
has performed any action at all. [If you accept that the continuum is a
real entity], if the continuum is not different [from the individual cogni-
tions], then [you would be talking about] these [cognitions] using another
expression, and I have already set forth the objection against this [posi-
tion]. On the other hand [, if you say that the continuum is separate and
permanent,] the continuum cannot become the agent, inasmuch as it is
a non-entity [since only momentary entities exist in your system]. If the
continuum is momentary, then the same [objection would apply as in the
case of momentary cognitions]. If it is not momentary [and still a real
entity], then you would be giving up your own doctrine, and in this way
it would also be a another substance [i.e. the atman].

Ibid. 43-50:

santano 'yam sa eveti na tv abhedad vina bhavet]

vayudipadisantane vayutvadir na bhidyatel|

Jnanatvenapy abhinnatvam Sunyavade nirakrtam)
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tathaiva karmabhir vesta phalartham cittavasanal|

na catra vasanakalam kinicic cittam avasthitam)|

avastutvac ca santanah karmabhir naiva vasyate|

tatparamparyajate ’pi bhunjane karmanah phalam|

tadatmyena vina spastau krtanasakrtagamaul|

santanantarajebhyas ca yo hetuphalabhavatah|

visesah so ’pi dussadhah pariharo na canayoh||

tasminn asaty api bruayah pariharam tvam anyathdl
samanaprthivivasajnanatvadyavisesatah)|

samana iti napy etad ekatvanugamad vina)

tena yaccittajam tasya santana iti vo mrsdall

na hi yacchabdatacchabdau vartete bhinnavastunil

tenaikatmakataistavya tatsantanatmavadibhih||

‘[If you say that] it is the same continuum [that performed the action]:
it cannot be unless [these two| are not separate. In the case of [other]
‘streams’ such as wind or light, the condition of being ‘wind’ etc. is not
different [from moment to moment]. As for [your claim that] it is not un-
changing inasmuch as it is cognition: this was refuted in the [chapter on]
Sunyavada. And similarly the impression on consciousness which you pos-
tulate accounting for a fruit [produced] by actions [has also been refuted].
Furthermore, no cognition remains as long as the impression [exists, since
cognitions are momentary|. And the continuum, since it is not a real entity
[for you, inasmuch as it is permanent], actions do not leave their imprint
on it in any way. Even if [you say that a cognition-phase] arisen in the
same [uninterrupted] series experiences the result of the action [performed
by another cognition-phase in the same series], without the identity [of
the one who acts and the one who experiences the result, the unwanted
consequences of] the loss [of the result] of something that has been done
and the attainment [of the result] of something that has not been done
are evident. Furthermore, it is also impossible to prove [that there is a]
causality-based difference [of the cognition-phase that experiences the re-
sult] from [cognition-phases]| arisen in other streams, and the two [above
mentioned unwanted consequences] cannot be avoided. Even if there is no
[difference caused by causality], you may say that [the above mentioned
unwanted consequences] can be avoided in another way, [but then not just
the agent cognition-phase and the experiencing cognition-phase would be
connected by common characteristics] because [characteristics] such as be-
ing in the same earth, or having the same condition of being cognition can
be equally applied [to cognitions in other continuums as well]. And to say
that something is the ‘same’ is not possible without accepting [its] ‘one-
ness’. Therefore you are wrong [when you say] ‘it is the stream of that
[awareness] from which awareness [the agent-cognition| has arisen’, since
the words ‘that—which’ cannot refer to separate things. Therefore those
who hold the theory that the Self is the stream of those [cognition-phases]
have to accept that [these cognitions] have a single nature.’
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1.153 Note the similarity between the Buddhist sadhyaviparyayabadhakapramana,

‘a means of valid cognition which refutes the [possibility of the] opposite
of the property to be proven [co-occurring with the proving property, i.e.
the logical reason (hetu)]’, and the Graduate’s claim that ‘the proving
property [inheres in a locus that possesses| the opposite of the property
to be proved’, sadhyaviparyayasadhana. In other words, the Buddhist
put forth an argument which refuted that non-momentary entities exist,
while the Mimamsaka proves that only those things exist which are non-
momentary, since only permanent things have causal efficacy which is a
defining characteristic of existence.

1.159 the cause of a different continuum The Buddhist certainly denies
that perishing is an effect (see Abhidharmakosabhasya p.193, quoted in
note ad 1.48). Dharmakirti also points out that the so-called ‘causes of de-
struction’ actually produce a different entity (Pramanavartika with svavrt-
ti (GNOLI) p. 141,25-142 3): agnina kastham dandena ghata iti vinasahetavo
bhavanam drsyante| anvayavyatirekanuvidhanam hetutadvator laksanam
ahuh| na| parvasya svarasanirodhe ’‘nyasya visistapratyayasrayena vikr-
tasyotpatteh| ‘[Opponent:] We see that things have causes for their per-
ishing, for instance a log is [destroyed] by fire, a pot by a staff. The
defining characteristic of cause and effect is said to be [their] conformity
in presence and absence [e.g. when fire is present, the log is destroyed,
when fire is not present, the log remains|. [Buddhist:] You are wrong. For
when the previous [thing-phase] perishes due to its own essence, another
[thing-phase] arises which is different because it depends on the particular
causes [of its coming into being].’

Also Slokavarttika (with Nyayaratnakara) Sabdanityatadhikarana 24cd—
29ab (presenting the Buddhist position):

hetur yasya vinaso ’pi tasya drsto nkuradivat||

vinasasya vinasas tu nasti tasmad akrtrimah)

bhavati hy agnisambandhat kasthad angarasantatih||

mudgaradihatac capi kapalam jayate ghatat|

svabhaviko vinasas tu jatamatrapratisthitahl|

suksmah sadrsasantanavrtter anupalaksitah)

yada vilaksano hetuh patet sadrsasantataul|

vilaksanena karyena sthalo ‘bhivyajyate tadal

tenasadrsasantano hetoh sanjayate yatah||

tenaivakriyamano ’pi naso ‘bhivyajyate sphutah

‘Something that has a cause [of its arising] is also observed to perish, just
as a sprout [having a seed as its cause]. But perishing does not perish,
therefore it is not produced. For from a log, as a result of contact with fire,
a [new] continuum of embers comes into being, and from a pot, too, hit by a
hammer for instance, shards come about. Perishing, however, is inherent,
established as soon as [the thing] arises, subtle, [and] unnoticed because
it takes place in a uniform continuum. When a dissimilar cause affects
the uniform continuum, because of the dissimilar effect [that is produced],
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then [perishing] shows itself to be gross. Thus it is a dissimilar continuum
that is produced by the cause, and for this reason perishing, although it
is not being produced, is clearly manifested by that very [cause].’

1.160 Possible reference to the view of the Mimamsakas who hold that when
one pronounces the eternal sabda, it is only manifested, and not actually
produced, so it is different from other effects.

Kumarila first shows that for the Buddhist the perishing of a pot is spon-
taneous, but since it is very subtle, we notice it only when the hammer
operates upon it and produces shards (see note ad 1.159 above). Now this
goes against the objection made in Mimamsasatra 1.1.6 (see Sdbambhd_sya
ad loc. (SBh(Y) ad 1.1.6, p.60): prayatnad uttarakalam drsyate yatah,
atah prayatnanantaryat tena kriyate| ‘Since sound $abda is perceived only
after the effort [of its utterance], therefore, because it immediately follows
the effort, it is produced by that [effort]’), since just as perishing is only
manifested (according to the Buddhist) by the so-called ‘causes of destruc-
tion’, in the same way the eternal sound ($abda) is only manifested, not
produced, by utterance (dhvani) (see Slokavarttika (with Nyayaratnaka-
ra) $abdanityatadhikarana 29cd-30ab). As Kumarila says (ibid. 42):
yatha ghatader dipadir abhivyanjaka isyatel

caksuso ‘nugrahad evam dhvanih syac chrotrasamskrteh|

‘Just as a lamp for instance is accepted as the manifesting agent of things
such as a pot through affecting the eye, in the same way utterance [mani-
fests $abda] through its impression upon the ear.” (See also ibid. 394 seqq.
on the eternal ‘actions’ (kriya, karma) which are not always perceived due
to the lack of manifesting agents, but are nevertheless always present in
perceptible objects.)

1.166 because the separation of their constituents etc. must inevitably
take place. ex conj. Verse 38 in RAGHAVAN and THAKUR’s edition is
clearly unmetrical, as the editors have already suspected (p. 105: ‘1.38 and
I11.42 are possibly no verse.’). In fact it seems that when the scribe wrote
down the second vinasakaranam (after na ca nasti), he jumped back to the
first vinasakaranam (after yasya hi nasti), and continued with repeating
akasader iva bhavatv asau nityah| kim jatam? na ca nasti vinasakaranam.

1.177 Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) Sanyavada 71:
na catra karanajnanagrahakakaravedanam)
grahyatvam yena buddheh syad abhinnatve ’pi parvavat||
‘And in this case [i.e. when a form such as blue is being cognised] there is
no ascertaining of the forms belonging to the instrument [of cognition], to
the cognition [itself], and to the grasping agent, by which [ascertaining]
consciousness could become the object of cognition, even though there
was no difference [among the object, the subject, and the instrument of
cognition], just as in the previous case [i.e. the case of the Self].’
Umbeka’s comm. ad loc. (p.258): na tv atra nilanubhave ‘nilam aham’
ity atmataya bhasante niladayah, ‘nilam’ ity anatmataya pratibhasanat|
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(...) natra niladau karanajnianagrahakakaravedanam asti, yena buddhir
eva niladibhavena prakaseta| akaravedanam iti ca karanadisu pratyekam
sambadhyate| yadi niladayo grahakatvenavabhasante grahako va niladi-
grahyatayavabhasate (: conj., °seta: ed.), tada pratibhasabalenabhinnasyaiva
prakasyaprakasakabhavo bhavet| ‘But in the case of the perception of [colours]
such as blue, [these colours] such as blue do not appear [as if] they were
[cognition’s] own self, in the form of ‘I am blue’, because they become
manifest as being different from [cognition’s] own self, in the form of ‘[this
is] blue’. (...) The ascertaining of the forms belonging to the instrument
[of cognition], to the cognition [itself], and to the grasping agent are not
included in [the cognition of forms] such as blue, due to which [ascertain-
ing] consciousness alone would shine forth having the nature of [forms]
such as blue. As for ‘the perception of [their] form’: this is connected one
by one with the instrument [, the cognition, and the agent]. If [forms]
such as blue appeared as the agent of grasping, or the agent of grasping
appeared as the object of grasping such as ‘blue’, then, because of appear-
ing [in that way], it would be an undivided [object-subject] that would
[simultaneously] have the nature of the object that is shone on and the
subject that shines on.’

Cf. Sabarabhasya(F) p.28,17-30,13.

1.181 For this is the way lights are. Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) sa-
nyavada 184-187ab:
vyaprtam canyasamuittau jnanam natmanam rechati|
tena prakasakatve ‘pi bodhayanyat pratiksate||
wdrsam va prakasatvam tasyarthanubhavatmakam)|
na catmanubhavo sty asyety atmano na prakasakam|
sati prakasakatve ’pi vyavastha drsyate yathal
rupadau caksuradinam tathatrapi bhavisyati||
prakasakatvam bahye ‘rthe Saktyabhavat tu natmani|
‘And when cognition is engaged in ascertaining something else [i.e. the
object], it does not reach itself. Therefore, although it is an agent which
shines on [other things], it expects another [cognition] for being cognised
[itself]. Or rather, such is its condition of being a light: it consists in the
ascertaining of the object, but there is no ascertaining of itself, so it does
not shine on its own self. Just as [sense organs] such as the faculty of
sight, even though they do have the nature of shining on [other things],
are seen to be restricted to [their objects] such as colour, it will be in the
same way in this case, too [i.e. in the case of cognition]: its condition of
being the agent of illuminating [operates] upon the external object, but
not upon its own self, because it is not capable [of doing that].’
See also Umbeka’s comm. ad loc. (p.284): anatmavisayam caitasya
prakasakatvam, natmavisayam, yato ‘nilam idam’ iti pratibhasah, na punar
‘nilam aham’ itity aha ‘idrsam’ iti| ‘Its [i.e. cognition’s] condition of being
the agent of illuminating has as its object things that are not [cognition]
itself, [and] it does not have [cognition] itself as its object [or freer: its il-

29



luminating is directed towards what is not itself, not towards itself], since
there is an appearance in the form of ‘this is blue’, and not in the form of
‘T am blue’; that is why [Kumarila] says “[Or rather], such is...”.” (See
also Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika), Sunyavada 65-67.)

1.181 “‘The three lights illuminate themselves and other things.” Cf.
Svopajniavrtti ad Vakyapadiya 1.12 (VP(V) 1966, p.43): iha trini jyotimsi
trayah prakasah svarupapararupayor avadyotakah| tad yatha, yo 'yam jata-
veda yas ca purusesv antarah prakaso yas ca prakasaprakasayoh prakasayita
Sabdakhyah prakasah| ‘In this world there are three lustres, three lights
which illuminate their own form and the form of other things: namely,
that which is [called] jatavedas [i.e. fire], that which is the inner light
inside men [i.e. consciousness|, and that which illuminates both shining
entities [that is all the three lights] and non-shining ones [e.g. pots], and
which light is called ‘word’.

1.181 But it is not really cognition that shines forth then... Cf. Slo-
kavarttika (with Tatparyatika) sunyavada 74:
yada tu grahyam akaram niladi pratipadyate)
na tada grahakakara samvittir drsyate kvacit||
‘But when [consciousness] ascertains the form that is to be grasped, such
as blue, consciousness, which has the form of the grasping agent, is seen
nowhere.’

1.181 And forms such as blue... ez conj. Similar sentence-structure in Nya-
yamangary 1 611.11-12: napy anumanam, anvayavyatirekabhyam trptibho-
janayor wa svargayagayoh sadhyasadhanasambandhanavadharanat| Another
possible conjecture was suggested by ISAACSON: anvayavyatirekabhyam
tasya gotvadivad abodhariapatvavadharanad iti|
This argument can be compared with the following passage in the Sloka-
varttika (Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) sunyavada 130-132):
atha saty api bhinnatve grahyam jnanantaram vadet]

Jnanatve tasya ka yuktih purvokta yadi sesyatel|

Jnanam jnanam itittham tu na dvayor anuvartate)

vyatiriktam ca samanyam tvaya nabhyupagamyatel|

vyatireke tayos ceste (: this is the reading of three manuscripts as

Dr KATAOKA pointed out to me in an e-mail of 19. x. 2001;

Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) has grahyagrahakayos cesta,

while Slokavarttika (with Kasika) reads vyatireke tayor jiianan)

na jnanatmakata bhavet|

tadraparahitatve ca jnanabhavah prasajyatel|

‘If [the opponent] said that, even though [the subject and the object of
cognition are| different, [still] the object is another cognition—what is
the argument for that [i.e. the object] being cognition? If [the opponent
replies that it is] the [reason] mentioned before [namely just a matter of
usage], this [ground] is accepted. But we do not have a recurrent cog-
nition [anuvrtti] of both [object and subject and cognition] in this way:
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‘[this one is] cognition [and the other one is also] cognition’; besides you
do not assent to a general property which is separate. And [if the Bud-
dhist accepted the existence of the general property of jnanatva, and] if he
held that they [i.e. grahya and grahaka] are [completely] separate [from
jnanatva), then [neither of them] could have the nature of cognition. And
since [neither of them| has the character of [cognition], it follows that cog-
nition does not exist [at all].” (In the following verses Kumarila refutes
various attempts of his Buddhist opponent to connect jnane with both
grahya and grahaka.)

1.185 As we shall see, the Graduate is going to postpone bathing again, because
he cannot help entering into a discussion with potential opponents, which
also means that he is postponing lunch, to the great regret of his pupil.
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2.1ff. The theme of the following pravesaka is not without parallels in Sanskrit
dramatic literature. Among the dramatists preceding Jayanta one might
think of two examples: Harsa’s Nagananda and Bhavabhuti’s Malatima-
dhava. In Bhavabhiiti’s play Makaranda, in the disguise of Malati, is wed-
ded to Nandana, and later he rudely repulses his impassioned ‘husband’
on the bridal night (Act 7). The third act of Harsa’s play provides a closer
parallel which may well have served as a model for Jayanta. The drunken
vita enters the garden to meet his ladylove. Meanwhile the vidusaka puts
on a red garment to disguise himself as a woman in order to mislead the
bees in the same garden. The wita naturally mistakes him for his sweet-
heart, embraces the vidisaka and offers him some chewed pan. When the
unhappy vidusaka tries to get rid of his ‘lover’, the vita falls at his feet
to conciliate ‘her’. At this moment the wvita’s real beloved appears and
witnesses with astonishment that her man is lying at the feet of another
woman. Then she quickly realises that that ‘other woman’ is actually
the vidusaka, and decides to make fun of both of them. When the un-
lucky vidasaka unveils himself he is insulted by the wvita’s servant who
even breaks his sacred thread. And his tortures have not come to an end
yet: the vita’s girlfriend demands him to bow at her feet, which the poor
vidusaka, having lost his sacred thread and not being able to recall any
Vedic mantras, cannot refuse to do on the strength of his brahmanhood.

2.3ff. The Servant speaks Magadhi, the Mendicant and the Nun speak Saura-
senl.

2.3 comfortless ex conj. Both the reading of the manuscripts (visamcate) and
RAGHAVAN and THAKUR’s emendation (visamcaye, post correctionem) is
unmetrical. (The verse is in viyogini metre.)

2.3 household ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR. The reading of the manu-
scripts (vammhanavasii, sing. gen./instr. fem.?) is unmetrical.

2.4 has no nasti (the reading of the manuscripts) is a correct form in Magadht
(see PISCHEL §310, §498, Hemacandra 4.289.)

2.4 own masters The correct Magadht form of Sanskrit bhattakah should be
bhastake according to Hemacandra 4.290 (see PISCHEL §271), bhastake
according to Ramasarman 2.2.16, and it may be bhastake according to
Purusottama 12.10.

2.4 errands ana seems to be an acceptable Magadhi form of Sanskrit ajna (cf.
anavedi, PISCHEL §276).

2.4 thinks up are such that ex conj. Sanskrit ksa becomes ska in Magadht
according to Vararuci 11.8, hka (with jihvamaliya) according to Hema-
candra 4.296 (except for peskadi and acaskadi, ibid. 4.297), $ka according
to Ramasarman 2.2.15 and Purusottama 12.6. Both Purusottama (12.8)
and Ramasgarman (2.2.15) remark that the consonants of Sanskrit ksa are
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reversed in Magadht (i.e. it becomes ska). A parallel phenomenon which
might be worthy of note is that the name of king Huviska sometimes ap-
pears as Huvaksa or Huviksa in inscriptions (see SIRCAR 1991, No. 52,
53).

In our play the most frequent reading is ska in the Magadhi sections,
which may be explained as the transposition of the consonants of Sanskrit
ksa, even if strictly speaking it does not agree with any of the above men-
tioned Prakrit grammars. On the other hand, sometimes we find kkha in
the Magadht passages, which is the Saurasent form of ksa.

The word esu seems to be used in the sense of atra in the Magadhi pas-
sages, on the analogy of which I conjectured yasu > yesu in this sentence.

2.4 drink The use of pijjadi as a passive form seems to be odd (and perhaps
incorrect), especially since piviadi has already been used just a few lines
above. PISCHEL §539 mentions pijjai as a MaharastrT form.

2.4 Sooty Instead of changing Sanskrit jja into yya in Magadhi, one might ap-
ply the rule that in Magadhi the palatalisation of the cavarga-consonants
is distinct (Purusottama 12.13: cuh spastatalavyah; Vararuci 11.5: cavar-
gasya spastata tathoccaranah; Ramasarman 2.2.18cd: cavargakanam upari
prayojyo yuktesu cantahsthayakara eva).

2.4 go and see Sanskrit (and Sauraseni) ccha becomes §ca in Magadh (see
Purusottama 12.11, Hemacandra 4.295, Ramasarman 2.2.18). In Sarada
script, cca and $ca look very similar, which may explain the gacca reading
of our manuscripts.
pekkha is a Saurasent form. One might consider emending to peska, the
form prescribed by Hemacandra 4.297 (the way our manuscripts write
kkha is hardly distinguishable from ska), or to peska, following the most
frequent usage of our manuscripts.

2.4 the monk Jinarakshita jinaraskidabhikkhu is a half-Magadht half-Saura-
seni form. Later the Servant will refer to the Jain abbot as jinarakkhida-
bhikkha, however the word bhiskuno (not in compound) will also occur
once. Cf. STEINER 1997, pp. 16f.: ‘[Dlie stillschweigend zugrunde liegende
Pramisse, nach der jeder Dichter tatsdchlich in einer ganz genauen und
konsistenten Weise Prakrit schrieb (oder diktierte), [ist] problematisch.
Hat es jemals ein vollkommen reguliertes Prakrit und insbesondere eine
konsequent durchgehaltene Orthographie gegeben? Ist es nicht vorstellbar,
dal die Prakrit sprechenden Charaktere gelegentlich verschiedene gram-
matische und phonetische Formen ein und desselben Wortes gebraucht
haben?’

2.4 I’ve no idea The Magadhi form of Sanskrit janami should be yanami /
yanami according to the grammarians (Hemacandra 4.292, Vararuci 11.4,
PISCHEL §§ 236, 454, 510), but in the old Nepalese manuscript of the
Nagananda we find janadi in a Magadht passage. As Steiner remarks,
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‘Vermutlich beruht die Aufteilung der Formen S. janadi und Mg. yanadi
wiederum nur auf einer Fiktion.” (STEINER 1997, p.173.)

2.4 scattered er conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR accept the reading of the
manuscripts (vistze), but I am not sure that the chaya they give (vistrta)
is possible. pamsukana is also suspect since, as Prof. Sanderson has
pointed out, ‘dust’ is more likely to be strewn with hair than ‘specks of
dust’.

2.4 plucked-out, awn-like hair Pulling out the hair in five handfuls is part
of the ceremony (diksa) that initiates the aspirant into Jain mendicancy
(see JAINI p.245). Both Buddhist and Brahmanical authors frequently
refer to this practice as the most striking example of the various ‘unnec-
essary’ austerities of the Jains. For example Prajnakaramati glosses the
expression sukhenaiva sukham pravrddham in his commentary to Bodhi-
caryavatara 1.7 as ‘not with great pain, like pulling out the hair, etc.’,
na Siroluncanading mahata kastena (cf. GRANOFF 1992 p. 39, n. 3). But
already Vasubandhu comments on Abhidharmakosa 4.73ab (pranatipatah
sancintya parasyabhrantimaranam, ‘taking away life is to kill another de-
liberately, not by mistake’) in a slightly satirical way: ‘abuddhipurvad
apt pranivadhat kartur adharmah, yatha agnisamyogad dahah’ iti nir-
granthah| tesam *parastridarsanasamsparsana (v.1. paradaradarsane ’py)
esa prasangah, nirgranthasiroluncane ca kastatapodesSane ca Sastuh, tad-
visacikamarane ca datub| ‘The Jains teach: one who takes away life is
guilty, even if he has not resolved it beforehand, just as one gets burnt be-
cause of contact with fire. [But in that case,] when they [unintentionally]
see or touch the wife of another, it carries the same consequence for them,
and for [their] teacher when the Jains pull out their hair or when he gives
instructions to practise hard austerities, and for the donor when they die
of cholera (or indigestion, ajirna, according to Yasomitra) [because of the
food he gave them)].’

Jayanta also found it a ridiculous idea that extreme tortures can lead to
salvation (Nyayamanjart, vol. 11, p. 520.7-14):
kacaniluncanadikpatadharana-

ksitidharakramanakramaparvakam)|

ksapanakas tv apavargam usanty ami

hy atitaram paramarthavidas tu te|

lomnam nityam asambhavat khalatayo moksam ksanat prapnuyuh
(nityam asambhavat em. : nityasambhavat ed.)

samsaroparamo digambarataya sadyas tirascam bhavet|

muktah syuh girisrngavasina ime Sasvattadarohanat

jantanam apavargavartma nikatam kenedrsam darsitam||

‘As for these Jains, they hold that deliverance depends on the proce-
dure of plucking out the hair, wearing the air as garment, and climbing
mountains. Now they are indeed deeply knowledgable about the ultimate
reality! The bald would attain liberation in a flash since they can never
have hair; transmigration would immediately cease for the animals since
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they are sky-clad; those who live on the peaks of mountains would be
liberated since they always mountaineer. Who showed the creatures such
a shortcut to deliverance?’

2.4 since here According to the grammarians initial ya should be retained in
Magadhi (see Hemacandra 4.292, Purusottama 12.5, Ramasarman 2.2.14,
PISCHEL §252). The manuscripts of the Agamadambara, however, often
have relative pronouns with initial j in their Magadht passages. Cf. note
ad 2.4.

2.4 harpy According to Hemacandra 4.289, Sanskrit sta should become sta
in Magadht; duttha is the Sauraseni form (see PISCHEL §303). But cf.
LUDERS, Bruchstiicke, p. 36, fr. 22a2: [i/ttha.

2.7 notices Cf. note ad 2.4.

2.7 To be sure... According to P1scHEL (§94), in Magadht and Saurasent
kkhu (and not khu) should stand after -e, -0, and short vowels. In our
manuscripts, however, we find khu both after -e and -o. Steiner points out
the same phenomenon in the old Nepalese manuscript of the Nagananda,
in the fragments of Advaghosa’s plays (see LUDERS, Bruchsticke, p.51)
and in other texts as well (STEINER 1997, pp. 195f.), and draws the follow-
ing conclusion: ‘Zusammenfassend 148t sich also sagen, dafl die Schreibung
der Asvaghosa-Fragmente, der ,,Bhasa“-Mss (in der liberwiegenden Zahl
der Fille) und des éltesten Nag.-Textzeugen A (ebenso wie die erwéhnten
Inschriften, und zumindest teilweise auch die Malatim.-Mss und die bei-
den Mudr.-Mss MN) die urschpriingliche Orthographie der Partikel khu
wiederspiegeln diirften.” (STEINER 1997, p. 198.)

2.7 all I need According to Hemacandra (4.293), Sanskrit $anya should be-
come $unmna in Magadht; in the fragments of Asvaghosa’s plays Sanskrit ny
appears as n7 in Saurasent (LUDERS, Bruchstiicke, p.48). Cf. PISCHEL
§282, who also notes that in the manuscripts of the plays we find only nn.

2.7 broom of peacock feathers picchia seems to be a Saurasent form, one
might consider emending it to the more Magadhi-looking piscia. Cf. how-
ever LUDERS, Bruchstiicke, pp. 35§, fr. 22.a.2: vicchadd. ..

2.7 that she had been holding and then left behind ez conj. RAGHA-
VAN and THAKUR. I am uncertain both in the reading and in the in-
terpretation of this sentence. paliccaia seems to be an absolutive form (cf.
PISCHEL §590), and the manuscripts suggest sa nu khavanpia, but I cannot
interpret leSamdhayalidapaliccaia.

2.7 I am According to PISCHEL (§145, §498) the correct Magadht form of asmi
is smi; mhi is in Sauraseni.

2.7 please tell acakkhadu is a Saurasent form. One may consider emending it
to acaskadu, the form prescribed by Hemacandra (the way our manuscripts
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write kkha is hardly distinguishable from ska), or acaskadu, following the
most frequent usage of our manuscripts.

2.8 It seems. .. According to PISCHEL (§143, §336, see also Vararuci 12.24,
Purusottama 9,29), ‘via is the single prevailing form in Saurasent and
Magadht’ for Sanskrit iva, while Maharastr1, Ardhamagadhi, and Jaina-
MaharastrT have va, vva (PISCHEL §92, §143). In Hemacandra’s grammar,
however, we find the following general rule (2,182): miva piva viva vva va
via twarthe val

2.11 let us not waste our breath The Magadhi form of Sanskrit tisthati is
cisthadi (v.1. cista-, citta-) according to Vararuci 11.14, citthadi according
to Purusottama 12.33, and cisthadi (v.1. cittha-) according to Hemacandra
4.298. PISCHEL votes for cistha- (§483). Cf. note ad 2.4.

2.11 execrable ezx conj. Cf. PISCHEL §222: Maharastr1 daddha, Saurasent
daddha.

2.11 Please tell... Cf. note ad 2.7.

2.12 to his disciples According to PISCHEL §370, Saurasent and Magadht ‘ex-
cept in verses, have only the form in -anam’ as plur. gen.

2.12 But... PISCHEL writes in §184 that in Maharastri, Jaina-MaharastrT,
Saurasent, and Magadht we find una in the sense of ‘now’, ‘however’, and
also after anusvara.

2.13 piled-up As RAGHAVAN and THAKUR point out (p. 118), ‘Pkt. lajjanihanam
suggests nidhanam. nidanam gives better meaning.” Actually the MSs read
°nihane, masc. nidhanam means ‘pile, hoard, mass’, nidanam would mean
‘cause’.

2.13 shame Cf. note ad 2.4.

2.15 I turned a recluse Cf. Pischel’s note ad Hemacandra 4.225: ‘In der
Magadhi steht 114, 7. 8 [referring to Mrechakatika, ed. Stenzler, Bonnae
1847] pavvagide mit einfachem j, was sich zu Péali pabbagito stellt und daher
schwerlich anzufechten ist.’

2.17 The Servant’s speech is full of Saurasent forms. I have changed s to § and r
to [, but one might consider more radical emendations to get “proper” Ma-
gadht forms (°vilala®, °yovvanalaskanae, aniscamtie, asiskidamaanalasae,
taluna®). On the other hand, Servant may actually try to speak a kind of
SaurasenT in his role of a Jain nun, and a medley of the two languages is
the result.

2.19 firm-fisted I am uncertain of the meaning here. daddhamutthie suggests
dagdhamustyam as its chaya, which I cannot interpret, perhaps it is some
obscene expression. On the other hand, drdhamusti, ‘close-fisted’ is a well-
attested word, but it would become dadha- in Saurasent and Magadh1 (see
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PI1SCHEL §242; in fact a few lines below we shall read dadham tae khalikado
mhi). Tam inclined to read dadha- = drdha- with the cerebralisation of the
initial da-, which is common in Maharasti1 (see PISCHEL §222; although
Pischel points out that ‘in Saurasent [and probably in Magadhi as well]
the dental remains, except in the cases of transimposition of breath’, so
we should actually read daddha® = Sanskrit dagdha®).

2.20 t...7 I cannot satisfactorily interpret this sentence. RAGHAVAN and
THAKUR’s chaya, ‘tena hi sammukhagatam Stwam’ is not entirely con-
vincing. sammuhado could be taken as sammukhatah, but $to remains
a puzzle for me (¢ is actually not allowed in Sauraserﬁ). Judging from
the context, the sentence may mean something like ‘So our lucky star has
risen.’

2.23 How could I look? Cf. note ad 2.4.
2.24 1 shall be your slave! ex em. BHAT.

2.27 if you say Cf. note ad 2.7, but in this case the manuscripts actually read
acaske.

2.27 I’ll squeal on you ez conj. Other possible emendations suggested by
Prof. Sanderson: pakasaissam, pakadikalaissam.

2.31 coin ex conj. The most plausible Magadht form of Sanskrit karsapanaka
is kahavanae or kahavanae (see Vararuci 3.39, Hemacandra 2.71, PISCHEL
§263), but I am not certain that this is the best way to emend the reading
of the manuscripts (kasevatae).

2.31 to my master Cf. PISCHEL §366b: ‘The form in -e is used in Mg. as
acc. sing.’

2.31 You’ve hit the jackpot today! Cf. note ad 2.4.
2.33 someone else’s Another possible emendation might be parakeram.
2.34 against my will One would expect aniscamti in Magadht.

2.34 He exits. The first word (tti) of the stage direction is in Prakrit in the
manuscripts, which brings to mind the fragments of As$vaghosa’s plays
where, as Liiders notes, ‘Die Bithnenanweisung wird in der Sprache der
Person, auf die sie sicht bezieht, gegeben. Dazu stimmen jedenfalls die
meisten Fille, in denen eine Nachpriifung moglich ist.” (LUDERS, Bruchsti-
cke, p.34.)

2.35 another nun ez conj. The verb [a/lirig- requires an object.

2.45 I made a few conjectures in the Boy’s speech to have a clearer sentence-
structure.
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2.50ff. From the Jain standpoint it seems that the monk has fallen victim to one

2.53

2.55

of the samyaktvadiasanas (attitudes that spoil the correct, i.e. Jain view),
namely vicikitsa, which is defined by Hemacandra as follows ( Yogasastra
p. 188): wicikitsa cittaviplavah| sa ca saty api yuktyagamopapanne jinad-
harme ’sya mahatas tapahklesasya sikatakanakavalavan nisvadasyayatyam
phalasampad bhavitri, atha klesamatram evedam nirjaraphalavikalam iti|
ubhayatha hi kriya drsyante saphala aphalas ca krsivaladinam iva| ‘Uncer-
tainty is a confusion in the mind, and it appears in the following form:
“Even though the religion of the Jina is well-established through reasoning
and scripture, nevertheless this enormous trouble caused by the austeri-
ties, which is tasteless like a mouthful of sand-grains—will it produce any
result in the future, or is it just pure trouble, devoid of the fruit of im-
mortality?” For we see two kinds of activities: some are fruitful, while
others are fruitless, just as for instance [the labours] of peasants.” (About
the other interpretation of wicikitsa, see note ad 2.113.

This verse seems to be in Maharastri.

I am following RAGHAVAN and THAKUR in interpreting °sumaranoggaya®
as °smaranodgata®, but °smaranavagata® might also be a possible chaya.
The meaning of the second half of the first line is not entirely clear to me.
RAGHAVAN and THAKUR’s conjectures (°suipunnabalanam = ° Sucipunya-
balanam and °suipunnapunnabalanam = °Sucipunyapurnabalanam) both
seem to be unmetrical. One might consider °punnaphalabalanam (‘for
those who are strong as a result of their merits, which have arisen from
remembering the blessed Jina[’s teaching], and which are pure by nature’),
but it is also unmetrical, and the meaning is far from being satisfac-
tory. Another possibility could be °punnapuggalabalanam (°punya/parna-
pudgalabalanam), which is metrically correct, and it also refers to the Jain
concept of pudgala, and possibly to the purification of the soul through
meditating on the Jain teaching.

2.57 contemplating jhaijjadi is a passive form in Jaina-Sauraseni. In Maha-

rastrT the ending should be °ijjai, while in Saurasent °iadi (see PISCHEL
§535).

2.57 plant it deep into your mind ginhaha is mentioned in PISCHEL §471

as a 2. plur. imperative in Jaina-MaharastrT.

2.58 As Your Reverend commands. jam is a Saurasent form (cf. note ad

2.4), while bhastake is in Magadht.

2.62 What is worth choosing... In Sanskrit the pun is based on the double

meaning of prastuta: ‘praised’ and ‘declared as the subject of discussion’.

2.64 property ez conj.

2.64 absorption ez conj. ISAACSON.
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2.67 doctrine of many-sidedness Anekantavada was perhaps the best known

concept of Jain philosophy for Brahmanical and Buddhist thinkers. It
claims that every single entity possesses innumerable characteristics or
natures, even mutually incompatible ones. The soul, for example, is
eternal with respect to its qualities (which inhere forever in their sub-
stance), but it is non-eternal with respect to the modes of these qual-
ities (which last only for a moment) (cf. JAINI p.90; UNO pp.423f.).
Even existence and non-existence are present simultaneously in the object.
Says Haribhadra (Anekantajayapataka pp.36f.): tatra yat tavad uktam
‘katham ekam eva ghatadirupam vastu sac casac ca bhavati’, tad etad
agopalanganadiprasiddham anasankaniyam eva, yatas tat svadravyaksetra-
kalabhavarupena sad vartate, paradravyaksetrakalabhavarupena casat, tatas
ca sac casac ca bhavati| (...) tatha ca tad dravyatah parthivatvena sat,
nabaditvena; tatha ksetrata thatyatvena, na pataliputrakaditvena; tatha ka-
lato ghatakalatvena, na mrtpindadikalatvena; tatha bhavatah Syamatvena,
na raktatvadinag) ‘The first objection that is raised against this [theory of
manysidedness] is as follows: “How can a single thing, which has the form
of a pot for example, be both existent and non-existent?” This is a well-
established fact for [everyone from scholars] to cowherds, women and the
like, and it cannot be questioned in any way, since it is existent in the form
of its own substance, place, time, and condition, and it is non-existent in
the form of another [object’s] substance, place, time, and condition; and
therefore it becomes both existent and non-existent. (...) To explain, it
is existent with respect to [its] substance inasmuch as it is made of clay,
not inasmuch as it is made of water, etc.; similarly, with respect to [its]
place [it exists] inasmuch as it is here, not inasmuch as it is in Pataliputra,
etc.; similarly, with respect to [its] time [it exists] inasmuch as it is char-
acterised by the time of the pot, not inasmuch as it is characterised by
the time of the lump of clay, etc.; similarly with respect to [its] condition
it exists] inasmuch as it black, not inasmuch as it is red, etc.’
Put differently, the pot is existent inasmuch as it is black, which also means
that it is not red, blue, etc. On the other hand, the pot is non-existent
inasmuch as it is red, blue, etc., that is not black. This means that the
pot is characterised by all colours in a positive or a negative way, and the
same can be said about its other attributes as well. This also explains why
the knowledge of a single thing in all its aspects entails the knowledge of
all things.

2.69 Apart from Jain texts (e.g. Yogasastra pp.168f.), we find this verse also
in the Tattvopaplavasimha (TUS(GOS) p.79), in the Spandapradipika of
Bhagavadutpala (p.47), in Abhinavagupta’s Malinivijayavarttika (v. 641ab
= the first two lines of the verse, labelled as arhadvada and quoted in
an assentient way), and also in Yogaraja’s wivrtti to Abhinavagupta’s
Paramarthasara v.26 (Yogaraja attributes the verse to Sﬁs’ambhubha‘p—
taraka).

2.70ff. If we examine which philosophical schools criticised the Jain theory of
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anekantavada, we find that for instance Dharmakirti considered it an ob-
scene (aslila) idea that curd may be camel from a certain aspect, while
from another aspect it may not be camel (Pramanavartika with svavrtti
(GNOLI), p.89,24: syad ustro dadhi syan na iti). If curd does not have
a characteristic nature which clearly distinguishes it from a camel, then
‘why does not somebody who has been ordered to eat curd rush towards
a camel?’ (Pramanavartika with svavrtti (GNOLI), v.182cd: codito dadhi
khadeti kim ustram nabhidhavati)) If we admit that there is some special
‘plus’ in curd which makes it different and directs us to recognise it, then
that very ‘plus’ is curd itself (ibid. v.183: athasty atisayah kascid yena
bhedena vartate| sa eva dadhi. .. ), for ‘curd is something the inherent na-
ture of which is characterised by the condition of being the cause of its
effect’ (ibid. p.90,10-11: tatphalopadanabhavalaksitasvabhavam hi vastu
dadhi|; put differently, the inherent nature of an object is determined by
its causal efficacy, arthakriyakaritva.)

Since the Graduate is a champion of mimamsa we might expect that
we’ll find the criticism of anekantavada in mimamsaka sources as well.
Therefore it may seem surprising that some of Kumarila’s arguments are
actually quite similar to the Jain notion of ‘manysidedness’. See for ex-
ample Slokavarttika (with Nyayaratnakara) abhava 12:
svarupapararuapabhyam nityam sadasadatmake]

vastuni jnayate kaiscid rapam kincit kadacanall

‘With regard to an object, which is always both existent with its own form
and non-existent with the form of another object, certain people cognise
only certain form at a certain time.” (The cloth with its non-existent form
inheres in the pot, and produces the cognition of its non-existent form in
the pot.)

Also Slokavarttika vanavada 21-23:

vardhamanakabharnge ca rucakah kriyate yadal

tada puarvarthinah Sokah pritis capy uttararthinahl|

hemarthinas tu madhyastham tasmad vastu trayatmakam)
notpadasthitibharniganam abhave syan matitrayam)|

na nasena vina $oko notpadena vina sukham|

sthitya vina na madhyasthyam tena samanyanityatal|

‘When a vardhamanaka [some kind of ornament] is melt down and then
a rucaka [another kind of ornament] is made [out of the gold got from
the vardhamanaka], someone who was interested in the former [ornament]
becomes sad, while someone who is interested in the latter [ornament)
becomes pleased; that person, however, who is interested in gold [alone]
remains indifferent. Therefore an object has a threefold nature. If aris-
ing, continuance, and perishing were not there [simultaneously present
in the same object], there would not be three [different] mental dispo-
sitions. There is no sadness without [the] perishing [of the object], no
pleasure without [its] arising, and no indifference without [its] continu-
ance; therefore the common characteristic [‘gold’] is permanent.” (The
Aptamimamsa, which was composed in the 5th century by the Digambara
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2.72
2.75

2.84

2.84

2.95

acarya Samantabhadra, contains a verse (v.59) the content of which is
remarkably similar: ghatamaulisuvarnpartht nasotpadasthitisv ayam| Soka-
pramodamadhyastham jano yati sahetukam||; see also Slokavarttika (with
Nyayaratnakara) vanavada 75 seqq.)

Tomoyuki Uno showed in his recent article that ‘Kumarila uses the as-
sumption of many-sidedness to defend his theory of the soul’, and that
‘the very same doctrine is used by the Jaina authors to defend their the-
ory of the soul’ (UNO p.420). As Uno pointed out, the soul must be
permanent for Kumarila because the one who performs the ritual and the
one who experiences its result must be the same person. On the other
hand, the soul cannot be exclusively permanent, because an unchanging
subject could not perform any action (see UNO p. 429).

The Jains themselves were aware of the close resemblance between anekanta-
vada and the mimamsaka theory of bhedabheda; see for example Vadideva-
stri’s Syadvadaratnakara (11-12th century), p.833: mimamsakas tu pra-
yena sarvatra jainocchistabhojr; also Gunaratna’s commentary to Hari-
bhadra’s Saddarsanasamuccaya §385: mimamsakas tu svayam eva praka-
rantarenaikanekadyanekantam pratipadyamanas tatpratipattaye sarvatha
paryanuyogam narhanti|

the afterlife or this life ex conj. ISAACSON.

The disciple seems to speak a mixture of Saurasent (bhikkhava, sampadam,
patthudakagjavela) and Magadht (bhastaka, cilayadi).

of your disputants It is not clear to me why RAGHAVAN and THAKUR
give vadaniyuktanam as the chaya of vadabbhidiana.

t...1 I cannot decipher the second half of this line. The whole verse
seems to be in Maharastr1.

According to Bhasarvajna (Nyayabhasana, p. 393) Jainism and other heretic
religions first spread among the low-born, but later certain slow-witted and
impoverished brahmins also showed interest in their teachings about the
cessation of suffering (duhkhopaksaya).

2.107 Jains distinguished ten wvikrtis (certain types of food that have changed

their nature, or, according to the traditional interpretation, ‘that by which
the tongue is perverted’): ksira (milk), dadhi (curd), navanita (but-
ter), ghrta (ghee), taila (oil), guda (molasses), madya (alcohol), madhu
(honey), mamsa (meat), avagahima (first three cookings of rice in a pan
filled with ghee or oil) (see WILLIAMS pp. 39f.). Four of these vikrtis are
considered as abhaksyas (not fit to be eaten): the three ‘m’-s (madya,
madhu, mamsa) and butter (see WILLIAMS p. 54, 110). Curd, milk, and
ghee do not seem to have been forbidden.

2.108 do not use °mha belongs to the imperative, but sometimes it is used

(wrongly according to Pischel) as an indicative ending (see PISCHEL §455).
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2.113 is also called According to Pischel hodi is a false Saurasent form (PI-
SCHEL §476), although Hemacandra teaches bhuvadi, huvadi, bhavadi,
havadi, bhodi, and hodi as possible Saurasent forms of Sanskrit bhavati
(Hemacandra 4.269). These statements sound suspiciously like a parody
of the Jain doctrine of syadvada (‘syat sugato jinaguruh syan na, syaj
jinaguruh sugatah syan na’).

2.113 Arhatas ex conj.

2.113 red clothes In the Harsacarita (p.89) kasaya is associated with the
followers of Sankhya (kapilam matam). Yajnavalkyasmrti 3.157, however,
prescribes kasayadharana for ascetics in general who strive after liberation.

2.113 blood-drops In the majority of texts written by the followers of Brah-

manical religions we find a lack of comprehension and the expression of
actual disgust with regard to Jain doctrine and practice. We have already
seen how the practice of kesaloca was mocked by non-Jain authors (see
note ad 2.4). In the Mudraraksasa Canakya is delighted to hear that a
Jain monk has sided with the enemy (p.74). In the same play Raksasa
considers it a bad omen when a ksapanaka seeks an audience with him,
and he orders Priyamvadaka to do something with the disgusting appear-
ance of the mendicant before showing him in (p.212). Bana’s description
of a Digambara monk is also typical (Harsacarita, p. 75): kajjalamaya iva
bahudivasam upacitabahalamalapatalamalinitatanur abhimukham ajagama
Sikhipicchalanchano nagnatakah| ‘A naked mendicant was coming towards
him, looking as if made of lamp-black, his body dirtied by the cover of
plenty of dirt that had accumulated on it during many days, holding the
attribute of [his sect: a broom made of] peacock feathers.’
The Jains were certainly aware of this repugnance and its dangerous in-
fluence on the mind of the mendicants. One of the samyaktvadusanas,
‘attitudes that spoil the correct view’ is called wvicikitsa, which can be in-
terpreted as becoming doubtful about the effectiveness of the various self-
mortifications with regard to the final goal: deliverance (see note ad 2.50),
but it can also refer to the disgust that learned people feel towards Jain
monks (vidvajjugupsa): vidvamsah sadhavo viditasamsarasvabhavah pari-
tyaktasamastasangas tesam jugupsa minda, asnanat prasvedajalaklinna-
malatvac ca durgandhivapusas tan nindati, ‘ko dosah syad yadi prasuka-
varinangapraksalanam kurviran bhagavantah?’ iti| ‘The loathing [and] re-
buke of learned people, [that is] virtuous men who have become acquainted
with the nature of the world and who have abandoned all attachments;
one rebukes them [i.e. the Jain monks] because their body stinks since
they do not bathe and since [their body is covered with] dirt which is
moistened by sweat, saying “what sin would they commit if the reverends
washed their body with prasukavari (?7)?”’ (Siddhasenaganin’s comm. ad
Tattvarthadhigamasutra 7.18, p.99; cf. Yogasastra pp. 188f.)

2.113 smeared witht...t I cannot interpret the reading of the manuscripts
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(cattulavasara®). RAGHAVAN and THAKUR read vattulavasaracaccijjamia®
and give the following chaya: vartulavasira-(Achyranthis Aspera?)-carcita®.

2.113 taken out In the case of a Sauraseni speaker one would expect forms
such as sonida and uddharida instead of sonia and uddharia. On the
colour of the brahmacarin’s garment see Apastamba-dharmasatra 1.1.2.41—
1.1.3.1: kasayam caike vastram upadisanti| marjistham (dyed with munjeet)
rajanyasyal

2.113 The mendicant describes an immense crowd of ascetics, some naked,
some wearing white, some red, others black robes (nilambaras), but amal-
gamated into a single flock by the goal of their journey: the feast. There
might be differences among these heretic sects concerning their tenets, but
on the mundane level they are just part of the same ever hungry plebs—at
least this is what the brahmin Jayanta insinuates.

While ‘Jains took great pains to establish and maintain an identity for
themselves that was distinct both from Hindu society and from the Bud-
dhists as well,” observes Granoff (GRANOFF 1994 p.258), ‘throughout
classical and medieval times Jains and Buddhists had been closely linked
together by all of their opponents.” The bhiksu and the ksapanaka in
the Prabodhacandrodaya prove to be equally fickle and easily seducible
when they are embraced by the attractive kapalint (impersonating the so-
masiddhantin sraddha, Prabodhacandrodaya, pp. 198f).

But the Jains were well aware that mundane pleasures, such as a tooth-
some breakfast can be very seductive for ascetics who cannot afford them.
This is illustrated by a moral story in the commentary of Devacandra Stri
(11th century) to the Mulasuddhiprakarana. The story occurs twice in the
text, once in the context of samyaktvadusana, ‘things that detract from the
pure faith’, as an example of kutirthikaprasamsa, ‘praising ascetics who fol-
low a false path’ (Malasuddhiprakarana, p.71), and in the section dealing
with the various chindikas or ‘temporary lapses’ (Mulasuddhiprakarana,
p.72; see GRANOFF 1994 pp.250ff). Jinadasa, the pious Jain layman,
loses the caravan he was travelling with and is unable to find food. Fi-
nally he meets a group of bhiksus who promise him all kinds of pleasures
if he joins them:

mrdvt Sayya pratar utthaya peya

bhaktam madhye panakam caparahnel

draksakhandam Sarkara cardharatre

moksa$ cante Sakyasimhena drstahl|

‘Soft bed, rice-gruel after getting up in the morning, lunch at noon, drinks
in the afternoon, some grape flavoured candy and candied sugar at mid-
night, and salvation in the end was envisioned by the Lion of the Sﬁkyas.’
(The same verse occurs in Hemacandra’s Yogasastra (p.188.) as an il-
lustration of karnksa, ‘appetite’ for the pleasures provided by non-Jain
religions, which belongs to the group of samyaktvadisanas.)

manunnam bhoyanam bhocca manunnam sayanasanam)

manunnamsi agaramsi manunnam jhayae munil|
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‘Having had a nice meal, sitting nicely on a couch, the sage in a nice house
meditates upon nice things.’

Buddhism is presented as a religion which guarantees both sukha in this
existence and moksa thereafter, an easy and therefore attractive way to
attain deliverance. Poor Jinadasa, remembering the Jain teaching that
there might be times of distress when one may be forced to abandon true
faith, accepts food from the bhiksus, but, alas, the unusually rich meal
causes indigestion, and he dies on the spot, full of repentance and prais-
ing the arhats. ‘It is a common theme of Jain stories,” writes Granoff
(GRANOFF 1994 p. 259.), ‘that Jains may be wrongly duped into becom-
ing Buddhists, particularly because they are attracted to the lush life in a
Buddhist monastery compared to the severity of life as a Jain monk. (...)
Buddhists countered these Jain stories with their own stories in which they
justified the Buddhist monastic practices and criticised the strict regimen
of the Jain ascetic.’

2.115 the division of an army I am uncertain in the meaning of katakarga.

kataka can mean ‘bracelet, zone, ridge of a mountain, army, camp’.

2.120 I don’t know Cf. PISCHEL §170: ‘... der Wurzel jna ... hinter na sehr

oft das anlautende ja einbiisst, in AMg. JM., wie im Inlaut, zu ya wandelt

)

2.120 Exits. Cf. note ad 2.34.

2.121ff. We know from the Nyayamanjart that King Sankaravarman banned

the sect of the nilambaras (Nyayamanjart, vol. 1, p. 649.4-7):
asitaikapatanivitaviyutastripumsavihitabahucestam)|

(asita®: em. ISAACSON, ed.: amita®;

°aviyuta®: in Pathantaras and Sodhanas, at the end of vol.II.,

ed.: °aniyata®, ‘unrestrained’)

nilambaravratam idam kila kalpitam asit vitaih kaiscit||

tad apurvam iti viditva nivarayamasa dharmatattvajnah)

raja Sankaravarma na punar jainadimatam evam||

‘Some pimps, as we are told, invented this Black Blanket Observance, in
which men and women wrapped together in a single black veil make vari-
ous movements. King Saﬁkaravarman, who was conversant with the true
nature of Dharma, suppressed this practice, because he knew that it was
unprecedented, but he did not [suppress] the religions of Jains and others
in the same way.’

The same sect was extirpated by King Bhoja of Dhara (1018-1060), as it is
related in the Puratanaprabandhasangraha (p. 19, Nilapatavadhaprabandha):
Sribhojarajavarake nilapata darsanina asan| te tu eka stri ekah puman
nalim dotim pravrtya madhye nagnibhiya vijahratuh| ekada dharayam pra-
ptas tatraparvan drstva sarvah ko ’pi tesam samipe yati| te tv ittham pra-
rapayanti— ‘vayam svarasya tathyah santanina ardhanarisvaratvat|’ itas
ca kautukad bhojaputri samagamat| kartavyam prstam| tair uktam— ‘piba
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khada ca carulocane yad atitam varagatri tan na te| na hi bhiru gatam
nivartate samudayamatram idam kalevaram||’ taya vyahrtam— ‘bhavan-
matam angikarisye|” nrpam utkalapayitum (: em., nrpam mutka®: ed.)
gatal ‘tataham nilapatanam dharmam arngikarisye|” nrpena ahutah, prstas
ca—‘sukhinah stha?’ mukhyenoktam—‘na nadyo madyavahinyo na ca
mamsamaya nagah| na ca narimayam visvam katham nilapatah sukhif|’
nrpenoktam— ‘yayam kiyantah stha?’ ‘ekonapancasad yugalani|’ nrpenok-
tam— ‘sarvan apy akarayata, aham tvadbhakto bhavisyamil’ te sarve mili-
tah| nrpena purusah sarve maritah, striya$ ca niskasya muktah| atas tesam
bijam api nasitam)|

‘In King Bhoja’s time the Black-Blankets attracted attention. These peo-
ple, one woman and one man, covered themselves with a black dot?, while
under it they were naked, and amused themselves. Once they arrived in
Dhara. There everybody gathered round them because their sight was
unprecedented. And they set forth the following teaching: ‘We are truly
God’s issue, since we are Ardhanarisvaras.” And, out of curiosity, Bhoja’s
daughter went there to meet them. [She] asked [them about] the du-
ties [one has to do as a member of this sect]. They replied: ‘Drink and
eat, lovely-eyed girl! Things that have passed are not yours, o girl with
an exquisite body! For what has gone will not return, timid girl. This
body is just an aggregate [of elements].” (The same verse (with variants)
appears in Haribhadra’s exposition of the Lokayata doctrine in his Sad-
darsanasamuccaya, verse 81.) She said: ‘I shall adopt your doctrine.” She
went to ask for the king’s permission. ‘Father, I shall adopt the religion
of the black-blankets.” The king sent for them, and asked them: ‘Are you
happy?’ Their leader said: ‘The rivers do not flow with booze, and the
mountains are not made of meat, and the world is not made of women:
how could a black-blanket be happy?’ The king said: ‘How many are
you?’ ‘Forty-nine couples.” The king said: ‘Summon all of them, I shall
be your devotee.” They all came together. The king executed all the men,
and having expelled the women he let them go. That’s how even their
seed was destroyed.’

Other sources mentioning the black-blankets are referred to in WEZLER
pp. 346f. (E.g. the Ceylonese (c. 1400) Nikayasamgrahaya writes about a
depraved Buddhist monk of the sammitiya school who put on a blue robe,
venerated prostitutes, an invigorating drink, and the god of love instead
of the Three Jewels, and composed a Nilapatadarsana. King Sﬁharsa (of
Kanauj? 606-647) studied this work, recognised how dangerous it was,
and burnt it together with most of its followers.)

Some verses attributed to a certain Nilapatta or Nilambara have found
their way to the subhasita-collections:

Saduktikarpamrta 468 (= Subhasitaratnakosa 323, MSS 2670):

ayam sa bhuvanatrayaprathitasamyamah Sankaro

bibharti vapusadhuna virahakatarah kaminim)|

anena kila nirjita vayam iti priyayah karam

karena paritadayan (v.1. °lalayan) jayati jatahasah smarah|| (Nilapattasya)
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¢ “That Saflkara, whose austerity is celebrated all over the three worlds, is
now carrying his beloved in his body, afraid of separation [from her]. They
say that we’ve been defeated by him!” The god of love is victorious, who
with these words gives his beloved a high five and bursts into a laugh.’
Saduktikarnamrta 2362:

Siram pretah kascid dasati dasanagrena sarasam

liliksur mastiskam kalayati ca mardhanam itarah)|

karam dhutva dhutva jvaladanaladiptangulisikham

citasthalipakvam harati kunapakravyam aparah|| (Nilambarasya)

‘One of the ghouls bites into a juicy vein with the tip of his tooth; another
one holds a head, eager to lap up the brain. Another one carries the flesh
of a corpse, cooked in the cauldron of the pyre, shaking again and again
his arm, the fingertips of which have been lighted by the burning fire.’

In the Ya$astilakacampi (p.252) the Buddhist Sugatakirti recites approv-
ingly the following verse composed by Nilapata:

tdam eva ca tattvam upalabhyalapi nilapatena—

payodharabharalasah smaravighurnitardheksanah

kvacit salayapanicamoccaritagita*jhankarinth (Ms. Poona : °darnkarinah
ed.)|

vihaya ramanir amar aparamoksasaukhyarthinam

aho jadimadindimo viphala*bhanda(Ms. Poona : °bhandi® ed.)pakhandinam||
‘And Nilapata, too, having comprehended the same truth, said: “How
loudly those heretic buffoon loosers trumpet abroad their own stupidity
who, seeking for the bliss of another kind of deliverance, abandon these
lovely women, languid with the weight of their breasts, their half-closed
eyes rolling in love, and sometimes humming a rhythmic tune which as-
cends to the fifth note.” ’

Padmanabhamisra (16th century) also mentions the black-blankets as a di-
vision of the digambaras (Setutika in Padarthadharmasangraha, Caukham-
ba Sanskrit Series 61, Benares, 1924-1931, p.107): digambarabheda eva
ksapanakasvetambararhatanilambararaktambaracarmambarabarhambarada-
yah| In the biography of Krsnacarya / Kanha we read about a black-robed
Tirthika who venerates Mahe$vara (see GRONBOLD p. 187). According to
GRONBOLD the nilambaras were Christian missionaries.

2.122 obsession gaho can also stand for gadhah, ‘desire, consequence’.
2.123 unique bliss ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR.

2.124 women The reading of the manuscripts (éttia) suggests iyat or etavat
as its chaya, but RAGHAVAN and THAKUR’s silent emendation to itthia®
seems to make better sense.

2.124 deliverance ex conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR.

2.125 Both the reading and the interpretation of this verse is highly tentative.
RAGHAVAN and THAKUR silently emend sosijjaito so sijjhai (sa sidhyati),
and take sarirada as an ablative form. On the other hand cf. TAGARE §80
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(p.110): “This -da of nom. sg. is a special characteristic of WAp [Western
Apabhramsal.” so can be a neutr. direct singular (see TAGARE, p. 225),
which makes the following chaya possible: tat sidhyati Sariram. The read-
ing of the manuscripts, could also be interpreted as sosyate sariram, which
is parallel to the expression parisosijjai dehada below. Another possibility
might be to take sijjai as the Apabhramsa form of svidyati.

2.127 1 am following RAGHAVAN and THAKUR’s reading and interpretation.
appai, however, suggests arpayati as its chaya (cf. TAGARE p. 347), or one
might read it as appaim, i.e. atmana.

2.128 merits The bare stem form without any ending can be used in plur.
gen. (cf. TAGARE §86, p. 146).

2.129 t...7 I cannot interpret the second half of this verse. RAGHAVAN and
THAKUR give the following chaya: prathamah sangah yena wdrsah tada
hamsah nirbalah sahajasvabhavah niraseh. Prof.Sanderson conjectured
the following chaya and translation: parivestitah samgamo yadedrsas tada
hamso nirmalah sahajasvabhavo niridrsah, “When we wrap up and copu-
late like this [reading eiso], [ours] is the Hamsa [the vibrating paramatman],
spotless, unequalled, innate-and-spontaneous.” The verse does not seem
to be metrical. taham could be interpreted as tesam (or, reading per-
haps tahom, as tasya), followed by so (sah). nivvalia (Desl) can mean
jaladhauta, praviganita, viyukta. I am not certain that the fragment nira
belongs to the same verse.

2.130 §...1 RAGHAVAN and THAKUR suggest the following chaya: iti yadi
yuge yuge (or, following P.L. Vaidya’s suggestion, prthak prthak) vijnayate.

2.131 Both the reading and the interpretation of this verse are conjectural. 1
took punu bhoa belonging to the previous verse.

2.133 ... I have conjectured a lacuna at this point, since nothing seems to
rhyme with vipu. satattu may be the corrupted form of the rhyming
word, or rather it may belong to the next verse. I've made a few tentative
conjectures to squeeze some meaning out of the words. The form imu
instead of #mu is arguably improbable.

2.135 following ez conj. la in the sense of “take up”.

2.135 ... Again the rhyming word (possibly an imperative) seems to be miss-
ing.

2.139 I do not know ex conj. The reading of the manuscripts (rajano) clearly
does not make sense. On the other hand, RAGHAVAN and THAKUR’s con-
jecture (re jantoh) is not entirely convincing to me. Although one might
argue that jantoh can be contrasted with pumsam in the following line, 1
would expect a vocative after the particle re. °nirbhaya® and na are also
conjectures.
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2.139 unafraid ez conj.

2.139 is there no ex conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR conjectured hi as the
syllable that is missing from this unmetrical line, but it is difficult to see
what role this hi could possibly have in the sentence.

2.143 Great Vow ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR. This is probably a
reference to the kapalika ascetic observance of the skull (kapalavrata). On
the other hand the learned snataka might also allude to the ancient solemn
Vedic ritual, which involved joyful singing, music, and dance, as well as
an obscene altercation and sexual intercourse between a brahmacarin and
a prostitute. (See DEzSO, pp. 15-41.)

2.144 faithful housewives ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR.

2.152 scriptures of Shiva I follow Prof. Sanderson’s suggestion in interpret-
ing °bhava® as ‘Siva’. 1 am not entirely certain, however, why is it nec-
essary to mention here Jayanta’s expertise in the Saiva scriptures. One
would expect a more general statement, and the following conjecture might
be considered: aSesabhuvanagamaparage, ‘master of all religious doctrines
in the world’.
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3.1ff. ‘Worshippers in all these Saiva cults [i.e. the Siddhanta, the Netranatha
cult, the Svacchandabhairava cult, the Trika, and the Krama] were of one
of two kinds. This was a matter of individual choice and it determined
both the form of initiation received and the form of the subsequent ritual
discipline. On the one hand were those whose chosen goal was nothing
but liberation (moksah) from the bondage of transmigration (samsarah).
On the other hand were those who elected to pursue supernatural pow-
ers and effects (siddhih) while they lived and—or at least—to experience
fulfilment in the enjoyment of rewards (bhogah) in a paradisal world of
their choice, either in this life through mastery of Yoga, or after death.
So worshippers were either seekers of liberation (mumauksuh) or seekers of
rewards (bubhuksuh).” (SANDERSON 1995, p.24.)
It is the second kind of worshippers we meet in the prelude of the Third
Act. The sadhakas, “masterers [of powers]” (SANDERSON 1995, ibid.) or
“mantra-masterers” (SANDERSON 1995, p. 79, n.208) were characterised
by antinomian behaviour in all Saiva cults, from the Siddhanta which
adapted itself to the orthodox norms of purity in the highest degree (see
SANDERSON 1985, p.565) to the more esoteric traditions.
As our two sadhakas appear to be worshippers of Bhairava, perhaps it is
not inappropriate to take a cursory view of the presentation of the sadhaka
in the Svacchandatantra, the authoritative text of the Mantrapitha divi-
sion of the Tantras of Bhairava, and of the Svacchandabhairava-cult, which
incorporated the Kapalika culture of the cremation grounds (SANDERSON
1988, p.138). As Arraj points out, ‘though the older order of Saiva as-
cetics became largely institutionalized as a hierarchy of masters catering to
different grades of initiates, the active and ascetic option did not die out
immediately but was integrated as another optional grade of the adept
(sadhakah), who still sought superhuman powers. And accordingly, in
Svacchandatantram, the older rites have been collected under this nomi-
nal heading as the special entitlement of the adept.” (ARRAJ 1988, p. 73.)
The consecration of the adept is described in Svacchandatantra 4.482—
505ab (vol.I, pp.298-310, ARRAJ 1988, pp. 165f), and his practices are
discussed in the sixth book (Swvacchandatantra, vol.II, pp. 101ff, ARRAJ
1988, p. 181ff). He should worship Bhairava and make oblations using hu-
man flesh together with bdellium and bathed in ghee (v.53: nrmamsam
purasamyuktam ghrtena ca pariplutam) in order to obtain different lev-
els of magical powers. Various secondary rites are also described, re-
sulting in such powers as subjugation (vasikarana, vv.58 seqq), scaring
away one’s enemies (uccatana, vv. 72 seqq), or killing them (marana, vv.
85cd seqq). Book 13 (vol.4 (part 2), pp.89ff, tr. ARRAJ 1988, pp. 4571f)
also contains siddhi-oriented rites taking place in the cremation ground
and requiring such gruesome ingredients as ‘the dried head of a hero
felled in battle with a sword [while he was] facing [to the] front’ (v.9:
abhimukhakhadganipatitasurasirah Sositam, tr. ARRAJ 1988, p.462), or
‘the rib from a dead woman that was hanged by her left foot’ (v.12:
myrtanarya vamapadad udbaddhayas tu pamsulim, tr. ARRAJ 1988, p. 463).
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In belletristic works sadhakas are usually depicted as evil magicians who
practice the black art in the cremation grounds. In Bhavabhuti’s Malati-
madhava Aghoraghanta and his disciple Kapalakundala are ready to sac-
rifice Malat1 to the goddess Karala, but Madhava arrives just in time to
save her. The horrid sight of the cremation ground is depicted in vivid
colours (Act Five). The source of humour in the Agamadambara is that
although the two adepts should feel themselves at home in the smasana
and be busy scaring other people, they appear to be scared themselves,
trying to sneak away from the police.

3.2 the Great Lord’s mark ex conj. ISAACSON.

3.2 my heart The Magadhi form of asmakam should be asmanam according
to PISCHEL §419. hrdayam can be used in the masculine in Saurasent
(see PISCHEL §357: hiao), which might support a hiae form in Magadhi.
Another possibility is to read hiaam vva, or hiaam va (cf. PISCHEL §143,
where via is prescribed as the correct form in Saurasent and Magadhi) .

3.2 seems lakkhiyadi is a Saurasent form. One might consider emending it
to laskiyadi, (the way our manuscripts write kkha is hardly distinguish-
able from ska), or to laskiyadi, following the most frequent usage of our
manuscripts.

3.4 Here is ...shelter ese se (the reading of the manuscripts) seems to be in
masculine (just as e in the following sentence), while madhia is a feminine
noun. One might consider emending to esa $a or to madhie. mathika may
also mean just a hut.

3.4 watching uppekkhia is a Sauraseni form. One might consider emend-
ing to uppeskia, the form prescribed by Hemacandra 4.297 (the way our
manuscripts write kkha is hardly distinguishable from ska), or to uppeskia,
following the most frequent usage of our manuscripts.

3.4 city guards ex conj.

3.4 I have robbed someone collam suggests cauryam as its chaya, though
caurah gives a better sense.

3.4 prison ex conj.
3.4 hang ex conj.
3.4 Lord Bhairava is my refuge. ex conj.

3.4 I was afraid ez conj. mhiisa Saurasent form, according to Pischel (§§145,
498) one should read smi in Magadhr.

3.5 is that you? ez conj.
3.5 while ex conj. ISAACSON. bhava is not used elsewhere by either of the

Adepts.
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3.6 put you to death ez conj. Karnakagomin in his commentary to the Pra-
manavarttika associates different kinds of antisocial behaviour with differ-
ent Tantras (ed. R. Samkrtyayana, p.578, quoted in SANDERSON 2001,
p-12, n.10): tatha kambukinitantre steyacaranat siddhir uktal, ‘In the
Kambukinttantras [“Tantras of the Robber Wives”] one is said to attain
magical powers through the practice of robbery.” This certainly does not
mean that Skeleton-Banner was a follower of the Kambukinitantras, but
his conduct could probably attract the attention of the police.

Kalhana relates how Cakrabhanu (‘a Guru at this time in the lineage of
the Krama, a tradition within the Kalikula’, as Prof Sanderson points
out in a letter of 10.ix.2002, referring, among others, to Arnasimha’s
Mahanayaprakasa, NAK 5-358, f.119vl-5, and to Tantralokaviveka vol.
3, Ahnika 4, p.196, 1. 10-12.) was punished by the Kashmirian king
Yasaskara (939-948) for his Kaula practices (Rajatarangini 6.108-112):
varnpasramapratyaveksabaddhakaksyah ksitisvarah|

cakrabhanvabhidham cakramelake dvijatapasam|

krtatyacaram alokya raja dharmavasamvadah|

nijagraha Svapadena lalatatatam ankayan||

tanmatulena tadrosad viranathena yoginal

sandhivigrahakenatha sa svenaiva nyagrhyatal|

purvacaryaprabhavena svamahatmyadhiropanam|

prakhyapayadbhir gurubhih $raddhayeti yad ucyate|

tat khyapitaiva saptahat sa vipanna iti Srutih)

dirghavyadhihate tasminn upapattih katham bhavet]|

¢ “The king [was ever] ready to exercise control over the estates and con-
ditions of life [among his] subjects. On discovering that at Cakramelaka
a brahmin-ascetic, Cakrabhanu by name, had departed from proper con-
duct, the king, in accordance with the law, punished him by having the
mark of a dog’s foot branded on his forehead. Infuriated by this, the uncle
of that [Brahman], the magician Viranatha who was the king’s own min-
ister of foreign affairs, then took revenge upon him.” This is confidently
related by certain Gurus who by [referring to] the supernatural power of
former masters would exalt their own greatness. Through them, too, the
story has been propagated that he died in seven days. But how is this
likely [in view of the fact] that he died by a lingering disease?’ (tr. STEIN)
Stein took the word cakramelaka as a local name, but, as Professor Sander-
son points out to me (in the letter cited above) ‘it is much more probably
the Tantric feast known as a cakrayagah or murtiyagah which a spon-
sor convenes for Viras and Yoginis, male and female Sakta adepts (see
Tantraloka 28.60c-61b). In Tantraloka 28.7 the same is referred to as a
yoginimelakah “a convening of Yoginis”. In the Viratandavavidhi chapter
of the fourth satka of the Jayadrathayamala, which sets out the procedure
for the celebration of an orgiastic ritual of this kind in the Kalikula, the
tradition to which Cakrabhanu belonged, it is termed a viramelapah (syn.
viramelakah) “a convening of Viras”. (f. 206v, v. 6-8). I have not noted
the precise term cakramelakah “circle convention” in any text of this tra-
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dition. However, it does occur in the sense I attribute to it in a story of
the supernatural in the Kashmirian Ocean of Stories (Kathasaritsagara).
There (18.4.213ab) a band of Yoginis goes to a cakramelakah in Cakrapura
and returns from it in the last watch of the night (18.4.221).

Branding on the forehead with the mark of a dog’s foot was a punish-
ment for theft (see e.g. Manusmrti 9.237). Professor Sanderson proposes
(in the letter cited above) that ‘Cakrabhanu was punished for staging a
religious event in which the Tantric participants, men and women, were
given substantial sums of money by the yajamanah who invited them. I
presume that Cakrabhanu was held responsible as the chief celebrant, the
cakranayakah /cakresvarah. 1 doubt that punishment would have been
inflicted for mere participation, since such rituals were well established,
however abhorrent to Vaidikas. The adepts and Yoginis invited to the
feast are given gifts and a sacrificial cash fee (daksina), which should be
not less than 4 Rupakas in the case of a Guru (Tantraloka 28.99-100). It
was probably in this less strictly religious context that the charge of theft
(or extortion) arose.’

Cakrabhanu’s uncle Viranatha, alias Hrasvanatha, was probably his Guru
as well (see Jayaratha ad Tantraloka 4.173ab, p. 196). As Professor Sander-
son writes (in the above cited letter), ‘that Viranatha was Yasaskara’s
Foreign Minister (samdhivigrahikah) underlines the fact that such prac-
tices were not confined to the sort of Prakrit-speaking marginals that
Jayantabhatta gives us in Smaganabhiiti and Kaikalaketu.” The name
viranatha may also be descriptive. Professor Sanderson supplies (in the
same letter) the following passage from the Jayadrathayamala (Mantra-
damarikapatala of the 3rd satka, women come forth from Patala drawn
by the sadhaka’s mantra-recitation and address him): ehy ehi viranathasu
patalabhogasagaram| sahasmakam ramasvatra yavad abhamisamplavam)|
‘Come, come quickly, o Lord of Adepts, to the ocean of pleasure in Patala,
toy with us here until the earth becomes inundated.’

King Yasaskara restored order in Kashmir after the chaotic reigns of var-
ious debauched kings following the death of Sankaravarman. Yasaskara,
himself a brahmin and elected as king by an assembly of brahmins, was
a champion of orthodoxy, and, similarly to Saﬁkaravarman, he was not
favourably disposed towards anti-dharmic religious practices. During his
reign, as Kalhana says (Rajatarangini 6.10-12),

na vipraguraveh sama gayanto madiram papuh)

na tapasah putradarapasudhanyany adhaukayan)|

na markhaguravo matsyapuapayagavidhayinah)|

cakrire svakrtair granthais tarkagamapariksanam||

nadrsyanta ca gehinyo gurudiksotthadevatah)

kurvana bhartrsilasrinisedham mardhadhunanaih)|

‘The Brahman Gurus did not drink spirits while singing their chants. The
ascetics did not get children, wives and crops. Ignorant Gurus did not
perform Matsyapupa sacrifice, and did not by texts of their own composi-
tion revise traditional doctrines. There were not seen house-wives figuring
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as divinities at the Guru-consecration, and by shakes of their heads de-
tracting from the distinguished character of their husbands.” (tr. STEIN)
Stein remarks (in note 11 on p.237, vol.I of his translation) that ‘the
Matsyapupayaga is a complicated sacrifice occurring in the Tantric ritual
and still known in Kasmir. It is mentioned in connection with Tantric
Sraddhas in the v. chapter of my MS. of the Mrtitattvanusmarana. Fish
and cakes (apapa) are offered at it.” Professor Sanderson, however, informs
me (in the letter mentioned above) that he has not found any reference
to matsyapupa offerings in Kashmirian Paddhatis for the various Saiva
sraddhas, and that perhaps Kalhana condemns Saiva Tantric ritual in
general, in which fish etc. are offered to the Bhairavas and other deities.
The expression tarkagamapariksanam is puzzling. It might be analysed as
tarkena agamapariksanam, meaning ‘examining [in order to refute] Scrip-
ture with the help of [destructive| reasoning’, but this may not be the
most natural interpretation. Instead we might emend the text, as Pro-
fessor Sanderson suggests (in the above mentioned letter), to tantragama-
pariksayam, referring to ‘Gurus who were corrupting the teachings of the
Tantras by propagating as Tantras texts that they themselves had com-
posed’. (Stein also refers to the phenomenon of ‘newly concocted Pad-
dhatis’, not unknown even in his time; see STEIN, vol.I, p. 237, n. 11.)
Another conjecture suggested by Professor Sanderson (in the same let-
ter) instead of the unsatisfactory reading gurudiksotthadevatah is ‘gu-
rudiksoktadevatah, “[personifying] the goddesses taught for the Gurudiksa,
i.e. initiation performed by [Kaula] Gurus.” Their head-shaking alludes
to the manifestation of the symptoms of devatavesah required of the par-
ticipants in Kaula collective rites.’

3.7 Even if I have... ex conj. ISAACSON.

3.8 How come? Another possible emendation, suggested by Dr Isaacson, is
ke se.

3.9 damned kingdom According to Hemacandra 4.289, Sanskrit sta should
become sta in Magadhi.

3.10 My heart... Cf. note ad 3.2.

3.10 spill it ez conj. su and a look very similar in Sarada script.

3.11 King According to PI1SCHEL §399, Sanskrit raja becomes laa in Magadhi.
3.11 his adviser ta and w look very similar in Sarada script.

3.11 kingdom See note . The change sta > ttha occurs in Saurasent (see
PIscHEL §303).

3.11 thrown in jail ex conj. vahiadi (Skt. vadhyate) might make better sense
(we would have three successive synonyms of ‘kill’).
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3.11 Are we not one of them? ex conj. Cf. note ad 3.2.

3.11 We drink °mha belongs to the imperative, but sometimes it is used

(wrongly according to Pischel) as an indicative ending (see PISCHEL §455).

3.11 eat Cf. note ad 3.2.

3.11 women The Magadhi form of Sanskrit stri (or rather strika) should be

3.11

istia according to PISCHEL §310.

Don’t we observe the same religious discipline as the black-
blankets? Cf. note ad 3.2.

Until we reach the last book of the Svacchandatantra the adept appears
as a solitary, celibate figure (book 13, v.4: brahmacarye vyavasthitah),
but Book 15 (possibly interpolated and influenced by the Kaula cult,
see ARRAJ 1988, pp.367ff) shows him from another angle. Among the
code-expressions (chummakah) listed in this book and used to conceal the
adept’s activity we find words for the female partners of the adept (v.3:
bhaginyo baladarpitah, v.9: dutr samvahika, v.13: sakhi sarvarthasadhika),
semen (v.5: Sukram candrah), penis and vagina (v. 8: lirigam samtosajana-
nam bhagah pritivivardhanah), as well as alcohol and meat (v.3: madyam
tu harsanam jneyam mudita tu sura smrta, v.4: matsya jalacara jneyah
mamsam ca balavardhanam) which were the regular ingredients of Kaula
ritual. Later the text enumerates several secret gestures that a yogini (a
goddess or her incarnation as a female partner) may show to the adept
(vv. 24 seqq).

The cult of the Yoginis had a central role in the Vidyapitha division of the
Bhairavatantras (see SANDERSON 1988 pp. 138ff). The Siddhayogesvari-
mata, a Tantra of the Vidyapitha, contains a detailed classification of in-
carnate yoginis, teaches the adept the appropriate signs to be exchanged
when they meet these women (Chapter 29, tr. TORzZSOK 1999, p. 175ff),
and refers to the ‘conversation’ (sambhasana, i.e. sexual intercourse) with
a special yogini who bestows the ‘perfect substance’ (siddhadravya, i.e.
the mingled sexual fluids offered to the deity; see Siddhayogesvarimata
30.4, tr. TORZSOK 1999, p. 181).

3.11 adept-dress One might consider emending $adhaka® to the more plausi-

3.14

3.25
3.15

3.15

bly Magadhi-looking sahaa®.

how kadham una would be a more regular form in Saurasent and Magadht
(see PISCHEL §184).

there is su and a look similar in Sarada script.

that ez conj. ISAACSON. Another possible conjecture (closer to the read-
ing of the manuscripts, but perhaps a less natural construction) could be
dava je Se.

saw Cf. note .
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3.15 couples Pischel (§367) mentions midhuna as a nom. / acc. plur. in
Saurasen.

3.15 Jinarakshita Cf. note ad 3.2.

3.17 informed The Magadhi form of Sanskrit janati should be yanadi / yanadi
according to the grammarians (Hemacandra 4.292, Vararuci 11.4, PISCHEL
88 236, 454, 510), but in the old Nepalese manuscript of the Nagananda
we find janadi in a Magadht passage. As Steiner remarks, ‘Vermutlich
beruht die Aufteilung der Formen S. janadi und Mg. yanad: wiederum
nur auf einer Fiktion.” (STEINER 1997, p.173.)

3.19 king The form laena clearly shows that rajan is treated as an a-stem
noun in this Magadht passage.

3.19 turban ex conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR.

3.20 You should rather say... Hemacandra in 4.297 prescribes acaska as
the correct Magadht form.

3.21 now ex conj.

3.22 before Doomsday-Fire’s-Flame, the sorceress er conj. RAGHAVAN
and THAKUR silently conjectured assamam, but I am not certain that one
can speak about the ashram of a yogesvari.

As Judit To6rzsok pointed out (TORZSOK 1999, p.iii), ‘Yoge$varl meaning
‘[female] master of Yoga’' denotes the same as YoginI. (...) I think the
word Yogint or YogesvarT is not necessarily intended to convey that these
sometimes witch-like female spirits or goddesses have any particular rela-
tion to certain classical yogic practices. Instead, the word probably refers
to the similarity of supernatural effects traditional Yogins can obtain (such
as being infinitely small, large, strong etc.) and powers the Yoginis of this
system [i.e. the Trika-Kaula] can bestow.’

The yogesvart appearing in Bhavabhuti’s Malatimadhava belongs to the
more benevolent kind of witches. Saudamant once was the favourite disci-
ple of the respected Buddhist mendicant nun Kamandaki. Later she took
up the Kapalika Observance (kavaliavvadam), achieved miraculous powers
through the mastering of mantras (samasadidaaccariamantasiddhippaha-
va), and became a familiar sight for other Saiva adepts and their female
partners in the cremation grounds (rattiviharino nadidararannavasino sa-
haassa mundadharino aghoraghantanamadheassa antevasint mahapabbava
kavalakundala nama (...) tado iam paiitti, Act I, v.15+). But from her
Buddhist antecedents she had preserved compassion towards those who
suffer, and she hastened to Malati’s help who had been kidnapped by a
revengeful kapalini. Then Saudamani saved the lives of those for whom
life has lost its meaning without Malat1, and even used her transporting
magic (aksepini siddhi, Act IX, v.52) to reunite the two young lovers.
The two adepts in Jayanta’s play also think about relying on a yogesvari’s
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protective powers, but it seems that even such powers would be insufficient
to counteract the forces of justice.

3.22 trouble ez conj.

3.22 there ex conj. esu, tesu, yesu seem to be used in the sense of atra, tatra,
yatra in the Magadhi passages.

3.23 protected RAGHAVAN and THAKUR give parayati as the chaya of paliadi,
which is not entirely convincing to me. One would expect paledi as a
causative form, and °7adi seems to be a passive ending.

3.24 suppose ex conj. Sankemi seems to be Magadht for sarnkayami, but the
causative sense is perhaps not appropriate here.

3.24 Queen ex conj. Cf. Hemacandra 4.293, PISCHEL §276.

3.24 chief wife °wvallahae might be a better reading.

3.24 king Cf. note ad 3.19.

3.25 protected °ijjamtiis a false Saurasent ending according to PISCHEL §535.
3.25 us Cf. note ad 3.2.

3.25 bounded by RAGHAVAN and THAKUR read °pettamte and give ° pratyante
as its chaya.

3.26 You’re right Cf. note ad 3.20.
3.28 damned kingdom Cf. note .

3.30 sacrifice According to Hemacandra 4.293, Sanskrit jia should become
nria in Magadhi, but, as Pischel remarks (§276) in the manuscripts we
find janna instead of yanna.

3.31 we Cf. note ad 3.2.

3.31 for fear of Sankarshana ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR.
3.33 we Cf. note ad 3.2.

3.35 prescribed ez conj. ISAACSON.

3.36 Our Cf. note ad 3.2.

3.40 vanquished ez conj. One would expect abhi(ahi?)bhaviamto as a Saura-
sent passive.

3.40 false ascetics Instead of RAGHAVAN and THAKUR's conjecture, one might
emend to duraarehi ya tavasehi (duracarais ca tapasaih).

3.42 having fallen into disrepute because of your ardor ex conj.

96



3.44

3.49

3.55

3.55

3.58

Perhaps a pub. In the Mattavilasa-prahasana the kapalin compares the
pub to a sacrificial ground (v.9+). Prof. Sanderson suggested (in a letter
of 15.xii. 2003) to emend yadi va to yadi no in order to achieve the sense
‘What in the world could be an appropriate place for asceticism but a
pub?’

path ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR. One might consider completing
the otherwise unmetrical line with another word.

as soon as ...reached them ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR. This
seems to be the most plausible way to complete the sentence.

started The ending °ao is characteristic of Ardhamagadhr, MaharastrT,
and Jaina-Maharastri. According to Pischel (§367) it is wrong in Sau-
raseni, but a similar ending, °aho occurs as a vocative form in Magadht
(§372).

I am not certain if this is the correct interpretation of the sentence. An-
other translation, suggested by Dr. Kataoka, could be: ‘Your power is too
strong.’

3.65ff. ashram The inscriptions of the Saiva monasteries in the Kalacuri-Cedi

country, whose acaryas belonged to the Mattamaytura clan, provide im-
portant historical parallels to the following description of the asrama (for
more details about this clan see MIRASHI 1955). The Chandreh€ inscrip-
tion (AD 973, in MIRASHI 1955, pp. 198fT.) gives the spiritual genealogy of
Abbot Prabodhagiva, who constructed the matha, and excavated a tank
and a well. The serenity and peacefulness of the monastery is described
with the following charming verses (ibid. p. 201, 11. 19-21):
jadataramaruc chonasyambhahkanair ayam asramo
mrgapatimahadhvanai ratrau pratidhvanitamoarah)|
Sikharisikharaprantaprenkhaddvirephapayodharo

janayati jane vidyuccharkam mahausadhirocisal|

[cum]vanti vanaragana mrgasatrupotan

simhistanam pivati catra $isur mrgasyal

vatram nijam partharanti virodhino ‘nye

sarvvasya samyati mano hi tapovanesul|

‘This ashram, where the winds are very cool with the drops of the river
Sona, where at night the sky resounds with the loud roars of lions, and
the clouds, [black] as bees, whirl around the edges of the mountain-tops—
this ashram makes people to suspect lightning with the glimmering of its
excellent herbs.

Here the groups of monkeys kiss the lion-cubs, and the fawn sucks the
teat of a lioness. Other hostile [animals] set aside their natural enmity,
for everyone’s heart calms down in the penance-groves.’

The fragmentary Kadwaha-inscription (10th century, edited by MIRASHI-
SHASTRI) gives us a telling picture about the relations between the rulers
and the abbots of these asramas. We are told that a certain king called
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Gobhata came to the monastery with an army of elephants (ibid. p. 123,
1.12: tatrajagamonmadasindhuranam valena bhapah kila gobhatakhyah).
In the next verse somebody dies, possibly killed by the king (ibid. 1. 13:
[nr]pena paragatasuh sahasa papata). Abbot Dharmasiva sheds tears for
the dead person (ibid.: tasyavagamya sa katham karunpavimukta*baspah
(em. MIRASHI : °wvahpah ep.)); then he flies into a rage, with a mirac-
ulously acquired bow, resembling Siva himself, defeats the enemy (ibid.
11.13-15: ksa[nam] tad anu kopavipata[laksah] ... atha prabhavagataka-
rmu*kena (em. MIRASHI : °kena ep.) vanais ca diptaih sa dharavrsamkah)
attalsvalilas tripurantakasya ... sakalam api sa jitva Satravam Sarvvaka-
Ipah|), and finally ascends to heaven while celestial women shower flow-
ers upon him (ibid.: surapatiramaninam puspavrstyavakirnah puram anu-
pama. .. ). The same inscription tells us about the successor of Dharmasiva,
who initiated the Pratihara king Hariraja (ibid. p.124, 1.24: acaryah
sa dadau samyag diksam kalyanakaripnim). The king offered elephants
in return, but, after repeated requests, the acarya graciously accepted
some villages instead (ibid. 1.27: prarthito 'nekada gramanam cakame
smitardravadanah sa .. .).

The Malkapuram-inscription (13th century, ed. PANTULU) tells us about
Visve$varasambhu, the acarya of the Golaki matha, who was the diksaguru
of the Kakatiya king Ganapatideva. The king and his daughter and
heir Rudramba granted two villages to the Abbot, who used the do-
nation to establish an agrahara called Visve$vara-Golaki. The inscrip-
tion gives various details about the inhabitants of the village and the
new institutions: Visvesvarasambhu founded a temple, a matha, a choul-
try / refectory (sattra), a maternity home (prasutisala), and a hospi-
tal (arogyasala). He settled sixty Dravida brahmin families, eight pro-
fessors to teach the three Vedas, Grammar, Mimamsa, Nyaya, litera-
ture, and the Agamas (p.160, 11.49-51: rgyajussamavedanam samyag
adhyapakas trayah| padavakyapramananam sahityasyagamasya ca|| panca
vyakhyakrto), a doctor and an accountant as well (vaidyakayasthau). Ten
dancing-girls (nartakyah), various musicians, one Kashmirian of unnamed
profession (kasmiradesiyah), and fourteen female singers (gayinyah) were
employed for the temple, two brahmin cooks (pacakau dvijanmanau) and
several attendants (paricarakah) for the sattra and the matha. Ten village-
guards (gramasya raksakah) from the Cola country and twenty policemen
(bhatah) kept the peace, and the village was also provided with various
craftsmen. The income of some lands was used to meet the needs of vis-
iting Saiva ascetics, Kalamukhas, students, and Pasupatas, and to supply
food to all from brahmins down to the candalas who came to Visvesvara-
Golaki (p. 160, 11. 70-73: upeyusam Saivatapodhananam kalanananam Siva-
Sasananaml|| vidyarthinam pasupatavratanam apy annavastradisamarpa-
pradanaya ca).

The Ranod-inscription (10-11th century, edited by KIELHORN) gives the
earliest genealogy of the Mattamaytra clan. We learn that king Avan-
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tivarman persuaded the sage Purandara to come to his country and to
establish a matha in his capital, Mattamaytra (possibly identical with
the modern Kadwaha). Purandara initiated the king (on this initiation
being Saiddhantika Saiva see SANDERSON 2001, p.9f., n.6), and estab-
lished another matha at Aranipadra (modern Ranod). The last acarya of
this matha mentioned on the inscription is Vyomasiva (or Vyomasambhu),
who renovated the matha and excavated an impressive tank (the beauties
of which are extolled in several verses). Vyomasiva’s asceticism was ex-
emplary (p. 358, 11. 33-34):

pura yositsangad anibhrtanijaksam bhagavata

vijigye yah kamas tripuraripunaviskrtarusal

niruddhaksah ksantya tam ayam ajayat sangarahitah

suctrnpanam syad va kim iha tapasam duska[ralm iti||33|]

‘Long ago the Blessed Lord, the Enemy of the Three Forts, showed his
anger and defeated Kama by opening his [third] eye, because of the con-
tact with a woman: he[, Vyomasiva,] has defeated him [i.e. Kama] with
eyes closed, with forbearance, avoiding contact [with women]. Or rather,
what would be difficult for well-observed ascetic practices?’

On the other hand, the same Abbot was a great scholar, well-versed in
various philosophical doctrines (ibid. 11.36-38):

siddhantesu mahesa esa niyatam nyaye ’ksapado munir

gambhire ca kanasinas tu kanabhuk Sastre Srutau jaiminih)|

samkhye ‘nalpamatih svayam ca kapilo lokayate sadgurur

vuddho vvuddhamate jinoktisu jinah ko vatha nayam krti||36||

‘He was truly the Great Lord in [the teachings of Saiva] Siddhanta, the
Sage Aksapada in Nyaya, Kanabhuj [= Kanada] in the deep science of
Kanasin [= Kanada], Jaimini in Vedic tradition, the intelligent Kapila
himself in Samkhya, a true master of Lokayata, Buddha in Buddha’s doc-
trine, Jina in Jina’s teachings. Or rather, whom was this wise person not
equal to?’

(pp. 358t., 11. 40-42:)

samlinam mukha eva $akyakarinam atyurjjitam garjjitam

trasad yasya ca jainajamoukasatair ddurvyahrtam samhrtam|

sodham jatu na jarminiyaharinair Llakrtam humkrtam

tasyanyad gaganesakananapateh kim syat stutam prastutam||39||

‘Out of fear from him, the Buddhist elephants’ thunderous trumpeting
died away already in their mouth, and hundreds of Jaina jackals subdued
their inarticulate crying. The Mimamsaka antelopes could never endure
his playful roaring. What other deed of this lord of Siva’s forest shall we
praise?’

Vyomasiva apparently does not fit into the picture of the “typical” acarya
of the Mattamaytra clan as it was drawn by Richard Davis (DAvis, p. 135):
‘Like Tolstoy’s proverbial hedgehog, the Drunken Peacocks know only one
thing [i.e. Saiva Siddhanta], but they know it very well. The poets seldom
praise the Saiva sages for their mastery of other traditional Indian disci-
plines of knowledge like grammar, or for knowing other genres of religious
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texts such as the Vedas.’

It is certainly tempting to identify this learned Saiva Abbot with the au-
thor of the Vyomavati, a work on Vaisesika philosophy. According to
Walter Slaje (SLAJE, ‘Untersuchungen...’), Jayanta and the philosopher
Vyomasiva were contemporaries, while the date of the Abbot Vyomasiva
might also be settled around 900 AD. The following verse of another in-
scription (now in the Archaeological Museum, Gwalior), praising the same
acarya, might also support this identification (the inscription was not
at my disposal; it is described in WILLIS, p.113; the verse is quoted in
PATHAK, p. 39, n.4):

munisuryena nirastam tikalokena yena lokasyal

prakatayateha padartham santam asac ca santamasam||

‘... which sun-like sage dispelled the darkness of the world with the light
of his commentary (i.e. the Vyomavati-tika on the Prasastapadabhasya?)
which revealed here both the existing categories and non-existence (asat
= abhava).” (Prasastapada omits abhava and mentions six padarthas. Vy-
omasiva explains why abhava is subordinated to the other categories.)

In any case, we shall see that the God-proving arguments of the Saiva
acarya in the Agamadambara (just as similar arguments in the texts of
the Saiva Siddhanta) are remarkably close to those found in the Vaisesika
Vyomavatl (and in several Nyaya texts as well).

3.66 slow, graceful dance Instead of accepting the reading of the manuscripts

3.67

o ¢

one might conjecture °manthanalasya®, ‘a [graceful] dance: the waving of
the mendicant-garments’.

ex conj. Another possible way of emending the text could be: pasamtataram
agja tavovanam imam no disadi, ‘This penance-grove seems to me most
peaceful today.” The correct Saurasent form of ramaniyam should be
ramaniam, and not ramanijjam (see PISCHEL§138).

3.69 smiling with ashes The colour of laughter is white, like the ashes smeared

on the ascetic’s body.

3.69 act as servants exr conj. ISAACSON. I cannot interpret the reading

cairaveda (airaveda?, eraveda?). The only meaningful word which resem-
bles it is Ailavila or Aidavida, a name of Kubera (cf. Amarakosa 2.73).

3.71 upon my word ex conj. The conjecture is a tentative one.

3.71

Shiva’s heaven One could also consider reading Sivapurahstham.

3.72 absorption into Brahman ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR’S emen-

dation, balamha, might also be a Prakrit form of brahma, although one
would expect baramha in a Saurasent passage. Another possibility, sug-
gested by Prof. Sanderson, is to understand the Prakrit as ‘brahmabhutam’
(and perhaps emend the text to bamhabhudam) and translate ‘I imagine
myself ascending, merged with Brahman’.
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3.75
3.75

3.75

3.81

3.84
3.84

3.84

attention ex conj.

I don’t think ex conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR, probably misreading
the manuscripts, took Sarika agreeing with yathavasthita. The manuscripts
however, read yathavasthitas, agreeing with asraminah (which also seems
to give a better meaning).

Why worry? ex conj. One might consider emending this otherwise un-
metrical line in another way.

t...1 The manuscripts read uggahanakaanakhamdhamuva, which was e-
mended by RAGHAVAN and THAKUR to uggakhanavaanavamdham vva, for
which they give the following chaya (with a question mark): ugraksana-
vacanabandham iva. Although this conjecture is neither convincing nor
interpretable for me, I cannot suggest anything better.

riches of his kingdom ez em. ISAACSON.

a heavenly tree in a place where there is nothing around it ex conj.
The expression ekavrkse often occurs in Tantric context, indicating a suit-
able place for performing a ritual, see e.g. Siddhayogesvarimata 6.3. An-
other possible emendation, suggested by Prof. Sanderson, is ‘marudese’,
‘in the desert’.

for a long time ex em. ISAACSON. Sarvadarsanasarigraha (Carvaka-
darsana) p. 6: lokasiddho raja paramesvarah| ‘The [only] Supreme Lord is
the king, who[se existence] is [well-]established among the people.” (also
p. 7: lokasiddho bhaved raja pareso naparah smrtah|) As Prof. Sanderson
pointed out to me in a letter of 15. xii. 2003, ‘there may be an allusion here
to the convention whereby religious texts constrain the king to support
their institutions by promising him a long reign if he complies and a short
one if he doesn’t’.

3.84 expert ex conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR. The adding of a word with a

3.85

3.88

similar meaning seems to be necessary.

The Carvaka’s behaviour is disrespectful probably because he does not
wait until he is offered a seat, or, as Prof. Sanderson pointed out to me in
the above mentioned letter, ‘because he uses impertinently familiar forms
of address to both the ascetic and Samkarsana’.

self-restraint is just a way to cheat yourself of pleasures Cf. Sarva-
darsanasangraha (Carvakadarsana) p.3: anganadyalinganadijanyam su-
kham eva purusarthah| ‘The only goal of man is pleasure produced by
such [activities] as embracing women and the like.” Ibid. p.4: yadi ka$cid
bhirur drstam sukham tyajet tarhi sa pasuvan markho bhavet| tad uktam—
‘tyagyam sukham visayasangamajanma pumsam

duhkhopasrstam’ iti markhavicaranaisal

vrihim jihasati sitottamatanduladhyan
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ko nama bhos tusakanopahitan hitarthi|

‘If someone cowardly gave up the pleasure he had already experienced
then he would be as stupid as a beast. It is said: “The idiots express the
following opinion: ‘Men should give up pleasure arising from the contact
with sense objects, [since it is] accompanied by pain.” Who on earth, if
he means well by himself, would throw away rice which is rich in white
grains of the best quality, just because it is mixed with bits of husk?”’

3.88 sacrificial rituals such as the Agnihotra seem to me just like chil-
dren’s games Cf. Sarvadarsanasargraha (Carvakadarsana) p.5: nanu
paralaukikasukhabhave bahuvittavyayasarirayasasadhye ‘gnihotradau vidya-
vrddhah katham pravartisyante iti cet, tad api na pramanakotim pravestum
iste| anrtavyaghatapunaruktadosair dusitataya vaidikammanyair eva dha-
rtabakath parasparam karmakandapramanyavadibhir jnanakandasya jna-
nakandapramanyavadibhih karmakandasya ca pratiksiptatvena trayya dhu-
rtapralapamatratvena agnihotrader jivikamatraprayojanatvat| tatha cabha-
nakah—
agnihotram trayo vedas tridandam bhasmagunthanam)|
buddhipaurusahinanam jiviketi brhaspatih||
‘Objection: “If there is no happiness which belongs to the next world,
then why should those who are advanced in learning engage in [rituals]
such as the Agnihotra, which can [only] be performed at great expense
and physical labour?” This [objection] cannot enter the class of proofs
either. For [rituals] such as the Agnihotra are good only for making a
living, since [the Veda] is defiled by the faults of falsehood, contradiction,
and superfluous repetition; and since the shrewd hypocrites who fancy
themselves Vedic experts refute each other’s texts: those who hold that
[only] the ritualistic part of the Veda is valid reject its esoteric part, while
those who hold that [only] the esoteric part is valid reject the ritualistic
part; and since the three Vedas are just the ravings of rogues. As the
[following] saying also [points out]: ‘The Agnihotra, the three Vedas, the
triple staff [of a renouncer|, the smearing [of one’s body] with ashes are
the livelihood of those who lack intelligence and manliness: thus [taught]
Brhaspati.’

3.91 There goes the son of a barren woman Cf. Naresvarapariksaprakasa
p-8: ... esa vandhyasuto yati ityadivakyajatasyeva pramanyabhavat ‘since
it lacks validity like such kind of statements as “here goes the son of a
barren woman”.’

3.91 a bow made of hare-horn Cf. Brhaspatismrti (reconstructed by K. V.
Rangaswami Aiyangar, Gaekwad’s Oriental Series LXXXV, Baroda, 1941)
2.12:
mamanena pradatavyam Sasasrngakrtam dhanuh|
asambhavyam asadhyam tam paksam ahur manisinahl|
¢ “He must give me a bow made of hare-horn.” The wise say that this
idea is inconceivable and not accomplishable.’
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3.92 he supervises the mass of karmas Cf. Parakhyatantra 1.92cd—94cd:
karmana dehasamyogo vibhor api mahesvarat||
asaktatvat svato nasya samarthyam karmayojane|
pasutvaruddhacicchakteh svatantryam na pasor atahl|
karma cidrahitam tasmad yojakam tad apeksate]
yojakah sa mahesanah svecchaya balavan yatah|
‘The linking of the soul, though all-pervading, with a body because of
action [comes about] through the [intervention of the] Lord. Because the
soul is without power he does not of himself have the capacity for linking
himself to [the consequences of his| actions, and so the bound soul, whose
power of consciousness is blocked by impurity, has no autonomy. [And]
action is devoid of consciousness and therefore it depends on something
that links it [to those to whom it must accrue]. The entity that links it
is the Supreme Lord, who does it by His will, since He has might.” (tr.
GOODALL)

3.94ff. The following verses could also have been said from a mimamsaka po-
sition. See for example Agamapramanya pp. 34ff. (mimamsakapaksa):
kva va dese tisthann anavaratatrptah kim iti va
kada va nissesam janayati tad etad vimrsatul
kvacit tisthann istam kim api phalam uddisya karanaih
kadacid yatkincij janayati kulaladir akhilah)|
krtarthatvat krida na ca bhavati hetur yadi khalu
svabhavah svatantryam prakatitam aho samprati vibhoh|
abhipretam kincid yad ayam asamiksyaiva kurute
jagajjanmasthemapravilayamahayasam avasah|
anukampaprayuktena srjyamanas ca jantavah|
sukhinah kim na srjyante tatkarmapeksaya yadil|
tatah svatantratahanih kimca tair eva hetubhih)
upapanne 'pi vaicitrye kim tatkalpanayanayall
‘Consider this: being where, when, and why does He who is constantly
satisfied create that entire [universe]? Every [person], such as a potter,
creates whatever [he creates|] while being at a certain place, at a certain
time, with regard to a certain result, [and] with [certain| instruments. And
since He has fulfilled a purpose [when He created the world], [mere] sport
cannot be the motive [behind His acts]; if the motive is [His] nature: by
George, now you have demonstrated the independence of the Lord, since
he helplessly makes the great effort of producing, sustaining, and creating
the world without taking into account anything [He might have] wished
for. If He produces the creatures stimulated by compassion, then why
does he not produce them happy? If [you reply that] because [God] takes
their karmas into consideration, then [His|] independence will suffer a loss.
Furthermore, if the variety [of worldly phenomena] is explainable with the
help of those causes [i.e. karmas] alone, then why postulate Him in this
way?” (Cf. Slokavarttika sambandhaksepaparihara v. 52 seqq.)

3.94 Bhasarvajna examines similar alternatives in Nyayabhusana pp.458f.: tatha-
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pi vicaryam etat, kimartham pravartate bhagavan iti? paranugrahartham
ity eke|l (...) athava svartham eva pravartate| (...) athava adityavat
svabhavenaiva pravartate| ‘Nevertheless we should examine for what pur-
pose the Lord is engaged [in creation]. Some say that [he creates] in order
to favour others. (...) Or maybe he is engaged [in creation] only for his
own sake. (...) Or maybe he is engaged [in creation] just by his inherent
nature, similarly to the sun [which shines because that is its nature].’

3.94 sport Cf. Kiranatantra 1.5¢d: jaya nrttamaharambhakridaviksobhadarunal|
‘Victory, [you who are| fearsome because of the shaking [of the world] as
a result of the vigorous playfulness of your dancing!” (tr. GOODALL)

3.94 impulse The scriptures of Saiva Siddhanta often refer to prerana as a
characteristic act of God and the lords of mantras, on the different levels
of creation, e.g. Kiranatantra 3.25cd—26:

#Svaro ’dhahsthavidyanam patin samprerayaty asaul|

tena preritamatras te kurvate ’dhastanam jagat|

Suddhe ’dhvani Sivah karta prokto 'nanto ’site prabhuhl|

‘The Lord urges the overlords of the lower mantras [to act]. As soon as
they have been urged by Him, they create the lower universe. In the pure
path Siva is the creator. Ananta is taught to be the lord in the impure
[path].” (tr. GOODALL)

Ibid. 14d: yonim prerayate ksanat|| ‘[Ananta] immediately stimulates the
matrix [of primal matter to generate from herself all that is material].” (tr.
GOODALL)

3.94 honesty It is not entirely clear to me why would God create out of ‘hon-
esty’. The text may be corrupt here.

3.95 who has no desire for the group of causal factors like the in-
strumental cause, and who is also deprived of assistant fac-
tors Cf. Kiranatantra 3.9cd: wvaikaranyad amurtatvat kartrtvam yujy-
ate katham|| ‘How is it possible for Him to be a creator, since He lacks
the means and is not embodied?” Bhatta Ramakantha’s Kiranavrtti ad
loc.:  karananam abhavo vaikaranyam, tasmad iSvaro jagatah karta na
sambhavati| karanabhavad dandacakrasutradirahitah kumbhakara iva kum-
bhe| tad idam uktam jaiminiyaih— ‘na ca nihsadhanah karta kadcit srjati
kiricana|’ (Slokavarttika, sambandhaksepaparihara 50cd) ‘He lacks instru-
ments, and because of this it is impossible that the Lord created the
universe. Because of His lack of instruments He is like a potter who has
no stick, wheel, thread or other instrument in regard to [creating] a pot.
The same [point] is expressed by the Mimamsakas: “And no creator ever
creates anything without means to accomplish it.” (tr. GOODALL) As the
verse quoted from the Slokavarttika shows, this objection could also be
made from a Mimamsaka position.

3.95 particular ez conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR. One might consider com-
pleting the otherwise unmetrical line with another word.
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3.103 = Vakyapadiya 1.32, also quoted in Nyayamangjari vol.1, p.314, Tat-
tvasangraha 1459, and Syadvadaratnakara p.262. Bhartrhari illustrates
this assertion in his vrtti (p.89), e.g. grismahemantadisu kupajaladinam
atyantabhinnah sparsadayo drsyante, ‘things such as water in a well feel
and [look, etc.] very different in summer, in winter, or in other [seasons]|’
(an illustration of kalabheda, which makes it impossible to infer the exact
temperature of the water). Thus, as Vrsabhadeva notes, tatra syad api
kascid dhumo yo nagneh, yatha salukad api salukah, gomayad api, ‘among
[all things in the world] there might exist such a smoke which does not arise
from fire, just as some frogs are born from frogs, others from cow-dung’.

3.105 = Vakyapadiya 1.42, also quoted in Nyayamanjari vol.1, p.316. Bhar-
trhari actually intended to emphasise the importance of scripture with
this verse. As he explains in his vrtti (pp.98f.): yasya hi sthalipulaka-
nyayenaikadesam drstva siste 'rthe pratipattih so ‘ndha iva visame girima-
rge caksusmantam netaram antarena tvaraya paripatan kamcid eva ma-
rgatkadesam hastasparsenavagamya samatikrantas tatpratyayad aparam api
tathaiva pratipadyamano yatha vinasam labhate tadvad agamacaksusa vina
tarkanupati kevalenanumanena kvacid ahitapratyayo drstadrstaphalesu kar-
masv agamam utkramya pravartamano niyatam mahata pratyavayena sam-
yujyate| ‘For someone who, following the maxim of the cooking-pot and
boiled rice, having seen a portion [of the whole thing] determines the rest
of the thing [since he assumes it to be the same as the portion he has
seen], just as a blind man, who runs on an uneven mountain path without
a guide who can see, covers just a small distance while feeling it by touch
of hand, and because of the knowledge (or confidence) [produced] by that
he believes the remaining [part of the road] to be the same, perishes—in
the same way that man, too, who, without the ‘eye’ of scripture, follows
logic and, having attained partial knowledge (or confidence about certain
things) with the help of inference alone, becomes engaged in actions that
have visible and invisible results while he disregards scripture: [such a
person| will necessarily meet great disaster.’

3.107 = Vakyapadiya 1.34, also quoted in Tattvasangraha 1461, Nyayamanjary
vol. I, p. 316.

3.109 Cf. BHATTACHARYA, p. 605, III.1.
3.112 suffer the torments of hunger ex conj.

3.120 Cf. Tattvopaplavasimha, p.125: upaplutesv eva tattvesv avicaritaramani-
yah sarve vyavahara ghatanta iti| ‘Only when the principles have been
annihilated, all transactions take place pleasantly [as long as] they are
not examined.” The alamkarika Udbhata (who may or may not be the
same as the Carvaka Udbhata who wrote a Tattvavrtti according to Syad-
vadaratnakara, p.265) classified subject matters into two groups: “well-
established [even after] they have been analysed” (vicaritasusthah) and
“pleasing [only as long as] they are not analysed” (avicaritaramaniyah).
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Sastras deal with the former group, while kavyas with the latter (quoted
in Kavyamimamsa, p.44).

3.212 you just don’t want to yield an inch Cf. JAacoB 1909, who gives
the following possible interpretations: ‘unduly extending one’s claim or
one’s position generally’ ( = bhiksupadaprasarananyaya), ‘to establish
one’s self freely and fully: to extend one’s power far and wide’. Jacob
also makes the following observation: ‘In the passages, however, in which
I have met with the expression, it seems to employ a dogged adherence to
a position in spite of previous failure, and when there is little prospect
of further success.” (Jacob quotes the Upamitibhavapraparica Katha, the
Khandanakhandakhadya, and the Nyayamanjari.

3.122 non-smoke and non-fire ex conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR.
3.123 accordance ex conj. SANDERSON.
3.125 Therefore... = Nyayabhasya ad Nyayasutra 1.1.7 (p.14).

3.126 for things concerning which cognition is still to be acquired. ex
conj. The conjecture is supported by the parallel passage in the Nyaya-
manjari.

This was the view of the ‘sophisticated’ Carvakas (susiksitatarah, Nyaya-
mangart vol. I, pp. 326f.), who are identified by Cakradhara as ‘Udbhata &
co.” (udbhatadayah, Nyayamanjarigranthibhariga p.19; on p.43 Cakrad-
hara also tells us that with the term ‘cunning Carvaka’ (carvakadharta)
Jayanta also refers to Udbhata).

Kamalasila ascribes this position to Purandara (Tattvasarigrahapanjika,
introducing v.1482): purandaras tv aha— ‘lokaprasiddham anumanam
carvakair apisyata eva, yat tu kaiscil laukikam margam atikramyanumanam
ucyate, tan nisidhyate’ iti| ‘Purandara, on the other hand, says: “[That
kind of] inference which is well established in everyday life is certainly ac-
cepted by the Carvakas, too, but that [kind of] inference is rejected which
some people assert going beyond the everyday path [of reasoning].”’

The Syadvadaratnakara quotes Udbhata’s commentary on Purandara’s
following stitra (p.265): pramanasyageunatvad (em. : pramanasya gau-
natvad ed.) anumanad arthaniscayo durlabhah| ‘Since a [real] means of
valid knowledge is not indirect, it is hardly possible to ascertain things
on the basis of inference.” (The same siitra is also quoted in Nyaya-
mangart vol. I, p. 312, and in Nyayabhusana p.210; in the latter text one
should emend arthadurlabhah to arthaniscayo durlabhah. Bhasarvajna
glosses agaunatva with anupacaritavisayatva.) Says Udbhata (Syadva-
daratnakara pp.265f.): lokaprasiddhesv api hetusu vyabhicaradarsanam
asti, tantrasiddhesv api tena vyabhicaradarsanalaksanagunasadharmyatas
tantrasiddhahetunam tathabhavo vyavasthapyata iti gaunatvam anumana-
sya| avyabhicaravagamo hi laukikahetanam anumeyavagame nimittam, sa
nasti tantrasiddhesv iti na tebhyah paroksavagamo nyayyah, ata idam uk-
tam anumanad arthaniscayo durlabha iti| ‘As for [those] logical reasons
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which are well established in the world, we do not see that they are er-
roneous; therefore, because of the apparent [but unreal] similarity of the
property [called] “the non-perception of erroneousness” also with respect
to [logical reasons| that have been established scientific works, it is de-
termined that logical reasons established in scientific works are thus [i.e.
non-erroneous|: this is the indirect nature of inference. For the ground of
ascertaining the inferendum is the ascertainment of the non-erroneousness
of ordinary logical reasons; this does not take place in the case of [logical
reasons which are] established in scientific works: so it is not right to infer
from them things that are beyond the scope of sense-perception. That
is why it has been said: “It is hardly possible to ascertain things on the
basis of inference”.’

3.130 Cf. Kiranatantra 3.12ac:
sthalam vicitrakam karyam nanyatha ghatavad bhavet|
asti hetur atah kascit. . .
‘[The universe is| gross, diverse, [and therefore] an effect, like a pot. It
cannot be otherwise. And so there exists some [instigating] cause.” (tr.
GOODALL)
Commenting on this verse Ramakantha distinguishes two positions regard-
ing the origin of the universe. For the Samkhyas and the Buddhists, the
universe is an effect, but not for the Mimamsakas, Jainas, and Carvakas,
who hold that ‘the universe was never not thus’ (na kadacid anidrsam ja-
gad, Kiranavrtti p. 71.) The Tantra rejects the view of the latter group and
establishes that the universe is a product. Says Ramakantha: yat sthulam
tat karyam yatha ghatadi, sthulam caitad adrstakartrkam bhuvanadi, tatah
karyam iti| (ibid.) “Whatever is gross is an effect, like such things as pots.
This [universe] that consists in the worlds and so on, and whose creator
is not directly experienced, is also gross and therefore [it too is] an effect.’
(tr. GOODALL)
A few lines below Ramakantha further expands on the subject ( Kiranavrtti
p-72): yat karyam tad visistajnanakriyayuktekartra vina na siddhyatiti
yatha ghatadi| karyam caitat sarvam eva jagat| atas tad api visistajnana-
kriyayuktena kartra vina na bhavati| yas tatkarta sa tsvarah siddha eva)
‘Whatever is an effect cannot exist without a creator equipped of partic-
ular powers of knowledge and action, just as pots and such [cannot exist
without such a creator]|. So too this entire universe is an effect. And
therefore that too cannot come into being without a creator equipped of
particular powers of knowledge and action. And so its creator, God, is
established.” (tr. GOODALL)
Cf. Matangaparamesvara, vidyapada 99cd—100ab (p. 226):
nimittakaranam tv o hy upadanam tu Saktayahl|
samavayi tatha maya karyam etaj jagat sadal
‘The Lord is the instigating cause, as for [his] powers, they are the material
cause, and maya is the inseparable cause; this world is always the effect.’
(Bhatta Ramakantha in his vrtti ad loc. seems to interpret upadana as
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sahakarikarana and samavayin as upadana.)

Cf. also Parakhyatantra 2.2-3:

martah savayava ye 'rtha nanarupaparicchadah)

sthalavayavasistatvad buddhimaddhetuparvakah)|

ato ’sti buddhiman kascid iSvarah samavasthitah|

pratipannah svakaryena drstenatranumanatah|

‘All things that are endowed with form, that are made up of parts, that
have various forms, because they are distinguished by having gross parts
must necessarily depend on a sentient cause. Therefore there exists some
sentient [cause]. [And that is] proved to be the Lord. He is known, ac-
cording to this system, by the inference that we draw from His effects,
which we directly experience.” (tr. GOODALL)

Ibid. v.12ab (Pratoda’s objection):

ksiter evamuvidham rapam na kadacid anidrsam)

‘The form of the earth is thus; it was never not thus. (tr. GOODALL)
Ibid. 2.29abc (from Prakasa’s reply):

nimittam tsvarakhyam yat tad drstam sahakaranam|

upadanam ca yat suksmam

‘The instigating cause is called the ‘lord’; that which is the auxiliary cause
is something seen [such as the stick, wheel, etc.]; that which is the material
cause is subtle [matter].” (tr. GOODALL)

The same arguments, establishing that composite entities like mountains
must be products (which fact also serves to prove the necessity of God’s ex-
istence, since all effects require a cause, and special effects require a special
cause), can be found e.g. in the Nyayabhuasana (p.453: bhubhudharades
ca karyatvam savayavatvena pratiyate, savayavasya nityatvavirodhat, kha-
nanadina caikadesavinasadarsanat| ‘And we learn that the earth, moun-
tains, etc. are products from the fact they are composite, for something
which is composite cannot be permanent, and since we see that parts
of it get destroyed through digging, etc.’), the Nyayavarttika (pp.433ff.)
and also in two I$varasiddhis (one vaispava and the other saiva): that of
Yamunacarya (pp. 158, 164.), and that of Utpaladeva (pp. 13ff.).

See also Vyomavatr, p.70: prthivi karyam, avayavasannivesavisistatvat|
yad yad avayavasannivesavisistam, tat tat karyam drstam, yatha ghatadil
tatha cavayavasannivesavisista prthivi, tasmat karyeti|; ‘The earth is a
product, because it is characterised by the combination of [its] parts. If
A is characterised by the combination of [its] parts then A is understood
to be a product, like a pot. Accordingly the earth is characterised by the
arrangement of [its] parts, therefore it is a product.’

Ibid. p.101: ksityadini karyani racandavattvat| yad yad racanavat, tat tat
karyam, yatha ghatadi| tatha racanavat ksityadi, tasmat karyam iti| ‘The
earth and [mountains and similar objects] are products, because they have
arrangement. If A has arrangement then A is a product, like a pot. And
the earth and [mountains and similar objects] have arrangement, therefore
they are products.’
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3.132 Cf. Kiranavrtti ad 3.9ab: napi rupalabdhyadina caksuradir iva purvokta-
tanukaranabhuvanadikaryanyathanupapattilaksanenanumanena tasya ma-
habhatebhya evotpattidrsteh| yad ahuh saugatah— ‘yasmin sati bhavaty eva
yat tato 'nyasya kalpane| taddhetutvena sarvatra hetanam anavasthitih||’
(Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi 26; Pandeya’s edition reads yesu satsu)
‘Nor [can we infer a creator God], in the same way as [we infer] the faculty
of sight and other [sense faculties] by their effects, such as the perception
of form, by an inference on the basis that we cannot otherwise account
for [what must be the Lord’s] effects, such as the bodies, instruments and
worlds mentioned above, since that [body of effects] is known from expe-
rience to arise from the [five] elements alone. As the Buddhists say: “If
something comes into being when another thing exists and one posits as
the cause of the former some entity other than the latter, then there is an
infinite regress of causes.” (tr. GOODALL)

Also Parakhyatantra 2.4 (Pratoda’s objection):

karyakaranasambandho na grhito yatas tayoh)

tena tatkaranabhavan na khyapyam karyadarsanam||

‘Since we do not perceive that there is a relation of cause and effect be-
tween them [viz. between God and the world we see], and [because] there
is therefore nothing [that we know] to have caused this [world], therefore
you should not proclaim that we have direct experience of [His] effects
[since we do not know them to be effects].” (tr. GOODALL)
Yamunacarya cites a similar objection in his Isvarasiddhi (pp. 163f.): ma-
himahidharadi karyam na bhavati, prasiddhakaryavilaksanatvat, gagana-
vat, aSakyadarsanopadanopakaranatvad va vyatirekena ghatadivat| ‘The
earth, mountains and [similar objects] cannot be effects, since, like the
air, they are different from well-known effects, or, unlike in the case of
such things as a pot, it is impossible to see their material and instrumen-
tal causes.’

3.134 Cf. Bhatta Ramakantha’s vrtti ad Matangaparamesvara, vidyapada 6.99
cd-100 ab (p.228) where he also refutes Dharmakirti’s objection (Pra-
manavarttika, pramanasiddhi 13-14) and then says: anyatha mahanasa-
vartino dhumasyagnikaryatvasiddhav apt parvatadivartinas tato ‘nyatvad
agnikaryatvasiddheh, ghatagatasya krtakatvasyanityatvasiddhav api sabda-
sambandhino ‘siddheh sarvatrasiddhatvasya sambhavat sarvanumanabhava
eva| ‘Otherwise [i.e. if we accepted the Buddhist position], even though
the smoke in the kitchen is proved to be an effect of fire, since the [smoke]
on the mountain is different from the one [in the kitchen], we could not
prove that it is [also] an effect of fire; [and] even though the artificiality of
the pot is proved from its impermanence, [the artificiality] connected with
sound could not be established; thus the possibility of not [being able to]
draw a conclusion could occur everywhere, and so all inferences would be
completely abolished.’

Cf. also Bhatta Narayanakantha’s Mrgendravrtti ad 3.6cd—7ab (p. 110ff.).

3.136 Cf. Pramanavarttika (Pandey), pramanasiddhi 13: siddham yadrg adhi-
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sthatrbhavabhavanuvrttimat| sannivesadi tad yuktam tasmad yad anumi-
yate|

3.137 Ramakantha also deals with this Buddhist objection in his Kiranavrtti
(pp. 72-73): na ca karyatvam atra tathabhutam na siddham ity asankani-
yam| yad ahuh saugatah— (Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi 13-14)
‘siddham yadrg adhisthatrbhavabhavanuvrttimat|
sannivesadi tad yuktam tasmad yad anumiyatel|
vastubhede prasiddhasya Sabdasamyad abhedinah|
na yuktanumitih pandudravyad iva hutasane||
iti| karyamatrasya kartrmatrena ghatadau krtakatvamatrasyanityatvama-
treneva vyapteh siddhatvat| anyatha tatrapy anyatrapi ca drstantasadhya-
dharmabhedena hetubhedakalpane sarvanumanabhava eva| avisesat pandu-
tvasya tu bhavad dhumabhave ’pi himamakkoladisu ca taddarsanad vah-
nyanumapakatvam ayuktam eval
‘And it cannot be questioned that its being an effect in the same way is
proved, as the Buddhists [do when they] say: “When that particular kind
of compositeness etc. is established to be in positive and negative con-
comitance with the [existence of the] controller—it is fine that that [i.e.
the existence of a controller] is inferred from that [kind of compositeness].
(N.B. The translation of this verse is mine.) But an inference in respect of
some particular thing of something well-known from some [logical ground]
which is similar [to that in some valid argument such as the one outlined
above just] because the wording is the same is not correct. [It is] like
[inferring the presence of] fire from [the presence of some] pale substance
[simply because smoke can be called a pale substance].” [This objection
does not hold] because it is established that every effect is invariably con-
comitant with an agent, as [we see] in the case of pots and such, just as
being a product is invariably concomitant with impermanence. Otherwise
both there and elsewhere, if one creates some [imaginary] differentiation
of logical grounds by differentiating between the attribute that one wishes
to prove and [that of] the example, then all inferences will be impossible.
On the other hand, because it exists even where there is no smoke and
because one sees it in snow and chalk, and the like, it would be wrong [to
allow] that undifferentiated whiteness should be the basis for the inference
of fire.” (tr. GOODALL; cf. Nyayamanjarz, vol. 1, pp.493-494, Nyayabha-
sana pp. 480ff, Utpaladeva’s Isvarasiddhi pp. 8f.)

See also Vyomavati, p. 102: atha dhamasyagnimatrena vyapter upalambhat
yatropalambhas tatraivagniprasadhakatvad viruddhatanavakasa iti cet, iha-
pi samanam, karyatvasya buddhimata vyapter upalambhat pakse tatsadha-
katvam dti| ‘If [you object that], because we cognise that [the presence
of] smoke is pervaded by [the presence of] fire alone, where we perceive
[smoke] there and only there [smoke| proves [the presence of] fire, and thus
there is no scope of erroneousness, [the train of thoughts] is the same in
this case, too: because we cognise that the condition of being a product is
pervaded by [the presence of a] rational [maker], [the presence of product-
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ness| in the subject proves that [i.e. that it was made by a rational being].’
Later Vyomasiva also quotes and refutes Dharmakirti’s objection (Prama-
navarttika pramanasiddhi 13-15 in Vyomavatz, pp. 106f.). He also makes
the same remark about ‘whiteness’ as Ramakantha, and adds: evam ca
valmikadav api mrdvikaratvam na kulalapurvakatve lingam, vyabhicarat|
tasya hi prakarestakadisv akulalaparvakesv api sadbhavat| ‘And thus, in
the case of such things as ant-hills, too, the condition of being a modifi-
cation of clay is not a logical reason which proves that [the activity of] a
potter is a precondition [of their existence|, because of the irregularity [of
this logical reason], since it is also present in such things as walls or bricks,
which are dependent on [the activity of somebody who is] not a potter.’

3.138 Cf. Pramanavarttika, pramanasiddhi 14, quoted above.

3.141 Cf. Ramakantha’s refutation of Dharmakirti’s objection (note ad 3.137).
See also Parakhyatantra 2.5:
sambandho na grhito va karyakaranatas tv ihal
karyam drstva paroksam tat karanam gamyate sphutam|
tadrguidhena karyena karta karyasya miyatel|
“You may argue that a relation [of cause and effect] is not perceived, but
because of the [connection between| effect and cause [that we directly
experience] in the world, it is clear that when we perceive [what must be]
an effect, we understand [that there must have been| a cause of it that
cannot directly be perceived by us. Through such an effect the creator of
the effect is known.” (tr. GOODALL)
Cf. also Yamunacarya’s Isvarasiddhi, p.164: na cedrsa eva sannivesah
karyo netara ity avayavasannivesapratiniyatam rapadbhedam udiksamahe|
‘And we do not expect [to find] a difference in nature determined for each
[particular case of] compositeness of constituent parts, in the form of “only
this kind of compositeness is an effect, and not a different [kind]”.’

3.143 Cf. Bhatta Narayanakantha’s commentary to Mrgendratantra 3.2 (pp.
103fL.): tad evam karyatvahetuna jagato buddhimatkartrpurvakatvasiddhau
yo ’sau tattadvaicitryasampadikecchajnanakriyasaktiyuktah, karta sa ity
asmadadikaryavilaksanaksityadikaryavisesajanakakaranavisesavagamo yu-
ktah| na caitad aprasiddham yasmad
‘vaisistyam karyavaisistyad drstam lokasthitav api|’

(as Dr. Goodall informed me in July 2001, this verse seems to belong
to the text of the Tantra, and it is indeed quoted as part of the mula in
Trilocana’s Siddhantarthasamuccaya T.206 p. 62, T.284 p.133)
lokavyavahare ’pi visistam karyam drstva visistam eva karanam anumiyate,
yatha vicitrabhavanadivastucitralepadikalakalapasyamukhyatam madhyat-
vam anupamasaeundaryasampadam ca drstva, tattatkartur api tadgatavai-
laksanyad vaisistyam avasiyate| atas ca

‘yad yatha yadrsam yavat karyam tatkaranam tathal|’

(...) evam jagallaksanakaryasya tattatprakarakaravaicitryam upalabhya
tattadvisesavisayaniratisSayajnanakriyasaktiyuktam karanam anumiyate|
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‘Therefore, having thus proved with the logical reason: ‘[the world] is an
effect’ that the world is dependent on an intelligent creator, that person
who is endowed with the powers of will, knowledge, and action, which
[powers| bring about the manifold diversity [of the world]—that person
is the creator: this is the correct ascertaining of an extraordinary cause
which creates extraordinary effects such as the earth, which are different
from the effects [produced by agents] of our ilk. And this is a well-known
fact, since—

“The particular nature [of the cause] is learnt from the particular nature
of the effect in everyday life as well.”

In everyday transactions, too, when we see a particular effect, we always
infer a particular cause. For example, when we see that in a collection
of artifacts like paintings depicting palaces and various other things some
are inferior, others are mediocre, yet others have unequalled beauty, we
also determine the particular qualities of each [artist] who made these [ar-
tifacts] on the basis of the differences in [the qualities of] these [objects].
And for this reason,—

“The cause has the same aspects, qualities, and dimensions as its effect.”
(...) Thus, having ascertained the manifoldness of the various forms of
the effect [in question], namely the world, we infer a cause which is en-
dowed with unsurpassed powers of knowledge and action, which have as
their object these various particularities [of the world].’

Cf. Nyayabhusana p.451: yatha ‘garukrtadhumavisesaparijnane ‘pi trnadi-
krtadhumavisesebhyo vilaksanam dhumam upalabhamanas trnadibhyo vi-
laksanam *evendhanam (conj. : wendhanam ed.) anumaya tatraptad
agarusamjnam pratyeti svayam va samjnantaram karoti, tathasmadadi-
krtakaryavisesebhyo vilaksanam ksityadikaryam upalabhamano ‘smadadi-
bhyo vilaksanam kartaram anumaya tatraptad isvarasamgnam pratyeti sva-
yam va samgnantaram karotiti| ‘Just as someone, even if he is not familiar
with the particular smoke produced from [burning] agaru-wood, perceiv-
ing a smoke which is different from the particular smokes produced by
[burning] grass etc., infers a fuel which is indeed different from grass etc.,
and then learns from a reliable person that this [fuel] is called agaru or
himself gives it another name, in the same way when someone perceives
such products as the earth which are different from the particular prod-
ucts made by our ilk, he infers a maker who is different from our ilk and
then learns from a reliable person that this [maker] is called the Lord, or
himself gives it another name.’

See also Vyomavatz, p. 102, where Vyomasiva proves that the Creator must
be an omniscient person.

3.145 talk about ez conj.

3.149 See Vyomavati, p. 103: athagnidhamayoh pratyaksena sambandhasiddher
anumanapravrttir yukta, naivam atreti cet, na, thapi karyatvasyadhistatr-
parvakatvena sambandhasiddher anumanam pravartata iti| athagnir anu-
manad urdhvam api pratyakso maivam $vara ity anumanam katham iti
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cet, na, atyantaparoksasyapi caksurader upalabdhyanumeyatvat| athatra
samanyena kriyayah *karanakaryatvopalabdher (conj. : karana® ed.) anu-
manam, tarhi karyatvasya samanyena kartrpurvakatvopalabdher anumanam
iti| (...) mna ca sarve drstantadharma darstantike ’pi bhavanti, abhede
drstantadarstantikavyavaharocchedaprasangat| na hi chidikriyayah karanam
kutharadi drstam iti rupopalabdhikriyayam api tatha bhavati| yatha catrapa-
stavisesena karanena kriyaya vyaptatvad anumanam, evam iSvaranumane
’pi| ‘If [you object that] we are right to make the inference because the con-
nection between fire and smoke is established through sense-perception,
[but] in this case [of inferring God] it is not so, [then I reply that your
objection is] not [valid], since in this instance, too, the inference works
because it is established that the condition of being an effect is connected
with the condition of being dependent on a controller [of the production].
If [you object that] fire is also visible after the inference [has been made],
[but] the Lord is not thus, so how could we infer [His existence], [then
I reply that your objection is] not [valid], since the faculty of sight and
[other sense-faculties] can be inferred from perception, even though they
are completely invisible. If [you say that] in this case we make the infer-
ence from perceiving the fact that [any] action in general is the effect of
an instrument, then [in the case of mountains etc.] we make the inference
from perceiving the fact that an effect in general requires an agent. (...)
And not all properties of the example belong also to the thing it illustrates,
since, if they were the same, talking about example and exemplified would
become impossible. For just because such things as an axe are observed
to be the instrument of the action of cutting, it is not thus in the case
of the action of perceiving colours. And just as in this case we make the
inference from the fact that action [in general] is invariably concomitant
with an instrument devoid of any particularities, [we make the inference]
in the same way also in the case of inferring the Lord.’

Cf. note ad 3.132.

3.154 Cf. note ad 3.132.

3.155 this incurable headache ez conj. The feminine pronoun iyam (omit-
ted by RAGHAVAN and THAKUR) suggests that the subject of the sentence
is Sirortih. Instead of emending bhaisajya to abhaisajya, one might con-
sider conjecturing bhisaja or bhaisajyena.

3.157 The universe created by God must have a function: it helps the souls to
gather the fruits of their actions through a long series of rebirths. But this
theory comes to nothing if no eternal Self exists attached to our perish-
able body. Says Bhatta Narayanakantha’s Mrgendravrtti ad 6.1ab (atha
visvanimittasya praptam laksanam atmanah|) (p.149): wvisvasya jagato
nimittam pravartanahetur atma tadbhogasadhanaya tanukaranabhuvana-
dinam utpatteh| ‘The Self is the cause of the whole universe, [i.e. it is] the
reason of its creation, since bodies, sense faculties, and worlds come into
being so that it can experience [the fruits of its past karmas].’
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The following verses of the Tantra further clarify why the universe must
have been created for the souls (vv.6.2-3ab):

karyam ksityadi kartesas tat kartur nopayujyate|

na svartham apy acidbhavan nanarthyam kartrgauravat]|

parisesyat parartham tat ksetrajiah sa paras tayoh)

‘The earth etc. are the product, [their] creator is the Lord. This [product]
is of no use to the creator. Neither does it exist for itself, since it is uncon-
scious. It cannot be useless because of the gravity of the creator. Since
there is no other alternative left, it must exist for the sake of another,
[and] it is the knower of the field [i.e. the Self] which is that “other”],
different] from those two [namely the creator and his creation].’

Then the Carvaka objects the following (v. 3cd):

paro dehas tadarthatvat pararthah ksmadayo nanul|

‘Surely that “other” is the body; earth etc. exist for the sake of something
else in so far as they exist for its sake.’

Then we have the answer to this objection (v.4ab):

kayo ’py acittvad anyarthyam sutaram pratipadyate|

‘The body, too, since it is insentient, certainly exists for the sake of some-
thing else.’

The Carvaka then puts forth that the body itself is conscious, but the
siddhantin rejects this view (vv.4cd-5):

cetanas cet na bhogyatvad vikaritvac ca jatucit||

bhogya vikarino drstas cidvihinah patadayah)

yasmin sati ca sattvad va na saty api Save citihl|

‘If you say that [the body] is sentient, [then my answer is:] never, be-
cause it is the object of experience [and not the subject], and because it
changes. Things which are the objects of experience and which are subject
to change, such as cloths, are seen to be devoid of consciousness. Or [if
you say that the body is conscious] because the one [i.e. the soul] exists
as long as the other [i.e. the body] exists, [this objection is also wrong,
because] even if the corpse exists there is no consciousness [in it].’

In the Matangaparamesvara first Matanga sets forth the Carvaka posi-
tion that there is no Self other than the body, and consciousness is just
the result of some chemical process in the body (vv.6.5cd-7ab). In his
commentary Bhatta Ramakantha mentions some details of the material-
ist view, the final conclusion of which is well known from other sources
as well (p.138): ata eva ca Sariravinase drastur api vinasat paralokino
‘bhavat paralokasiddhir ity uktam— ‘yavajjivam sukham jiven nasti mrtyur
agocarah| bhasmibhitasya Santasya punaragamanam kutah|| iti| ‘And for
this very reason, since there is no transmigrating entity because the ex-
periencing agent also perishes when the body perishes, transmigration
[itself] is [also] not established. Thus it is said: “Man should live happily
as long as he is alive. There is no one who can avoid death. How could
a dead man who has been reduced to ashes return [to life] again?”’ Cf.
BHATTACHARYA, p. 610, sloka 7.
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3.161 aware of itself Cf. Kiranavrtti ad 2.25ab (p. 53): atma svasamvedanena
svaparatmaprakasataya pratipurusam siddhyati kim anyena sadhanenal ‘A
soul is proved to exist in every man by one’s own experience as being
manifest both to itself and to other souls. What need is there of further
proof?’ (tr. GOODALL) See also Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 1.5 (p.14),
and Mrgendratantra 6.5 (quoted above).

3.161 single synthesizer Cf. Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 1.4 (p.9): satyam,
ata evendriyadir wa karyat so ’picchatmakad anumiyata iti naiyayikah)
(... ) idccha hi parvanubhutasukhasadhanatvadyanusandhanasamarthyasi-
ddhatatsamanakartrtvajnanasahabhaviniti jnatrantarebhya iva sariravijna-
nantaradibhyo ’pi karyatvena vyavartamana visistam jnataram sthiram
anumapayatity atmasiddhih| ‘Say the Naiyayikas: “True [i.e. the Self is
imperceptible]. For this very reason, just as such [invisible things| as the
sense-faculties [are inferred from their effects], it [i.e. the Self] is also in-
ferred from an effect, namely desire.” (...) For desire will [necessarily]
arise together with the cognition that it has the same agent [as the previ-
ous experience had], which [cognition] is established through the capacity
of synthesizing, for instance, the formerly experienced fact that something
is a means of accomplishing pleasure. Thus, inasmuch as it cannot be the
effect of another cognition, the body, and the like, just as [it cannot be the
effect] of other cognising subjects, [desire] induces us to infer a particular,
stable cognising subject: this proves the [existence of the] Self.” Alex Wat-
son has pointed out (WATSON, note 51, p.63; p. 65) the close resemblance
between the naiyayika view as presented by Ramakantha and Jayanta’s
arguments in the Nyayamangart (vol. I, pp. 278f).

3.165 ...the contact of its threads with one another disintegrates Cf.
Bhatta Narayanakantha’s definition of karya, quoted in note ad 3.180. See
also Naresvarapariksaprakasa p.114: yatra yatra savayavatvam tatra tatra
karyata yatha ghatadau| yatra tu karyatvam nasti tatra savayavatvam nasti
yathatmadau| ‘If A is composite than A is an effect, like such things a pot.
But if A is not an effect then A is not composite, like such things as the
Self.’

3.165 it must be eternal Cf. Ramakantha’s commentary ad Matangapara-
mesvara vidyapada 6.34-35 (p.172): grahyopadhibhede ’py anasvadita-
svatmabhedah, kalatraye ’pi tiraskrtasvagatapragabhavapradhvamsabhavo,
nanavidhapramanadyanekacittavrttyudayasamuvedane 'py akampitatadgra-
hakasthairyavedano, vrttyantaralesv apy aviluptajyotih, susuptadav apy a-
khanditasvasamuit, satatam evarthavagamakatvena bhasanad atmapada-
pratipadyah pratipurusam svasamvedanasiddhah *sthira eva (ed. MSS G, r,
T : sthirabhava ed.) iti kim atranyena sadhanena? ‘[The grasping subject]
never experiences [any] differentiation in itself, even though the adventi-
tious factors, i.e. the objects of cognition are different; [both possible
forms of] its own [non-existence:] non-existence prior to production and
non-existence after destruction are concealed from it in all three times;
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even though it cognises the arising of many conditions of the mind due to
various means of knowledge and the like, it has an unshaken cognition of
the stability of [itself as] the grasper of these [thoughts and feelings]; its
radiance is unimpaired even in the intervals of the [mental] activities; its
self-cognition is unbroken even in deep sleep and [similar conditions]; it
is expressed by the word ‘Self’ because it always shines forth as the con-
veyor of knowledge about objects; it is established through self-cognition
for each one of us as permanent: so what other proof is needed in its
case? The same sentence (with variations) is found in Ramakantha’s
Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 1.5 (p. 14, see WATSON, p. 127ff), and Para-
moksanirasakarikavrtti (p. 294 in Astaprakaranam: Tattvaprakasa- Tattva-
sangraha- Tattvatrayanirnaya- Ratnatraya- Bhogakarika- Nadakarika-Moksa-
karika-Paramoksanirasakarika, ed. Brajavallabha Dvivedi, Yogatantra-
granthamala 12, Varanasi, 1988).

3.165 Because... Cf. BHATTACHARYA, p. 605, IV.2.

3.165 the Self has to be inferred to be eternal Cf. Bhatta Ramakantha’s
commentary (p.18) on Kiranatantra 1.15 (pasur ... amarto): kim ca
amartatvam asya pragvad eva murtopalaksitasparsayuktamahabhutakara-
Sarirad anyatvam tadgrahaokataya prakasanad ity anubhavenaiva bhuta-
tmanisedhah| ata eva bhitodbhiutac casya vilaksanatvenanubhavan na bha-
tebhyah samutpattih| pratijanma parvatarajanmanubhavasamskarotpanna-
smaranapurvacestadarsanato ‘naditvena nityatvena siddhes ca| ‘Moreover
[the statement] that the soul is ‘formless’ means, as [has been said] before,
that it is different from the body, which has the form of the coarse ele-
ments that are amenable to the sense of touch and that are characterised
as ‘having form’, because it [i.e. the soul] manifests as that which per-
ceives those [bodies and things made up of coarse elements]. Thus [the
contention that] the soul [is] composed of the [coarse] elements is refuted
by experience itself. From this it follows that it does not arise from the
elements, since it is experienced as different also from all that arises from
the elements and because it is established to be eternal, because it is be-
ginningless, since we perceive in every birth actions that are dependent on
memory arising from the mental traces of experience in previous births.’
(tr. GOODALL)

3.168 Cf. Nyayasutra 3.2.60: purvakrtaphalanubandhat tadutpattih| ‘It [i.e. the
body] comes into being due to the continuing existence of the fruits of the
previously performed actions.’

Nyayabhasya ad loc. (p.210): parvasarire ya pravrttir vagbuddhisariraram-
bhalaksana tat parvakrtam karmoktam| tasya phalam tajjanitau dharma-
dharmau| tatphalasyanubandha atmasamavetasyavasthanam| tena avasthi-
tena prayuktebhyo bhutebhyas tasyotpattih Sarirasya, na svatantrebhyah)
‘Previously performed action is said to be the activity [made] in the pre-
vious body, namely an effort made with voice, intellect, or body. Its fruits
are merit and demerit produced by it. The continuing existence of its
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fruit [means] that [the fruit] stays inherently attached to the Self. The
body comes into being from the elements which have been impelled by
this staying [fruit], and not from independent[ly acting elements].’

See also Uddyotakara’s commentary ad loc. (Nyayavarttika p.415): purusa-
gunavisesapreritabhutapurvakam Sariram purusarthakriyasamarthyat| yad
yat purusarthakriyasamartham tat tat purusagunavisesapreritabhutapurva-
kam drstam yatha rathadi purusagunena prayatnena preritair bhutair ara-
bhyamanam purusarthakriyasamartham drstam| tatha ca Sariram| ‘The
[creation of the] body depends on the elements which are impelled by
particular human qualities, since [the body] is able perform actions fulfill-
ing human purposes. Anything that is capable to perform actions fulfilling
human purposes is seen to depend on the elements which are impelled by
particular human qualities, as a chariot, which is made of the elements
impelled by effort: a human quality, is seen to be able to perform actions
fulfilling human purposes. The same is true about the body.’

As for entities other than the body, the objection is raised that their com-
ing into being does not have any cause, since we see for example that
thorns prick without any apparent reason (Nyayasutra 4.1.22: animitto
bhavotpattih kantakataiksnyadidarsanat|) According to Vatsyayana, the
same argument that establishes adrsta (i.e. merit and demerit caused by
former actions) as the cause of the arising of the body can be employed
to refute this objection as well (Nyayabhasya ad loc., pp.229ff.) Uddy-
otakara remarks that we see that certain things which possess a particular
kind of shape do have a cause of their coming into being. From this we
infer that other composite things, such as thorns or bodies, are also pro-
duced by some cause, even if we never see them being actually produced
(Nyayavarttika p.442). The preceding nyayasatras reject the assumption
that God alone can be the cause of the world’s creation, because ‘if men
do not have any karma [i.e. if they do not perform any action] then no
fruit is produced’ (4.1.20: purusakarmabhave phalanispatteh)).

The texts of the Saiva Siddhanta also take karma to be the cause of the
variety of worldly phenomena (certainly not in itself, but under God’s su-
pervision). See Parakhyatantra 2.8:

sambandhagrahane karma hetutvena katham tanaul

drstva citrasarirani karmasattadhigamyatel|

‘How [do we understand] past actions to be the cause of the body though
we do not perceive the causal connection? After perceiving various bodies
the existence of [the retributive force of] past action is understood.” (tr.
GOODALL)

The soul’s experiences are determined by its karma, and the wordly phe-
nomena come into being in order to become the objects of these experi-
ences. See Svayambhuvasutrasangraha, vidyapada with the commentary
of Sadyojotis (pp. 22f.):

bhogo ’sya vedana pumsah sukhaduhkhadilaksanal

tam samarthitacaitanyah puman abhyeti karmatah||1.12||

vedana samvittir anubhavah| sukhaduhkhadibhir visayair uparaktatvat tair
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eva laksyate visisyate, sukha vedana duhkha vedana madha vedaneti| tam
ca pravrttivat kalasamarthitacaitanyah kalayaviyukta eva puman abhyeti
prapnoti karmata alambanat| sukhaduhkhamohabhavena parinatam karma
pumsam vedanaya alambanam bhavatiti| karmatas ca Sariranityadi|
karmata$ ca Sarirani visayah karanani cal

bhogasamsiddhaye bhoktur bhavanti na bhavanti ca||13||
Sariradinam yav api bhavabhavau bhogasya nimittabhutau tav api karmato
nimiattad iti| sarvatha yat kimcid bhoganimittam tat sarvam karmata itil
tatrodaharanam putrannadibhavah sukhabhoganimittam, ahikantakadibhavo
duhkhabhoganimittam iti putrannadyabhavo duhkhamohabhoganimittam,
ahikantakadyabhavah sukhabhoganimittam)|

¢ “Experience is the soul’s sensation, which is characterised by such [feel-
ings|] as pleasure, pain, etc. The soul whose consciousness is empowered
attains this [sensation] as a result of [its] karma.” Sensation [means] cog-
nising, experiencing. Since it is coloured by [its] objects such as pleasure
and pain, it is characterised, [i.e.] particularised by them as “pleasurable
sensation”, “painful sensation”, [or] “uncertain sensation”. And, similarly
to activity, only that soul attains it, [i.e.] obtains it, whose consciousness
is empowered by kala (limited power of action), [i.e.] which is not sepa-
rated from kala, [and it has this experience] as a result of its karma which
is [its] cause. For karma, having transformed itself into the [mental] states
of pleasure, pain, and uncertainty, becomes the cause of the sensation of
the souls. [The next verse is] “And as a result of karma bodies...” “And
as a result of karma bodies, sense objects, and faculties [of cognition and
action] do or do not come into being in order to accomplish the experience
of the experiencing subject.” The verse says (iti) that the existence and
non-existence of bodies and the like, which [existence or non-existence]
are the causes of experience, also depend on karma as [their instrumental]
cause. For in all circumstances everything that is the cause of experience
results from karma. For example, the existence of sons, food, etc. is the
cause of experiencing pleasure; the existence of snakes, thorns, etc. is the
cause of experiencing pain; thus the non-existence of sons, food, etc. is
the cause of experiencing pain or uncertainty, [while] the non-existence of
snakes, thorns, etc. is the cause of experiencing pleasure.’

Also Kiranavrtti ad 3.7 (p.66): purusanam hi sarvada Sarirabhogadivaici-
tryanyathanupapattya karmanah sattvam srstikale 'pi pasumrgapaksisarisrpa-
sthavaramanusyadijanmavaicitryasruteh| ‘For karman exists at all times
for souls, since the diversity of experience [mediated] through [different)
bodies and so on could not otherwise be accounted for, for scripture tells us
that even at the time of creation there was a diversity of births as domestic
and wild beasts, as birds, creeping animals, plants, humans and so on.’
(tr. GOODALL) Cf. Matangaparamesvara 6.97cd and Ramakantha’s com-
mentary ad loc. (pp.224f), Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 2.14 (pp. 139ff.),
Abhidharmakosa 4.1a (karmajam lokavaicitryam).

3.170 The body is defined as follows in the Nyayasutra (1.1.11): cestendriyartha-
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Srayah $ariram| ‘Our body is the substratum of volitions, sense-faculties,
and sense-objects.” (Cf. Nyayavarttika ad loc. (p.65): na hi gandhadayo
rthah Sartravrttayah, yat tu tesam karyam sukhaduhkhopalabdhinimitta-
tvam, tad nasati Sarire bhavati, iti Sarirasraya ity ucyante| ‘For sense-
objects such as smell are not located in the body, but their function,
namely the condition of being causes of feeling pleasure or pain, is im-
possible if the body does not exist: that is why they are taught to have
the body as their substratum.”) Since our pleasurable and painful ex-
periences are the results of our former deeds, the creation of our body,
which is the sine qua mon of these experiences, is also determined by
karma (Nyayasatra 3.2.60: parvakrtaphalanubandhat tadutpattih| ‘It [i.e.
the body] arises as a consequence of the result [i.e. merit and demerit] of
former deeds’), just as the conjunction of particular souls with particular
bodies (Sarirotpattinimittavat samyogotpattinimittam karmal, Nyayasitra
3.2.66).

3.171 Although Vrddhambhi is a carvaka, accepting the role of karma in the
creation of the body does not seem to worry him very much. We would
expect a die-hard nastika to hold that the body arises from the elements
which are independent of karma (cf. Nyayabhasya ad Nyayasutra 3.2.61
(purvapaksa): karmanirapeksebhyo bhutebhyah Sariram utpannam).

3.172 According to the Naiyayikas, the fruition of karma alone is not enough to
explain the creation of the world: an intelligent creator must also take an
essential part in the process. Says Vatsyayana (Nyayabhasya ad 4.1.21):
purusakaram tsvaro ‘nugrhnati| phalaya purusasya yatamanasyesvarah pha-
lam sampadayatiti| yada na sampadayati, tada purusakarmaphalam bha-
vatity ‘God favours human effort, which means (iti) that God makes the
result [of karma] come about for a man who strives to attain the result.
This [also] means (iti) that when [God] does not make [it] come about
then the person’s karma becomes fruitless.’

Uddyotakara’s commentary on the same satra (pp.433ff): yenaiva nya-
yenesvarasya karanatvam sidhyati, tenaivastitvam iti| (...) pradhanapa-
ramanukarmant prak pravrtter buddhimatkaranadhisthitani pravartante,
acetanatvad, vasyadivad iti| yatha vasyadi buddhimata taksnadhisthitam
acetanatvat pravartate, tatha pradhanaparamanukarmany acetanani pra-
vartante| tasmat tany api buddhimatkaranadhisthitani| (...) dharmadha-
rmau buddhimatkaranadhisthitau purusasyopabhogam kurutah, karanatvat,
vasyadivad iti| atmaivadhisthata dharmadharmayor bhavisyatiti cet, yasya
tau dharmadharmau sa evadhisthata bhavisyatiti na yuktam, prak kaya-
karanotpattes tadasambhavat| (...) yadi ca purusah svatantrah pravar-
tate, na duhkham kuryat| na hi kascid atmano duhkham icchatiti| yas
catmano ’ngopaghatam Siraschedadi va karoti, so ’pi tadvaikalye prayane
va hitabuddhih pravartata iti| yadi punar dharmadharmabhyam evadhisthi-
tah paramanavah pravarteran, na yuktam idam, acetanatvat| na hi kincid
acetanam svatantram adhisthayakam drstam iti] ‘The same argumentation
which proves that God is a cause also proves that he exists. (...) The
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source of the material world, particles, and karmas become active when
presided over by an intelligent cause before becoming active, since they
are insentient, like such things as axes. Just as such things as axes become
active when presided over by an intelligent carpenter, since they are in-
sentient, in the same way, the source of the material world, particles, and
karmas also become active [though they are] insentient, and therefore they
are also presided over by an intelligent cause. (...) Merit and demerit
bring about experience for man in as much as they are presided over by an
intelligent cause, since they are instruments, like such things as axes. If
[you object that] it is the Self alone that presides over merit and demerit,
[then the answer is that] it is not proper that the same person will be the
overseer to whom those merit and demerit belong, since this is impossible
before the body and the sense faculties come into being. (...) Further-
more, if the soul acted at will, it would not create pain [for itself]. For
nobody desires pain for himself. When somebody injures his own body or
cuts off his own head etc., that man also acts in the belief that it is ben-
eficial to mutilate that [body of his], or to die. On the other hand, if the
subtle particles became active when presided over by merit and demerit
alone, this would not be appropriate, since [merit and demerit] are insen-
tient. For no insentient thing has been seen to be an autonomous overseer.’
See also Nyayabhusana p.452: karmano ’py acetanatvan na svatahpravrttir
napi pravartakatvam, na hy acetano *hetur acetananam (conj. : hetus
cetananam ed.) adhisthata kascid avisesad adrstatvac ca| adhisthatur ace-
tanatve ca nirabhiprayavyaparatvat tadadhisthitebhyo ghunadipadavinyasa-
van na desadiniyatasvabhavam karyam upapadyate| (... ) buddhimadadhi-
sthitebhya eva hi citralekhadyupadanopakaranebhyah sthavarajamgamaja-
tivisesakrtisv avayavaracanavisesaniyamopalabdhih| ‘Since karma is uncon-
scious, it cannot perform any action by itself, neither can it propel [other
things], for no unconscious cause can preside over unconscious things, be-
cause it does not differ [from them], and because nobody has seen [such
an unconscious overseer|. Furthermore, if the overseer were unconscious,
because its activity would be unintentional, no effect whose nature is reg-
ulated through place, [time,] etc. would come into being from things
presided over by that [unconscious overseer], just as in the case when a
worm leaves its traces [in palm-leaf or wood, which may accidentally re-
semble letters]. (...) For one obtains the regularity of the particular
arrangement of the constituents in the case of the shapes of particular
species of animate and inanimate things only from those materials and
instruments, such as a painting, which have been presided over by an in-
telligent [being].’

The authors of Saiva Siddhanta expounded similar views. Says Ramakan-
tha in his Kiranavrtti ad 3.12 (p.74):

atra parabhiprayah|

karma cet (12d)

anena hi prayogavacanena bhavadbhih kartrmatram sadhyam upaksiptam)|
tac cobhayavadisiddham karmastv iti Sravanah $abda itivat siddhasadhana-
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tvad ayuktam etat| yad ahur jaiminiyah (S'lokavdrttika sambandhaksepa-
parihara 75)—

kasyacid dhetumatrasya yady adisthatrtesyate

karmabhih sarvabhavanam tatsiddheh siddhasadhanam]||

iti| atra siddhantah)

na hy acetanam|| (12d)

na siddhasadhanam yasmat karmacetanam iti| ayam arthah| nasmabhir
atra kartrtvamatram sadhyate 'pi tu visistajnanakriyayuktah karteti kuto
‘cetanaih karmabhih siddhasadhanam itil

‘Here [follows] an opponent’s opinion:

“What if it is karman [that is the cause of the universe|?”

All that you have put forward to be proved with this syllogism [of yours]
is [the existence of] some agent. Let that [agent] be karman, which is
accepted by both sides in the dispute, and thus this [argument of the
Saiddhantika] is inappropriate, because the syllogism would then prove
what is already well-established, just like the assertion ‘sound is audible’.
As the Mimamsakas assert, “If one requires just any cause to preside [over
the creation of the universe, then let this role be performed] by [the fruits
of past] actions, since they are proved to exist for all beings. [And in that
case the fault of] proving what is already established [vitiates the argu-
ment].” In response to this [the view of] the Siddhanta is:

“No, because [karman is] insentient.”

This is not [a case of] proving what is already established, because kar-
man is insentient. What is meant by this is that we have not sought to
prove here simply that there must be an agent, but that there is an agent
equipped with particular [powers of] knowledge and action. Why then
should there be [the logical fault of] proving what is already established
because of insentient actions [being all that is proved]?’ (tr. GOODALL)
Bhatta Narayanakantha in his Mrgendravrtti (pp.108ff.) also rejected
the possibility that either karma (quoting glokavdrttika, sambandhaksepa-
parihara 75) or maya could be the agent of creation, on the ground that
both are insentient. (The Vaisesika Vyomasiva also quotes and refutes
Slokavarttika sambandhaksepaparihara 75 in Vyomavati, pp. 103f.)

See also Parakhyatantra 2.12cd (Pratoda’s objection):

tanvadeh karanam karma kalpitena matena kim||

‘The cause of bodies and such is [the retributive force of] past action. Why
trouble with some artificial theory?’ (tr. Goodall)

Ibid. v.15ab (Prakasa’s reply):

asya drstasya hetur va karmakhyo buddhiman bhavet]

‘Or [you might be forced to maintain that] the cause of this perceived [uni-
verse] that we call [the retributive force of] past action must be endowed
with sentience.” (tr. Goodall)

Yamunacarya in his Agamapramanya (p. 25) also argues against the agency
of unconscious karmas: cetananadhistitani tani [i.e. karmani| na karyani
janayitum utsahante, acetanatvad vastat| na hi cetanena taksna ‘nadhisthi-
ta vasi svayam eva yuapadiny apadayitum alam| ‘Those [karmas] are not
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capable of producing effects without being presided over by a sentient
[agent], since they are insentient, like an axe. For an axe is not able to
bring about such things as posts if it is not presided over by a sentient
carpenter.” (Cf. Uddyotakara’s commentary ad Nyayasutra 4.1.21, quoted
above.)

3.174 See Vyomavatr, p.103: sarvam acetanam cetanadhisthitam pravartama-
nam drstam, yatha tantvadi, tatha ca karmadi| ‘All insentient things, such
as threads etc., are seen to become active when presided over by a sentient
[agent], and the same is true about karmas.’

3.180 The Carvaka’s objection may bring to our mind Mandanamisra’s argu-
ments against a single creator God, also quoted by Ramakantha in his
Kiranavrtti (p.73): napi dharmisvarapaviparitasadhano yam viruddhah)
yathaha mandanah ( Vidhiviveka, pp. 219 and 224)—
sannivesadimat sarvam buddhimaddhetu yadyapil
prasiddhasannivesader ekakaranata kutah|
rathadyavayava nanataksanirmapita apil
drsyante jagati praya upakaryopakarakah)|
iti| yato rathadyavayavanam anekataksanirmitanam api naikasthapatibud-
dhikriyabhyam vinaikaratharambhakatvam drstam)|
‘Nor is the [logical ground] contradicted as proving [some quality that is]
the opposite of the nature of the subject of the argument, as Mandana
states: “Although everything that is composite and so on must have a
sentient cause, how can one say that well-known composite things and so
on have only one cause? Although the parts of something like a chariot are
constructed by various craftsmen, generally one experiences that things in
the universe which help to [bring something about] require [in turn] to
be helped [themselves].” [The counter argument above is wrong,] because
although the parts of something like a chariot are [individually] created
by various craftsmen, they are not seen to create a chariot without the
knowledge and action of a single master craftsman.” (tr. GOODALL) See
also his Matangavrtti ad 6.99cd-100ab (p.229).

Mandanamisra’s objection had already been quoted and rejected by Bhatta
Narayanakantha in his commentary (p.103) to the following verse of the
Mrgendratantra (3.1): athopalabhya dehadi vastu karyatvadharmakam| kar-
taram asya jantmo visistam anumanatah|| Narayanakantha first estab-
lishes that everything that had been first non-existent and that was sub-
sequently made existent is an effect; since the body is such, it is also an
effect (p.99: abhatva bhavitvam eva hi karyatvam, tac ca dehasyopala-
bhyata eval). Another reason which proves that things such as the body
are products is the fact that they are composite and impermanent (ibid.:
kim ca sanniveSavisesavattvad vinasvaratvac ca dehadeh karyatvam apah-
notum aSakyam| yad yat sannivesavisesavad vinasvaram, tat tat karyam
yatha ghatadi|). The next step in the argumentation is to show that ev-
ery effect is dependent on a sentient agent (ibid.: yad yat karyam tat
tad buddhimatkartrparvakam drstam yatha rathadi| yat tu naivamvidham,
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na tat karyam yathatmadi|). Wild plants, rice, forest trees are also part
of the subject of the argument, since it has not been proved that they
were not produced by an agent (p.100: na cayam akrstajataih salyadibhir
vanadrumadibhir vanatkantikah, tesu kartrabhavasyaniscayat tesam ca pa-
ksibhatatvat|). The Mimamsakas might object that pots are made by pot-
ters, not by God (glokavdrttika sambandhaksepaparihara 79 is quoted),
but then it was the Lord who made the potters capable of making pots.
Then follows Mandanamisra’s objection and its refutation.

The Naiyayika Bhasarvajna also argues against the multiplicity of creators
in his Nyayabhuasana (p.476, probably referring to Prajhakaragupta’s ob-
jection: tatha bahubhir ekasya bahunam caikatah kriya, Pramanavartika-
larikara, v.2.234, p.37): nanu catkasyapi karyasyaikah karta bahavas ca
drsyante, tatha bahunam apy eko bahavas ca| tat katham avagamyate—
‘sarvasya jagata eka evesvarah karta ma tu bahavo ‘nisvara’ iti? uktam
atra| yah paridrstani karanani prayunkte, tais ca na prayujyate sa svatan-
trah kartety ucyate| na canisvarasya paramanvadrstadisu bhubhudhara-
Sarirabhyantaravayavadisu ca paridarsanapurvakam prayoktrtvam sambha-
vati| tatra bahavo 'nisvarah ksityadeh kartarah prasadavisesasyevasankhya-
ta api stanamdhaya iti| athesvara eva bahavah ksityadeh kartara isyante,
tatha saty apasiddhantas te prapnoti| ekanirakarane ca bahvabhyupagamo
‘nistaparihare ‘tikausalam khyapayati| kim ca tesam isvaranam kim aisva-
ryam sarvajnatvam anuttama $aktis casti na va? yady asti, tadanekesva-
rakalpanaya kim? vaiyarthyat| atha nasti, tada tesam niyamita kascit pra-
bhur asti, anyatha katham avirodhena sada jagadutpattyadisu pravarterann
iti?] ¢ “But surely, we see that one product has [sometimes] one, and [some-
times] many makers, and similarly many [products can] also have one or
many [makers]. So how can one ascertain that the whole world has only
one creator: the Lord, and not many [creators] who are not gods?” We
have [already] answered [this objection]. That person who employs the
causes which he thoroughly knows and who is not employed by them is
said to be the autonomous agent. And someone who is not God cannot
employ such things as particles and adrsta (the result of good and bad
deeds), or for example the interior parts of the earth, mountains, and bod-
ies, which employment requires the thorough knowledge [of these things].
To perform such a deed (tatra), the many creators of the earth, etc., who
are not gods (anisvarah), are [just] babies, like the builders of an extraor-
dinary palace who, countless as they be, are not masters (anisvarah). If
one holds that the many creators of the earth etc. are indeed gods, then, if
that is the case, you arrive at a conclusion that is opposed to your position.
You get rid of one and then accept many: this proclaims how extremely
clever you are in refuting what you do not accept. Furthermore, do those
gods possess divine faculties, omniscience, and unsurpassed power, or do
they not? If they do, then why postulate several gods? For [such a postu-
lation] is useless. If they don’t then they have a superior (ka$cit) master
as [their] governor. Otherwise how could they continuously engage in the
creation of the world etc. without quarrelling?’
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Cf. Vyomavati, p. 203: na casmadadyatmaivadhisthayakah, tasya tadvisaya-
jnanabhavat| tatha casmadadyatmano na karmavisayam juanam indriya-
jam, napi paramanvadivisayam| ‘And the controller cannot be the Self of
our kind, since it lacks the knowledge of that matter. And thus, on the
other hand, the knowledge that the Self of our kind has, in as much as it
arises from the senses, does not pertain either to the karmas or to such
[invisible things| as the particles.’

3.182 do not rejoice at its production Therefore if it depended on them

they would probably hinder its creation.

3.182 mountains, etc. ex conj. ISAACSON. Candrananda in his commentary

to Vaisesikasutra 5.2.2 points out that such phenomena as earthquakes
occur in order to indicate good and evil for the creatures (prajanam Su-
bhasubhasucanaya), and thus they are especially caused by their adrsta
(merit and demerit).

3.182 wild plants ex conj. ISAACSON. The three kinds of wild plants corre-

spond to the three kinds of uncultivated land.

3.182 they cause them pleasure or pain Cf. Nyayabhusana p.479 (answer-

ing Prajnakaragupta’s objection in Pramanavartikalankara v. 2.284cd, p. 39:
chagadinam purisader vartulikaranena kim||): chagadipurisader vartulika-
rane preksavatah kim prayojanam iti cet, chagadinam tadrsenaiva purisa-
visesenotsargakale sukham duhkham va bhavatiti tannimittakarmaphala-
sampadakatvam eva prayojanam| etena badarikantakamayiaracandrikadi-
vaicitryakarane 'pi prayojanam drastavyam| tatrapy avasyam kasyacit su-
kham duhkham va, darsanam sparsanam va bhavatity ato vicitram prani-
nam karmadhisthaya tadanurupam phalam kurvatah katham apreksapurva-
karitvam? ‘If [you raise the objection:] “What purpose can a considerate
[creator] have in making round such things as the droppings of goats and
other [animals]?” [, then I give you the following reply:] goats and other
[animals] feel pleasure or pain at the time of excretion precisely because
of those particular droppings of precisely that kind, so the goal [of the
creator| is nothing but to be the accomplisher of the results of the karmas
which are the causes of that [pleasure or pain]. In the same way one should
also see the purpose of creating diversity [in the form of] such [things] as
the thorns of the jujube tree, the eyes in the peacock’s tail, etc. In the case
of these things, too, someone will necessarily feel pleasure or pain, [since
someone will necessarily] see or touch [them]. So how could [the creator]
act without consideration when he presides over the manifold karma of
creatures, and produces a result which suits that [karma]?’

Cf. Sankara’s commentary to Brahmasutra 2.1.34: atah srjyamanapra-
nidharmadharmapeksa visama srstir iti nayam Svarasyaparadhah| ‘Thus
the creation is not uniform inasmuch as it is dependent on the merit and
demerit of the created beings: this is not the Lord’s fault.’
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3.184 presided over by the Blessed Lord Cf. Parakhyatantra 2.19:
svakarmapeksya jivanam svapravrttih sahetukal
so ’pi karmesvarakhyo ‘smin hetuh karyena gamyate||
‘The activity of individual souls depends on their own actions, [and] it has
a [further] cause; and that cause, who is called the Lord over action, is
known here from [His] effect[s].” (tr. GOODALL)

3.185 = Mahabharata 3.31.27.

3.187 The ascetic followers of the abbot ez conj. When the Carvaka is
silenced by the Snataka’s arguments, the followers of the GRADUATE
(snatakanucarah) will mock him in the same way.

3.187 humiliate ex conj. ISAACSON. parikramanti does not give a satisfactory
meaning.

3.188 the suffering caused by your karma More precisely ‘cholera of your
karma’. One might consider emending the text to ‘karne ’pi sucim’, mean-
ing ‘Endure still a needle in your ear, too, for a moment.’

3.194 sense perception and the like, which is not eternal ez em. Cf. Tat-
paryatika (Slokavdrttz'ka (with Tatparyatika), p. 38): tatha cahur bhartrisva-
radayah—Fkim hi nityam pramanam drstam? pratyeksadi va yad anityam
tasya pramanye kasya vipratipattih? 1 thank Dr.Kei Kataoka for this
reference.

3.196 since it creates awareness Cf. Sabarabhasya(F) ad 1.1.2 (p.16): nanv
atathabhutam apy artham bruyac codana, yatha yatkimcana laukikam va-
canam ‘nadyas tire phalani santi’ iti, tat tathyam api bhavati, vitatham api
bhavatiti| ucyate, vipratisiddham idam abhidhiyate ‘braviti ca vitatham ca’
iti| bravity ity ucyate 'vabodhayati, budhyamanasya nimittam bhavatiti|
yasmims ca nimittabhute saty avabudhyate, so vabodhayati| yadi ca co-
danayam satyam ‘agnihotrat svargo bhavati’ ity avagamyate, katham ucy-
ate, ‘na tatha bhavati’ iti? atha na tatha bhavati, katham avabudhyate?
asantam artham avabudhyata iti vipratisiddham| ‘[Objection:] But surely,
an injunction may also say something which is untrue, just as an every-
day statement of little importance, e.g. “there are fruits on the bank of
the river”, can be sometimes true, sometimes false. [Reply:] We answer
[this objection] as follows: to say that “one states [something] and [what
one states is|] false” is contradictory. “One states” means “one creates
awareness, one is the cause for a person who cognises”. And if [someone]
becomes aware of [something] when X is present as the cause, then X
creates the awareness. And if we learn, when there is an injunction, that
paradise results from the Agnihotra, [then] how can you say that it is not
so? If it is not so then how can one become aware of it? To say that one
becomes aware of a nonexistent thing is contradictory.’

3.200 Cf. Slokavarttika (with Kasika) codana 52-53:
yada svatah pramanatvam tadanyan naiva mrgyate|
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tasmad bodhatmakatvena prapta buddheh pramanatal
arthanyathatvahetutthadosajnianad apodyatel|

‘When the validity [of a cognition] is given by itself, then no other [means
of cognition] is sought for [to prove the validity of the original cognition],
for the falsity [of the original cognition] is excluded without any effort
through the non-cognising of any defect. Therefore the validity of a [false]
cognition that has been learnt from the fact that it has the nature of
[creating] awareness is annulled due to the [subsequent] cognising of the
fact that the object is otherwise, or that some defect has arisen in the
causes [of the first cognition].’

3.202 Surely verbal expression operates with reference to objects
known by other means of valid knowledge. Cf. Slokavarttika (with
Tatparyatika) codana 22:
pramanantaradrstam hi $abdo ‘rtham prapayet sadal
smrtivac ca svayam tasya pramanyam nopapadyate)|
[Objection:] ‘For in all cases a verbal expression can convey a referent that
has [already] been ascertained through other means of valid knowledge,
and, just like memory, it cannot be valid in itself.’

3.204 command On the concept of niyoga see Kiyotaka YOsHIMIZU, ‘Der Gel-
tungsbereich der vedischen Weisung (niyoga) bei den Prabhakaras’, in
Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Stidasiens XXXVIII, 1994, pp. 4851f.

3.205 Cf. Sabarabhasya(F) ad 1.1.2 (pp.16, 18): yo hi janitva pradhvamsate
‘naitad evam’ iti, sa mithyapratyayah| na caisa kalantare purusantare va-
sthantare desantare va viparyeti, tasmad avitathah| (...) viplavate khalv
api kascit purusakrtad vacanat pratyayah| na tu vedavacanasya mithyatve
kimcana pramanam asti| ‘For that is a false cognition which, after arising,
becomes invalid, [as one establishes that] ‘this is not so’. This [cognition
created by the words of the Vedal], however, does not change into its
opposite either at another time, or in another person, or among other
circumstances, or at another place; therefore it is not false. (...) Though
certainly there are some cognitions [arising] from man-made statements
that become invalid, but there is no proof at all with regard to the falsity
of a Vedic statement.’

3.206 it is only repetition Cf. Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) codana 72:
tenetaraih pramanair ya codananam asangatih|
tayaiva syat pramanatvam anwvadatvam anyathall
‘Therefore Vedic injunctions are valid precisely because they have no asso-
ciation with other means of valid knowledge. Otherwise they would [only]
be repetitions.’
In fact all means of valid knowledge operate independently when they pro-
duce cognition. Says Kumarila (Slokavdrttika (with Tatparyatika) codana
47-48):
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svatah sarvapramananam pramanyam iti grhyatam (v.1. gamyatam)]

na hi svato ’satt Saktih kartum anyena Sakyatel|

atmalabhe hi bhavanam karanapeksita bhavet|

labdhatmanam svakaryesu pravrttih svayam eva tul|

‘One should understand that all means of cognition are valid by them-
selves, for a capacity which is not inherently present [in a thing such as
a pramana) cannot be brought about by another [thing such as another
pramana]. For things may depend on some cause for their coming into
being, but once they have come into being they operate independently
with respect to [the production of] their own effects.’

3.208 dependent on a person Cf. Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) citrakse-
pa 60-61:
purusadhinavijnianas tebhyah prag anirapitah|
yah samgnasamgnisambandhah sa cesta$ ced dhruvam krtahl|
bhinnadesadyadhisthanad yatha rajjughatadisu
samam nasty anayoh kincit tenasangatata svatah|
‘The connection between the sign / name and the signified / named [ob-
ject], the ascertainment of which depends on men [and which] has not been
seen [to exist] before those [men]—if you accept that [connection], it must
be artificial [and not inherent]. These two [i.e. the sign and the signified
object] have nothing in common, just as a rope and a jar for example,
since they occupy different places and [time periods]; therefore they are
not joined by themselves.’
See also Sabarabhasya(F) pp. 36-38.

3.210 the word’s power Cf. Slokavarttika (with Nyayaratnakara) sambandha-
ksepaparihara 28a: Saktir eva hi sambandho.

3.210 innate Cf. Mimamsasutra 1.1.5: autpattikas tu Sabdasyarthena sam-
bandhas tasya jnanam upadeso ‘vyatirekas carthe anupalabdhe, tat prama-
nam badarayanasya, anapeksatvat| ‘Rather it is the innate connection of
the word with its referent which is [the means of] its [i.e. dharma’s] cog-
nising, [in as much as] it is instruction and not error, with regard to an
object which is not ascertained [with the help of other pramanas]; it is a
means of valid cognition according to Badarayana, since it is independent.’
Sabarabhasya(F) ad loc. (p.24): autpattika iti nityam bramah| (...) aut-
pattikah Sabdasyarthena sambandhas tasya agnihotradilaksanasya dhar-
masya nimittam pratyaksadibhir anavagatasyal katham? upadeso hi bhava-
ti| upadesa iti visistasya Sabdasya uccaranam| avyatirekas ca bhavati tasya
Jnanasya| na hi tad utpannam jaanam viparyeti yac ca nama jaanam
utpannam na viparyeti, na tac chakyate vaktum ‘naitad evam’ iti, ‘yatha
vijnayate, na tatha bhavati; yathaitan na vignayate, tathaitad’ iti| anyad
asya hrdaye anyad vaci syat| evam vadato viruddham idam avagamyate
‘asti masti ca’ iti| tasmat tat pramanam, anapeksatvat| na hy evam sati
pratyayantaram apeksitavyam purusantaram va| svayampratyayo hy asaul
‘With [the word] “innate” we mean eternal. (...) The innate connection
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of the word with its referent is the cause of dharma characterised as agni-
hotra and the like, which [dharma] is not known through sense perception
and other [means of cognition]. Why? Since it is instruction. “Instruc-
tion” means uttering a particular word. And that cognition cannot go
wrong, since that cognition, when arisen, does not change into its oppo-
site. And indeed one cannot say about a cognition which, having arisen,
does not change into its opposite that “this is not thus”, [or] “this is not
thus as it is cognised”, [or] “this is thus as it is not cognised”. [If one
were to speak in this way then] he would have one thing in his heart and
speak something else. We find that the person who speaks thus makes this
contradictory [statement]: “it is and it is not”. Therefore it is a means of
valid cognition, since it is independent. For in this case one should not
wait for another cognition or another person, since it is a [valid] cognition
in itself.’

Cf. also Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) citraksepa 19cd—20ab
sambandho ’sti ca nitya$ cety uktam autpattikadinal|

mithyatvasya nirasartham tat parair nesyate dvayam|

‘There is a connection [between the word and its referent], and [this con-
nection] is eternal: this is taught in [the sftra] beginning with “autpat-
tikas...”, in order to refute the falsity [of Sabda]. Others do not accept
either of these two [facts].’

3.211 Mandanamisra in his Vidhiviveka (p. 35) gives a summary of the Prabha-
kara view on the nature of vidhi, ‘Vedic injunction’, which is remarkably
similar to the Graduate’s position: pramanantaragocarah sabdamatralam-
bano ‘niyukto ’smi’ iti pratyatmavedaniyah sukhadivad aparamrstakalatra-
yo linadinam artho vidhir’ iti| ‘Vedic injunction is not accessible to any
other means of cognition; it depends only on the Word [of the Vedas];
everyone experiences it in its own self, [realising that] “I have been en-
joined”, just as [one feels] pleasure and the like; it is not connected with
any of the three times; and it is the referent of the optative and other
[verbal suffixes, e.g. the imperative].’

3.213 Cf. Vacaspati Misra’s Nyayakanika on the Prabhakara theory of niyoga
as presented in the Vidhivikeka: (p.35) yato linadiyuktavakyasravanasa-
manantaram svargakamading niyojyena ‘niyukto ‘smi’ iti pratyatmaveda-
niyah sukhadivat| yatha hi santapadianas candananulepananantaram anta-
ram api manomatrapravedaniyam amilitalocanah sukhabhedam ananya-
pramanakam anubhavati, evam niyogam api linadivakyasravananantaram
ity arthah| (...) (p.38) karyabhidhayita taval linadinam avagatacaryava-
kyesu ‘manavaka, samidham ahara’ ityadisu| tatha hy etadvakyasravanana-
ntaram pravartamanam samidaharane manavakam upalabhya parsvastho
vyutpitsur evam avadharayati— ‘buddhipurveyam asya pravrttih, svatantra-
pravrttitvat, madiyapravrttivat| yac caham buddhva pravrttas tad evayam
madavisesat| aham ca na kriyamatravagaman napi phalamatravagaman
napi phalasadhanatvavagamat, kintu karyatavagamat| na khalv antato 'rbha-
kah stanapanadikam api kriyam karyataya yavan navagatavan *asti (conj.
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: asmi ed.) na tavat tasyam api pravrttih| (... ) atah phalasadhanatatiri-
ktakaryatabodhat pravrttir mameti manavako ’pi tadavabodhad eva pravrita
iti niscinoti| tadavabodhas casyacaryavacananantaram upajayamanas tan-
nibandhana eveti karyabhidhayitam sabdasya kalpayati| ‘Since immediately
after hearing a sentence which contains a verbal suffix such as the opta-
tive, everyone who, for example, desires heaven and who is to be enjoined
can feel [vidhi] in himself [realising]: “I have been enjoined [to perform
the sacrifice]”, just as [one feels] pleasure and the like. For just as some-
one who is afflicted by heat, immediately after smearing sandal-paste [on
his or her own body], also experiences, with eyes closed, a kind of internal
pleasure, which can only be felt by [one’s own] mind, and for which there is
no other means of valid cognition [to ascertain it]—[one] also [experiences]
the enjoinment in the same way, immediately after hearing a sentence
[containing] a verbal suffix such as the optative: this is the meaning [of
Mandana’s words]. (...) First of all one understands that such verbal
suffixes as the optative express duty in such sentences of the teacher as
“Boy, fetch the firewood”. To explain, having seen that the boy becomes
engaged in fetching the firewood immediately after hearing this sentence,
the observer, who wants to learn, reasons in the following way: “This en-
gagement of his is intentional, because he has acted at will, in the same
way as I act. And he must have cognised the same thing that I cognise
before I engage in something, since he is not different from me. And I [set
about doing something] neither because I understand the action alone, nor
because I understand the result alone, nor because I understand that [the
action] is the means of accomplishing the result, but because I understand
that it is something that must be done. Clearly, until the infant finally
understands that even such actions as sucking are things that must be
done, it will not set about doing even that. (...) Therefore, since I set
about [doing something] because I know that it must be done, which is
different from [knowing] that it is a means of accomplishing the result,
the boy has also become engaged precisely because he had understood
that [i.e. karyata]” — this is the conclusion [that the observer| reaches.
And inasmuch as his [i.e. the boy’s] understanding of that [karyata] arises
immediately after the speaking of the teacher, it is caused by that [i.e. by
the words of the teacher] alone: therefore he [i.e. the observer] postulates
that the word has the function of expressing duty.’

On the two possible functions of niyoga, namely prerana (instigating) and
bodhana (creating awareness) see the article of YOSHIMIZU (cited in note
ad 3.204), who also deals with the interpretation of these two functions in
Prabhakara and Bhatta literature.

J

3.217 tying a rope around its neck Cf. Sdbarabhdgya(F) (p-38) and Slo-
kavarttika (with Tatparyatika) citraksepa 60-61, where fastening a rope
on a pot is mentioned as an example of an artificial (krtaka) connection
of two separate entities.

3.218 Cf. Slokavarttika (with Kasika) codana 49-51:
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jate ’pi yadi vijiane tavan nartho ‘vadharyate|

yavat karanasuddhatvam na pramanantarad bhavet||

tatra jnanantarotpadah pratiksyah karanantarat|

yavad dhi na paricchinna Suddhis tavad asatsamadl|

tasyapi karane suddhe tajjnane syat pramanatal

(The reading of Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) is

tasyapi karane ‘Suddhe tajinanasyapramanata)

tasyapy evam itittham tu na kincid vyavatisthatel|

‘If an object is not ascertained, even if [its] cognition has arisen, until the
correctness of the cause [of this cognition] is [established] from another
cognition then, with respect to [the correctness of this cause] one should
wait for the arising of another cognition from another cause. For correct-
ness is as good as non-existent as long as it is not well established. And
that [second cognition of the correctness of the cause of the first cogni-
tion] can be valid [only] if [its own] cause is correct [and] if there is a
cognition of that [i.e. of the correctness of the cause of the second cog-
nition]. (cf. Kasika ad loc.: tasyah Suddher aparicchinnaya asatsamatvat
tasyapi Suddhijnanasya karanasuddhau satyam tasyah suddher jnane ca
sati pramanata bhavati| The reading of Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika)
might be interpreted as follows: ‘And that [cognition]| will also be invalid
if the cause of its cognition is not pure.’) And the same [can be said about
the validity] of that [third cognition], so in this way one could never reach
the end [of subsequent cognitions].’

3.219 two reasons Cf. Sabarabhasya(F) (quoting the Vrttikara) ad 1.1.4a
(p.26): yasya ca dustam karapam yatra ca mithyeti pratyayah, sa eva
asamicinah pratyayo nanya iti| ‘That, and only that cognition is erroneous
the instrumental cause of which is defective, or with regard to which [an-
other] cognition [has arisen which establishes that] “it is false”.” See also
Slokavarttika (with Tatparyatika) codana 53 seqq.

3.221 we should rely on ex conj. GOODALL. Another possible conjecture,
suggested by Dr. Isaacson, is saiva jyestha.

3.221 “the sacred tradition...” = Vaisesikasutra 1.1.3. Candrananda’s com-
mentary ad loc.: tad iti hiranyagarbhaparamarsah, hiranyam reto ’sye-
ti krtva bhagavan mahesvara evocyate| aptenoktatvasya satyatavyaptatvad
ihaptena hiranyagarbhenoktatvad amnayasya pramanyam sadhyate| i$varas
ca sadhitas tanubhuvanadinam karyataya ghatadivad buddhimatkartrka-
tvanumanenal ‘[The word] “His” relates to Hiranyagarbha. Interpreting
it as “his seed is golden” it is the blessed Siva who is being referred to.
Since [a statement] must invariably be true if it has been said by a trust-
worthy person, the validity of scripture becomes established since it was
enunciated by Hiranyagarbha. As for the Lord, he has been proved [to
exist] from the fact that such things as bodies and worlds are products,
like pots and the like, with the help of inferring the fact that they have
an intelligent maker.’
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The stitra is repeated as 10.21; Candrananda’s commentary ad loc.: tanu-
bhuvanadikaryataya vijnato bhagavan isvarah, tatpranayanac camnayasya
siddham pramanyam| ‘[The existence of] God has been realised due to the
fact that such things as bodies and worlds are products; and the authori-
tativeness of scripture is established because He composed it.’

3.221 “it is valid because...” = Nyayasutra 2.1.68.

3.229 As Prof. Sanderson pointed out (“Hinduism”, Handout 3, 22.ii. 1999)
the same fourfold division of Saivas (Pasupatas / Pancarthikas, Lakulas
/ Kalamukhas, Somasiddhantins / Kapalikas / Mahavratins, Saivas) also
appears in Yamuna’s Agamapramanya (p. 46.), in the Sribhasya (ad 2.2.35),
in the Bhairavamangalakalpa (fol. 4v3-5), and in the Karanagama (I,
26.58¢-59).

3.230 to which it is justly established ez conj. A similar idea occurs at
the end of the play, when the Graduate warns against the confusion of
various religious traditions.
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4.9 Quite right. ex em. ISAACSON. evam evam usually occurs after stage
directions such as karne and stands for ‘whisper whisper’.

4.11 adopt brahminical manners Cf. Agamapramanya p.11: nanu tatrapi
Srutismrtipraptasikhayajnopavitadi dharayadbhir bhagavatabrahmanair a-
haraharanusthiyamanarthatvena codanamaulatve sambhavyamane katham
wa pramanyapratyanikabhuta bhramavipralambhadayah smaranakaranata-
ya kalpyante? ‘But surely, when Vedic injunction is considered as the
source of that [i.e. the Pancaratral, too, due to the fact that Bhagavata
brahmins, who wear the lock of hair, the sacred thread, and other [at-
tributes of brahmins] prescribed in the Veda and the Smrtis, perform
daily the rituals [enjoined in the scriptures of the Paficaratral, how, I ask,
can you postulate error, deception and the like, the enemies of validity, as
the cause of [this] Smrti [i.e. Pancaratra]?’

The Mimamsaka’s answer (ibid.): ikhayajnopavitadayas tu brahmanadinam
vidhiyamana na tadbhavam apadayitum ksamante, napy avagamayanti,
dustasudradisu vyabhicaradarsanat| ‘The lock of hair, the sacred thread
and other [such attributes] that are prescribed for brahmins and others
are unable to bring about the condition of that [brahmin, etc.], nor do they
help us recognising it, since we see that delinquent Sudras transgress [the
rules concerning these attributes|.” (Cf. Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra
1.2.2))

In his reply Yamuna argues against the negative discrimination of the
Bhagavata brahmins (Agamapramanya p. 141): iha va kim aharaharadhiya-
manavajasaneyaikayanasakhan vilasadupavitottariyasikhasalino 'dhyapaya-
tah, yajayatah, pratigrhnato vidusah pasyanto brahmana iti navayanti?
atha yajanapravacanapalasadandadinam dustasudradisu vyabhicarasambha-
vad brahmanyasiddhavatkarena pravrttes ca na tebhyo brahmanyanirnayah,
tad bhagavatetaravipranam api samanam| ‘And in this case, when people
see learned people who recite daily the Vajasaneya and the Ekayana re-
censions [of the Yajurveda], wear clearly visible sacred threads, upper
garments, and locks of hair, teach, officiate at sacrifices, and receive [fees
due to priests|—don’t they consider them as brahmins? If you say that
since the trangressive occurrence of officiating, teaching, [carrying] a staff
made of palasa-wood, etc. is possible among delinquent Stidras and other
[criminals], and since [these attributes and activities] are displayed as if
the brahmin status [of those who display them| were as good as proved,
one’s Brahman status cannot be determined on their basis—then the same
applies to priests other than the Bhagavatas, too.’

4.11 Veda as their example This might be a reference to the (now “lost”)
Ekayanasakha (belonging allegedly to the White Yajurveda) which was re-
garded by the Pancaratrikas as the Vedic foundation of their religion, and
which they found mentioned in the following passage of the Chandogya-
upanisad (7.1.2): rgvedam bhagavo ’dhyemi yajurvedam samavedam atha-
rvanam caturtham itihasapuranam panicamam vedanam vedam pitryam
rasim daivam nidhim vakovakyam ekayanam ... ‘I have studied the
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4.11

4.11

Rgveda, sir, as also the Yajurveda, the Samaveda, the Atharvana as the
fourth, the corpus of histories and ancient tales as the fifth Veda among
the Vedas, ancestral rites, mathematics, soothsaying, the art of locating
treasures, the dialogues, the monologues ...’ (tr. OLIVELLE). As Oliv-
elle points out (p.563), ‘[t]he original meaning of some of these entries
is clearly uncertain, and the interpretations of later commentators are
often anachronistic. (...) The meaning of ekayana (lit., “point of conver-
gence,” see Clhandogya] Ulpanisad] 7.5.2) is uncertain. (Horsch [P.] 1966
[Die vedische Gatha- und Sloka-Literatur. Bern: Francke Verlag.], 37).
The commentator Samkara’s interpretation as “statecraft” (nitisastra) is
clearly anachronistic. I follow Faddegon [B.] ([“The catalogue of Sciences
in the Chandogya-Upanisad.” Acta Orientalia 4] 1926, 52) in taking the
term as the opposite of vakovakya (“speech and reply” or “dialogue”); it
would then mean an uninterrupted speech.’

they set themselves apart Yamuna emphasises that one should not
judge Saiva and Vaisnava tantras by the same standard, just because they
happen to share the name “tantra” (likewise we do not put an equals sign
between killing a brahmin and performing a Horse Sacrifice just because
both are “actions” (see Agamapramanya p.101). The Saiva scriptures—
and on this point Yamuna shares the view of the Mimamsakas—are indeed
heretical (Agamapramanya p. 91):

na ca tantrantaresv esa nyayah prasaram arhati

yatas tattannibandhinam vibhramady api sambhavi|| (...)

yatha mahesvare tantre viruddham bahu jalpitam)|

‘But this argument [about validity] cannot extend to other tantras, since
error and other [defects] are possible with regard to their respective au-
thors. (...) For instance, lots of contradictory prattles are found in the
Saiva Tantras.

(... p.96)

kim ca $aivadayo vedasiddhavarnasramad bahih|

kalpayanty asramadini tato ’pi $rutibahyatal|

‘Furthermore, the Saivas and [Kapalikas, Pasupatas, etc.] posit life-periods
and other [constituents of Dharma] outside the system of social estates and
life-periods established in the Veda, and for this reason, too, they are ex-
cluded from Vedic religion.’

(... p.97)

pramado ‘pi na catyantam rudradisu na sambhavi||

yad va mohaSastrapranetrtayavagatatvad vyamohayitum apidrsasastrapra-
nayanam upapadyata iti navasyam pramada evasrayitavyah| ‘The possi-
bility of inadvertence, too, cannot be completely precluded in the case of
Rudra, etc. Alternatively, from the fact that [Rudra, etc.] are known to be
the authors of delusory scriptures, it is also possible that they composed
such scriptures [i.e. Saiva Tantras| in order to delude people. Thus it is
not necessary to chose inadvertence of all [factors].’

“We have been truly brahmins...” Cf. Agamapramanya p.142: atha
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matam— “anyesam brahmanyam tadasadharanagotrasmaranad” iti, tad bha-
gavatanam api samanam| smaranti hi bhagavatah— “vayam bharadvajah,
vayam kasyapah, vayam gautamah, vayam aupagavah” iti| na cedam gotra-
smaranam nirmulam samayikam va, sarvagotrasmarananam tathabhava-
prasangat|

sambhavyamanadosatvad vamsanam yadi samsayah)

tadbrahmanye, tato lokam sarvam vyakulayed ayam||
jananijarasandehajatacandalasamsayah)

nirvisankah katham vedan adhise sadhusattamall

tena bhagavatanam api avicchinnaparamparapraptavicitragotrasmaranapa-
ryavasthapitam brahmanyam anapoditam asta iti na bhagavatanam anye-
sam ca brahmanye kascid visesah| yadi param, te paramapurusam evasrita
ekantinah, anye ksudradaivatakah sadharana it

‘If you hold that others are brahmins since they remember their specific
gotras, the same applies to the Bhagavatas as well. For the Bhagavatas
remember that they belong to the Bharadvaja gotra, or to the Kadyapa, or
to the Gautama, or to the Aupagava. And this recollection of the gotras is
neither without any basis nor is it based on convention [alone], since then
everybody’s recollection of his own gotra would follow to be in the same
way. If you had doubts in their brahmin status because it may be pre-
sumed that defects occur in the lineages, then this [sceptical view] would
confuse the whole world. How can you study the Vedas without scruples,
0 best of the pious, when the uncertainty whether your mother had a
lover or not raises the suspicion that you might be an outcast? Therefore
the brahmin status of the Bhagavatas, which is firmly established by the
recollection of the various gotras received through an unbroken tradition,
also remains undisputed, and thus there is no difference between the brah-
min status of the Bhagavatas and of others, unless the fact that they are
devoted to a single [deity] only inasmuch as they worship the Supreme
Person, while others are ordinary [brahmins| inasmuch as they have their
own petty godlings.’

4.13 Cf. Agamapramanya p.15 (mimamsakapaksa): api ca yadavalokanadav
api visistas candrayanadiprayascittant vidadhati, katham tatparigrahah $ru-
timulatvam avagamayatiti sambhavayamah? smaranti hi devalakavalokane
prayadcittam| devalakas cami— ‘devakosopajivitvad vrttyartham devapuja-
nat|” ‘Furthermore, when the élite perform such expiatory rituals as the
candrayana even when they set eyes on them etc., how could we assume
that the [Pafcaratra’s] acceptance by such people gives us to understand
that it is based on the Veda? For the Smrtis prescribe expiation if one
catches sight of a devalaka. And these [Pancaratrikas] are devalakas, “since
they live on the wealth of God[’s temple] and since they worship God in
order to earn a livelihood”.’

4.14 Cf. Agamapramanya p. 12 (mimamsakapaksa): na ca bhagavatesu brahma-
napadam avisanikam laukikah prayunjate| bhavati ca bhedena vyapadesah—
‘ito brahmana ito bhagavata’ iti| ‘And common people do not apply the

94



word “brahmana” to the Bhagavatas without hesitation. And naming
takes place with a differentiation: “these are brahmins, those are Bhagava-
tas”.’

4.16 They will never get to study the Veda... Cf. Agamapramanya p. 14f.
(mimamsakapaksa):
api cacaratas tesam abrahmanyam pratiyatel
vrttito devatapija diksa naivedyabhaksanami|
Srautakriyananusthanam dvijais sambandhavarjanam)|
ityadibhir anacarair abrahmanyam sunirnayam)|
smaranti hi vrttito devapujaya brahmakarmasv anadhikarahetutvam, ya-
tha—
‘yesam vamsakramad eva devarca vrttito bhavet|
tesam adhyayane yagjiie yajane nasti yogyatal|’ itil
(... p.16.)
‘writyartham pujayed devam trini varsani yo dvijah)
sa vai devalako nama sarvakarmasu garhitah||’
‘Furthermore, we also know from their conduct that they are not brah-
mins. Worshiping God to make a living, [Tantric] consecration, eating
from the offering presented to the deity, observing abnormal sacraments
from the rite before conception to cremation, neglecting the performance
of solemn Vedic rituals, avoiding contact with the twice-born: with the
help such and similar aberrant customs we can easily determine that they
are not brahmins. For the Smrtis teach that worshiping the deity in order
to earn a livelihood is a cause of disqualification for Vedic rituals. For
example, “Those who have been worshiping a deity to make a living for
several generations are not entitled to study the Veda or to sacrifice for
themselves or for others.” (...) “A twice-born who worships a deity for
three years is truly a devalaka, excluded from all [Vedic| rituals.” ’

4.16 married “against the grain” I.e. having married a woman from a
higher caste. Cf. Agamapramanya p. 11 (mimamsakapaksa): tesam traiva-
rnikatvam eva nasti, dare brahmanabhavah| (... p.13.) santi ca sattvata
nama upanayanadisamskarahing vaisyavratyanvayinah avarajanmanah ke
cit| yathaha manuh—

‘vaisyat tu jayate vratyat sudhanvacarya eva cal

bharusas ca nijanigas ca maitras sattvata eva cal|’ iti| (Manusmrti 10.23)
‘They do not even belong to any of the three higher estates, and far less to
the brahmins. (...) And there are certain people called Sattvatas, devoid
of such sacraments as the upanayana, descendants of Vaisya vratyas, of
the lowest birth. As Manu teaches: “From a vratya [of the] Vaisya [estate]
are born a Sudhanvan, an Acarya, a Bharusa, a Nijanga, a Maitra, and a
Sattvata.” ’

4.18 Brahmadvipa As Kalhana relates (Rajatararigint 3.439ff.) the Ranasva-
min-temple was built by king Ranaditya. According to a legend the
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queen made a certain siddha called Brahman consecrate the images of
the Ranasvamin and the Rane$vara temples. Having consecrated the
linga, Brahman placed himself on the pitha of the Ranasvamin temple
(Rajatarangint 3.458: sa svayam pitham avatarat). In honour of this sid-
dha the queen built the splendid Brahmamandapa (ibid. 3.459), which
might be connected with the Brahmadvipa mentioned in our text.

4.25 Nevertheless According to PISCHEL §113, the Saurasent form of Sanskrit

tatha, yatha should be tadha, jadha, while taha, jaha are the corresponding
forms in Maharastri, Ardhamagadhi, and Jaina-MaharastrT.

4.25 thronged ex conj.

4.25 hundreds According to PISCHEL §448, the Saurasent form of Sanskrit

4.30
4.35
4.35
4.35
4.36

Sata should be sada, while saa or saya are the corresponding forms in
Maharastr1, Ardhamagadhi, and Jaina-Maharastri.

Ranasvamin See note ad 4.18.
discus ez conj. SANDERSON.
illuminates ex conj.

beatitude ez conj. SANDERSON.

... ex conj. It seems likely that padas cd of this verse have been lost
(they might have begun with rahu®).

4.37 she told ex conj.

4.37 please do not leave ex conj.

4.37 without adducing your view ez conj.

4.42 every ex conj.

4.44 Your Honor’s favor ex conj. SANDERSON.

4.58 according to your inspiration er conj. SANDERSON.

4.66 First of all ez conj. KATAOKA.

4.66 The darbha grass ex conj. Cf. Baudhayana-dharmasutra 1.13.30 (pre-

4.66

scribing purification with darbha grass and water, darbhair adbhih pra-
ksalanam, at the Agnihotra and other rituals); also Satapatha-brahmana
5.5.4.22.

has swept away its author and the dust of both challenges to its
validity ez conj. ISAACSON. Another possible interpretation has been
suggested by Dr. Kataoka: ‘The darbha grass of beginninglessness has
swept away the dust-fall of both its author and its invalidation by another
pramana.’
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4.69 imperceptible object ex conj., i.e. heaven.

4.71 Where can we see a non-human arrangement. .. Vaisesikasutra 6.
1.1: buddhiparva vakyakrtir vede| ‘The composition of sentences in the
Veda is preceded by cognition.’

Candrananda’s commentary ad loc.: ‘agnihotram juhuyat svargakama’ ity
evambhuta racana bhagavato mahesvarasya buddhipurva, sa tatah prama-
nam, aptapranitatvasya satyatavyapteh| ‘The Blessed Great Lord’s knowl-
edge is a prerequisite of an arrangement [of words in] such [sentences] as
“one who desires heaven should perform the Agnihotra sacrifice”. That is
why it is a means of valid cognition, since if A has been composed by a
trustworthy person then A is invariably true.’

Vadindra’s commentary ad loc.: wvakyakrtir vakyaracanakrama iti yavat|
buddhiparva purusabuddhijanyal vedavakyakramah purusabuddhijanyah, va-
kyakramatvat, kalidasavakyakramavat] * “A composition of sentences” is as
much as [to say] “a sequence of composing of sentences”. “Preceded by
cognition” [means] produced from the cognition of a soul. [Expressed as
a formal syllogism, the point made by the sttra is that] the sequence of
sentences in the Veda is one which was produced from the cognition of a
soul, because it is a sequence of sentences [and all orders of sentences are
produced from the cognition of souls], like the sequence(s) of sentences
[produced by] Kalidasa.” (tr. ISAACSON)

Vaisesikasutra 6.1.2: na casmadbuddhibhyo lirigam rseh| ‘And [the com-
position of sentences in the Veda can] not [have been produced] from the
cognitions of [ordinary] people like us; [this fact is] the inferential mark of
the rsi.’

Candrananda’s commentary ad loc.: lirigyate 'nenartha iti lingam vijnanam|
na hi yadrsam asmadvijnanam vartamanavyavahitasambaddharthavisayam
tadrsam eva bhagavato vignanam| atah sambhavati bhagavato “tindriyartha-
visayam vignanam| ¢ “Mark” [means] “the object is marked by it”, [i.e.]
“cognition”. For the Lord’s cognition is not simply like our cognition
which has as its objects existing, not hidden, and related things. Thus the
Lord can have a cognition which has as its objects things that are beyond
sense perception.’

Vadindra’s commentary ad loc.: asmadadibuddhivakyajanakatvasya badhi-
tatvat tadatiriktapurusabuddhau vedavakyam (lingam| sa ca) bhagavan rsir
#$varah| ‘Since it is denied that cognitions of [ordinary] people [like us] can
have produced the sentences [of the Veda] the sentences of the Veda are
an inferential mark for [the existence of] a cognition belonging to a person
different from [and superior to] such [ordinary people like us]. And this
[different person] is the blessed rsi [who in this case must be taken to be]
God.” (tr. ISAACSON)

Prasastapadabhasya p. 519ff: srutismrtilaksano py amnayo vaktrpramanya-
peksah, ‘tadvacanad amnayapramanyam’, ‘lingac canityah’, ‘buddhipurva
vakyakrtir vede’, ‘buddhipirvo dadatih’ ityuktatvat| ‘[ The validity of] scrip-
tures called Sruti and Smrti also depends on the authority of the person
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4.72

who enunciated [them], since it has been taught that “the validity of scrip-
tures is [established] because they are His [i.e. God’s] words” ( Vaisesika-
satra 1.1.3, 10.21), “from logical reason [we know that] it [i.e. scripture] is
not eternal” (Vaisesikasutra 2.2.37), “the composition of sentences in the
Veda is preceded by cognition” (Vaisesikasutra 6.1.1), “[the word] “gives”
is preceded by cognition’ ( Vaisesikasutra 6.1.3).”

Vyomavatt ad loc. (p.168): atha Sabdasyanityatve saty aptoktatvena pra-
manyam syat, tat tu nastity asankyaha, lingac canityah’™ iti| param pra-
tyaksenoccaranat prag urdhvam canupalambhad anityah Sabda iti pratiyate,
linigac ceti, tat tu vaksyamah Sabdapariksayam| vedanam canityatve numa-
nam, anityani vedavakyani vakyatvad ubhayabhimatavakyavat| tatha ‘bud-
dhiparva vakyakrtir’ vakyaracana ‘vede’t vakyaracanatvad ubhayabhima-
tavakyaracanavat| (...) evam vede* ‘buddhipirvo dadatih’® dadatisabdah
dadatityuktatvad ubhayabhimatadadatitisabdavat|

* ed. adds [$abdah]

T ed. adds [buddhiparva)

ted. (vede?)

§ ed. adds [vede buddhipirvo (sic)

¢ “Now, if the Veda (gabda) were not eternal, it would be authoritative be-
cause it has been pronounced by a trustworthy person; this, however, does
not hold true”—anticipating this objection [the Sutrakara] says: “from
logical reason [we know that] it [i.e. scripture] is not eternal”. It is plainly
recognised by sense perception that words (§abda) are not eternal, since we
do not perceive them before and after their pronunciation, and [the same
can] also [be proved] by means of a logical reason, but that we shall ex-
plain in the examination of §abda. Concering the non-eternity of the Vedas
[we set forth the following] inference: “the propositions of the Veda are
not eternal, since they are propositions, just as propositions which both
[disputants] hold [to be propositions and to be non-eternal].” Likewise
“the composition of sentences”, [i.e.] the construction of sentences, “in
the Veda is preceded by cognition”, since it is a construction of sentences,
just as those constructions of sentences which both [disputants] hold [to
be sentences and to be non-eternal]. (...) Thus in the Veda “gives”, [i.e.]
the word “gives”, “is preceded by cognition”, since it is a statement saying
“gives”, just as the word “gives” [in ordinary contexts|, which is accepted
by both [disputants to be such].’

Kumarila’s answer ( Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra 1.3.12, TV(A) p. 237,
TVE p.469):

vedesu hi tavad eva padavakyasamghatatmakatvadihetvabhasaih krtakatva-
bhrantir bhavati, *yavad (ms® : ya tad eds.) bahiravasthanad vedaripam
na drsyate]

rksamadisvaruape tu drste bhrantir nivartatel|

adimatram api $rutva vedanam pauruseyatal

na Sakyadhyavasatum hi manag api sacetanaih|

drstarthavyavaharesu vakyair lokanusaribhih)
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4.74

4.74

4.76

4.82

padai$ ca tadvidhair eva narah kavyani kurvate|
prapathakacatuhsastiniyatasvarakaih padaih|

lokesv apy asrutaprayair rgvedam kah karisyatil|

‘For, it is only as long as one does not realise the true nature of the Veda
because of being an outsider that one erroneously regards the Vedas as
products, due to such false logical reasons as the fact that they consist in
the combination of words and sentences. But when the nature of Rgvedic
verses, Samavedic hymns, and other [Vedic texts| has been realised, the
[above mentioned] mistake ceases. No sensible person can believe in the
slightest degree that the Vedas have an author as soon as he has listened
just to their beginning. When people make poems about transactions with
visible goals they only employ sentences that follow ordinary usage and
words of the same kind. Who could make a Rgveda with words which have
practically never been heard among ordinary people and whose accents are
prescribed in sixty-four prapathakas?’

Hiranyagarbha was the author Cf. Nyayakandali, p.522: yac cedam
‘asmaryamanakartrkatvad’ iti, tad asiddham, ‘prajapatir va idam eka asin
nahar asin na ratrir asit, sa tapo ’tapyata, tasmat tapasas catvaro veda
ajayanta’ ity amnayenaiva kartrsmaranat| ‘As for this [argument] saying
“[the Veda is eternal] because no author of it is being held in our memory”,
it is not established, since the Veda itself mentions the author in such
passages as “This [universe] was Prajapati alone, there was no day, there
was no night. He practiced austerities, from those austerities the four
Vedas were born.” ’

you cannot adduce. .. ez conj. The tradition that Vyasa was the au-
thor of the Mahabharata might also have been created by arthavada.

Astaka For a description of the Astaka (a domestic ritual honouring
the ancestors), see e.g. Advalayana-grhyasutra 2.4, cf. Manusmrti 4.119,
4.150. Sabara and Kumarila in their commentary to Mimamsasutra 1.3.1
refer to the Astaka as an example of a ritual which is prescribed in Smrti
texts but which is not enjoined in the Vedas themselves. According to the
view of Prabhakara Mimamsa, the Vedic texts from which such prescrip-
tions derive had never actually been perceptible to the compilers of these
Smrti texts, but only always inferable (nityanumeya) on the basis of the
acceptance of these Smrtis by the moral majority (mahajana; see POL-
LOCK 1997, pp. 409f, quoting the Prakaranapancika). Kumarila disagrees
and points out that if a Vedic injunction had never been pronounced then
it would be impossible to ascertain its existence since no one could ever
perceive it, and therefore Manu’s recollection (smirti) of the Astaka would
be as mistaken as a barren woman talking about her grandson (the miss-
ing son or daughter corresponding to the missing cognition of the Vedic
proposition; see TV? p.265, TVA, p. 164).

“The regular study...” glokavdrttika, vakyadhikarana 366.
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4.83 You yourself say... Cf. Slokavarttika, anumana 13cd ff.
4.84 whose source is not error ez conj.

4.88 All-conquering sacrifice The Visvajit is a one-day Soma-sacrifice (eka-
ha), which requires the sacrificer to pay extensive fees to the officiants (see
Myrius, Glossar s.v., ibid. pp. 301, 357). As the name of this sacrifice sug-
gests, it is performed ‘in order to conquer everything’ ( Taittiriya-samhita
7.1.10.4: sarvasyabhijityai).

4.91 as the reason ex em. ISAACSON.

4.91 postulated ez conj.

4.92 is possible ez conj. ISAACSON.

4.100 Quoting Nyayamanjari vol.1, p.636.8—11 (v.1. pratitih for prasiddhih).

4.108 who wishes for a long life Cf. Kathaka-samhita 11.4: prajapatyam
carum nirvapec chatakrsnalam ghrta ayuskamah|; Maitrayani-samhita 2.2.2:
prajapatyam ghrte carum nirvapec Satakrsnalam ayuskamah)

4.108 who wants to die Cf. Tandyamahabrahmana 17.12.1: trivrdagnisto-
mah sa sarvasvaro, yah kamayetanamayatamum lokam iyam iti sa etena
yajeta| (commentary ad loc.: anamayata amayarahitenaiva dehena vya-
dhyadirahityena); g&rikhdyana—s/mutasﬁtm 15.10.1: sarvasvaro namaika-
hah| sa sarvagayatro maranakamasya yajamanasya bhavati| prayogantare
ca svargakamasyal

4.109 there is no more fault exr em. SANDERSON.

4.111 beings to be favored ex em. ISAACSON.

4.115 Quoting Nyayamanjarz vol. 1, p. 640.17-18, cf. Mahabharata 12.336.77.
4.121 clearly ez conj. SANDERSON.

4.122 Bhagavadgita 10.41.

4.123 meditation on the All-holy See Yogasutra 1.23, 1.28-29, 2.1, 2.32,
2.45.

4.126 do not lose ex conj. ISAACSON.

4.126 According to the Mimamsaka position, when the heterodox proclaim
that their scriptures have authors they necessarily admit that these scrip-
tures cannot be authoritative. Says Kumarila (Tantravarttika ad Mi-
mamsasutra 1.3.4, TVF, p.329; TVA, p. 195): paratantryam tavad esam
smaryamanapurusavisesapranitatvat tair eva pratipannam, Sabdakrtaka-
tvadipratipadanadarac ca parsvasthair api jnayate| (...) svadharmati-
kramena ca yena ksatriyena sata pravaktrtvapratigrahau pratipannau, sa
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dharmam aviplutam upadeksyatiti kah samasvasah| ‘First of all, the fact
that these [scriptures] are not autonomous [i.e. that their validity depends
on their author] because they were composed by particular persons whose
memory is alive is admitted by [their followers] themselves, and it is also
learnt by those who get close to them from the acceptance of the proving
of such [theories] as the artificial nature of words. (...) And how could
we believe that someone [i.e. the Buddha] who has transgressed the duties
of his own estate and thus, while being a ksatriya, vindicated the role of
a teacher and the right of receiving gifts, is going to teach the undefiled
Dharma?’

4.127 in the same way ex conj. SANDERSON. See Tantravarttika ad M-
mamsasitra 1.3.11 (parvapaksa, TVF | p.459; TVA, p. 234f):
yenaivakrtakatvam hi vedasya pratipadyate]
nyayena tena Sakyadigranthasyapi bhavisyatil|
bodhakatvat pramanatvam svatas tasyapi labhyate|
na ca samdihyate buddhir na viparyayate kvacit||
akartrkataya napi kartrdosena dusyati|
vedavad buddhavakyadikartrsmaranavarjandat||
buddhavakyasamakhyapi pravaktrtvanibandhandl
taddrstatvanimitta va kathakangirasadivat||
‘With the help of the same argumentation which proves that the Veda is
not a product [the same nature] of Buddhist and other scriptures can also
be [established]. They are also found to be means of valid knowledge by
themselves due to the fact that they create awareness, and the cognition
[they create] is neither questioned nor ever refuted. Furthermore, inas-
much as they have no author, they are not impaired by the faults of the
author either, since, similarly to the Veda, the memory of the author of the
Buddha’s propositions and other [sacred texts] has been excluded. The
origin of the label ‘the Buddha’s proposition’ is the fact that [the Bud-
dha was] the teacher [of these scriptures], or it is based on the fact that
[these scriptures] were seen by him, by analogy with such [Vedic texts| as
the Kathaka and the Arigirasa [which were taught / seen by Katha and
Angiras|.’

Kumarila’s reply (Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra 1.3.12, TVE p. 4671,
TV(A) p. 235ff):

parena saha kesamcid vakovakyani jalpatam|
yuktayah pratibhasikyo jayante paravakyatah|
(yuktayah TVAP® . uktayah TVA*TVPms?)
svasamvedyam ca siddhantam atmiyam api janatam)|
chayam tathapi raksanto jalpanti pratisabdakaih||
yatha mimamsakatrastah $akyavaisesikadayah)

nitya evagamo ‘smakam ity ahuh $unyacetasah|

(° cetasah ms® : °cetanam eds.)

pradvesad vedapurvatvam anicchantah kathamcanal
tanmatre ’pi ca bhayistham icchantah satyavaditam||
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bhuyasam vedabahyatvad buddhadivacasam ami]

ahimsady apy atatpurvam ity ahus tarkamaninahl|

tata$ ca pauruseyatvad apramanyam atindriye|

praguktair vedanityatvavagabhasair vimohyate||

(°nityatva® TVAms? @ °nityatvam TVE)

yadrsatadrsamimamsakair apy atindriyavisayapurusavacanapramanyanir-
akaranad apauruseyatvadhyavasayanirakrtakaranadosa*sarnika(eds. : °Sarni-
ka® ms?)nirapavadapramanyasiddhim pratihantum asakyam manyamana
niruttaribhiata balanukaranavakyasadriaih svavakyair vyava*liya(conj.
°likhya® eds. : °lipsa® msB : °listha® msPP¢)manahrdayah santo pi
praksinakuhetuvacanajalah kanyavaranarthagatamurkhavaragotraprasnotta-
ravat|

yad eva bhavatam gotram tad asmakam apitivat]

ahuh svagamanityatvam paravakyanukarinah)|

asmadiyam idam vakyam bhavatam iti coditah)

jalpanty asmakam evaitac chrutva mimamsakair hrtam||

tyaktalajjam bruvano hi vacoyuktim anarthikam|

kurvan paratisandhanam asrantah ko "vasidati||

tatra $akyaih prasiddhapi sarvaksanikavadital

tyajyate vedasiddhantaj jalpadbhir nityam agamam)|

(...) *sarva(ms® : sarvada eds.)padarthasambandhanityatvapratipadanat
tadviparitam agamanityatvam abhyupagamyamanam lokopahasaspadama-
tram eva bhavet|

‘For some people, when they are having a debate with someone else, “reflex
arguments” are born from the assertions of the opponent, and they prattle
with echoed words while nevertheless they also keep up the appearance
of someone who considers his own doctrine as self-evident. As, for exam-
ple, the Buddhists, Vaidesikas (?) and others, afraid of the Mimamsakas,
mindlessly say: “Our scripture is in fact eternal”, admitting in no way,
because of hatred, the precedence of the Veda, and holding that, even if
that much is the case, [their scripture] still has the greatest truthfulness.
Conceited with reasoning they say that, since most of the Buddha’s propo-
sitions are outside the Veda, even non-violence and other [precepts] are
not dependent upon it. And thus the fact that [non-Vedic scriptures| are
not authoritative with regard to imperceptible matters since they have
authors is effaced with the above mentioned replicas of the statements
about the Veda’s eternity. Since even an average Mimamsaka can refute
the validity of human assertions with regard to imperceptible matters,
[the heterodox] think that it is impossible to counteract the establishing
of validity if it is unobjectionable inasmuch as it has been freed from the
suspicion of faults in the causes [which produce the cognition] through the
determination of its independence from any person, and, dumbfounded,
with their own assertions that resemble the imitative talk of children and
using a tattered net of reasoning though their hearts sink with fear, they
claim, imitating the statements of their opponents, that their own scrip-
ture is eternal, just as a foolish suitor, who has come to ask the girl’s hand,
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answers the question about his gotra like this: “My gotra is the same as
yours” [which actually makes the marriage impossible]. And when they
are told: “This statement of yours is [in fact] ours”, they prattle: “It is
ours alone! The Mimamsakas have overheard and then stolen it.” For why
would someone give way who shamelessly speaks meaningless sophistries
and spares no effort to deceive others? At that stage the Buddhists give
up even their well-known adherence to the doctrine of the momentariness
of all things when they prattle that their scripture is [also] eternal on the
basis of the established truth of the Veda[’s eternal nature]. (...) Since
[the Buddhist] have demonstrated the non-permanent nature of the con-
nection of all words with their referents, the world would only laugh if
they were to accept the eternal nature of scripture, which is contrary to
that [doctrine of momentariness].’

When the language of non-Vedic scriptures is itself debased, how could
their content be eternal and authoritative? Says Kumarila ( Tantravartti-
ka, ibid.):

asadhusabdabhayisthah Sakyajainagamadayah)

asannibandhanatvac ca $astratvam na pratiyate|| (...)

tata$ casatyasabdesu kutas tesv arthasatyatal

drstapabhrastariapesu katham va syad anadital| (...)

(TVP p.238f, TVA p.470f.) sakyadigranthesu punar yad api kimcit sadhu-
Sabdabhiprayenavinastabuddhya prayuktam, tatrapi prajnapti *vijnapti(eds.
: om. ms?) *pasyata(eds. : °pasya® msPPe : °pasyana® msPae) *tisthata-
di(eds. : °tisthamadi® ms®)prayaprayogat kimcid evaviplutam labhyate]
kim uta yani prasiddhapabhrastadesabhasabhyo ’py apabhrastatarant bhi-
kkhave ity evamadini, dvittyabahuvacanasthane hy *ekarantam (TVAmsB
. ekara tam TVT) prakrtam padam drstam, na prathamabahuvacane sam-
bodhane pi| samskrtasabdasthane ca kakaradvayasamyogah, anusvaralopah,
rvarnakarapattimatram eva prakrtapabhramsesu drstam, na dakarapattir
api| so 'yam samskrta dharma ity asya sarvakalam svayam eva pratisiddho
*pi (eds. : om. ms?) vinasah krtah| (77)

‘The Buddhist, Jaina and other [non-Vedic] scriptures mostly consist of
solecistical words, and, since they are bad compositions, their Sastric na-
ture is not recognised. (...) And thus how could their subject be correct
/ real when their words are incorrect / unreal? Or how could they be
beginningless when their form is visibly corrupt? (...) In the works of
Buddhists and other [heterodox people], however, whenever something is
used with the intention of [using] correct words and with a clear mind,
even in that case we hardly find anything that is not spoiled due to such
frequent usages as “prajrnapti”, “vignapti”, “pasyata” (read “pasyana” or
vipasyana?), “tisthata” (7, read tisthantika?), etc. What shall we say
about those [expressions|] which are even more corrupt than the well-
known corrupt vernaculars, such as “bhikkhave”? For a Prakrit word
ending in e is seen to stand for the Accusative Plural, [but] not for the
Nominative Plural, even in the case of a Vocative. And in the place of the
word “samskrta” we see the application of a double k, the elision of the
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Anusvara, and only the change of rinto a in Prakrit and Apabhramsa lan-
guages [i.e. samskrta becomes sakkaa / sakkada], but not the change [of
t] into d as well. Thus [the Buddhists] themselves constantly destroy this
[statement]: “samskrta dharmah” [i.e. by the incorrect and therefore non-
existent grammatical form: “sakkada”], even if they deny its destruction
[by asserting the eternity of the Buddha’s propositions].’

4.128 Kumarila sets up strict criteria on the basis of which someone can be re-
garded as a real propagator of Dharma (Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasatra
1.3.6, TVP, p.360; TVA, p.202):
vedenaivabhyanujnata yesam eva pravaktrtal
nityanam abhidheyanam manvantarayugadisul|
tesam viparivartesu kurvatam dharmasamhitah)
vacanani pramanani nanyesam iti niscayah||
‘Whose [Veda-] propagator status is acknowledged by the Veda itself,
and who are always to be named in the Manvantaras, Yugas and other
[acons]: the statements of these people alone, who compose compendiums
on Dharma whenever they are reborn, and not of others, are authoritative:
this is the settled view.’

4.129 people know well ez conj. SANDERSON.
4.130 Cf. Agamapramanya p.12, quoted in note ad 4.14.
4.131 here ex em. SANDERSON.

4.131 one of their particular recensions Cf. Kumarila’s argument concern-
ing the Vedic basis of Smrti texts containing apparently non-Vedic regula-
tions ( Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasitra 1.3.2, TV p.265; TVA, p. 164):
yad va vidyamanasakhagatasrutimalatvam evastu| katham anupalabdhir iti
cet, ucyate—

Sakhanam viprakirnatvat purusanam pramadatah|

nanaprakaranasthatvat smrter mulam na drsyatel|

‘Or rather let [their] source be nothing but a Vedic passage in the avail-
able recensions [of the Veda]. If you ask why don’t we find [this Vedic
passage], my answer is as follows: The [Vedic] source of the Smrti passage
is not found since the recensions [of the Veda] are scattered, since people
are negligent, and since it is contained in separate sections [of the Veda].’
Using the above argument Dhairyarasi could claim that the source of
the Paficaratra is a Vedic text which is hidden from us in the countless
branches of the Veda. Actually he goes one step further and asserts that
the Pancaratra itself is one of these Vedic recensions.

Kumarila also points out that, once the Smrti status of the heterodox
scriptures has been refuted, the nastika dares to claim the same status
for their own scriptures as the Veda has. The disastrous consequences
are easy to foresee (Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra 1.3.11; TVY | p. 455;
TVA, p. 230):

yad va Sakyadisastranam smrtisastratvavaranat|
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vedasakhasamanatvam asankyeha nivaryate|

tatas ca vedavan nityas te ’pi ced agama matah)

codanalaksano dharmas tadukto ’pi prasajyate||

kamam na pravised gramam varito dandapanibhih|

spastam mahapathenaiva samprati praviviksati||

‘Or rather, having refuted that Buddhist and other [heterodox scriptures]
are Smrti texts, in this [part of the Mimamsasatra] the [possible claim of
their] equality to the recensions of the Veda is anticipated and set aside.
(...) Therefore if those [heterodox] scriptures are also accepted to be
eternal like the Veda, it will follow that the Dharma taught by them will
also have scriptural proposition as its defining characteristic [similarly to
Vedic Dharma]. Though [the heterodox scriptures] cannot enter the vil-
lage [of authoritativeness] because the [Mimamsaka] policemen have kept
them off [by rejecting their Smrti status]|, now they want to enter openly
on the High Street [of Vedic status].’

Cf. also note ad 4.11.

4.136 cannot be interrogated by another doctrinal work Similarly, as Ya-
muna argues, just because the Pancaratrikas follow the prescriptions of a
different, but equally valid Vedic school, i.e. the Ekayanasakha, it does not
follow that they are not brahmins at all. See Agamapramanya p.169: ye
punah savitryanuvacanaprabhrtitrayidharmatyagena ekayanasrutivihitan e-
va catvarimsat samskaran kurvate, te ‘pi svasakhagrhyoktam artham yatha-
vad anutisthamana na Sakhantariyakarmananusthanad brahmanyat pra-
cyavante, anyesam api parasakhavihitakarmananusthananimittabrahma-
nyaprasangat| ‘Those who observe only the forty sacraments laid down
in the Ekayana Sruti while giving up the sacred duties found in the Three
Vedas, such as the recitation of the GayatrT mantra etc., they too, inas-
much as they properly observe the rituals taught in the grhyasutras of
their own recension, do not become excluded from the brahmin status,
since it would follow that others too would become non-brahmin because
they neglect the observance of rituals laid down in other people’s recen-
sions.’

Ibid. p.170: wilaksanas ca trayivihitasvargaputradivisayopabhogasadha-
naindragneyadikarmadhikaribhyo dvijebhyah trayyantaikayanasrutivihita-
mumuksavo brahmana iti nobhayesam apy anyonyasakhavihitakarmananu-
sthanam abrahmanyam apadayati| yatha caikayanasakhaya apauruseya-
tvam, tatha kasmiragamapramanya eva prapancitam iti neha prastuyate|
‘And there are liberation-seeking brahmins who are entitled to rituals laid
down in the the crowning of the Three Vedas: the Ekayana Sruti, which
rituals—[acquiring] knowledge [about God], cleansing [the way leading to
the image of the deity], preparation [of flowers etc.], making offerings,
etc.—are the only means of attaining the Lord. These brahmins are dif-
ferent from the priests who are entitled to rituals laid down in the Three
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Vedas (e.g. the aindragneya) which are the instruments of enjoying heaven
or a son, or similar sensual objects. On this ground, the fact that they do
not observe the rituals laid down in each other’s [Vedic|] recensions does
not produce non-brahmin status for either of these two groups. And I have
already expounded in [my work entitled] “The Validity of the Kashmirian
Scripture(s)” in what way the Ekayana recension [of the Veda] is not the
work of a person, so I do not go into details now.’

4.136 Sautramant The Sautramani is an expiatory sacrifice that involves a

sura-offering. (See MyYLIUS, Glossar s.v., ibid. p. 144; gatapatha-brdhmana
5.5.4.)

4.137 taught ez conj. ISAACSON.

4.138 This might be true, says Kumarila, but in all other respects they are
at variance with Vedic tradition ( Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasatra 1.3.4;
TVF, p.329; TVA, p.195): smrtivakyam ekam ekena Srutivacanena virud-
dhyeta| $akyadivacanani tu katipayadamadanadivacanavarjam sarvany eva
samastacaturdaSavidyasthanaviruddhani, trayimargavyutthitaviruddhacara-
nai$ ca buddhadibhih pranitani, trayibahyebhyas caturthavarnaniravasita-
prayebhyo vyamidhebhyah samarpitaniti (eds. : samarthitaniti ms®) na
vedamulatvena sambhavyante| ‘One sentence in a Smrti text might con-
tradict one Vedic proposition. Every single one of Buddhist and other
[heterodox] propositions, however, except for a few statements about self-
control, munificence and the like, contradict all the fourteen sciences, and
they were composed by the Buddha and others whose conduct deviates
from and contradicts the doctrine of the Three Vedas, [and] they have
been taught to deluded people most of whom are excluded from the fourth
estate [i.e. to outcasts]: thus their source cannot be the Veda.’

4.139 to something else ex conj. SANDERSON.
4.141 of this teaching ex conj. SANDERSON.
4.141 more specific designation ex conj. SANDERSON.

4.141 Cf. Agamapramanya p.12: brahmanesv eva kutascid gunayogat sat-
tvatabhagavatadivyapadeso, yatha tesv eva parivrajokadisabda iti| ‘Such
names as sattvata, bhagavata, etc. refer precisely to brahmins in some
way, through the application of the secondary sense, just as words such as
parivrajaka refer to the very same people [i.e. to brahmins].

Ibid. p.154: yat punar uktam, ‘samane brahmanye kimiti sattvatabhaga-
vataskantikasabdair eva etesam niyamena vyapadesa’ iti, tat parivrajakani-
gadadivad ity adosah| yathaiva hi samane brahmanye *yajustve (corr., ed.:
yayustve) ca kecid eva brahmanah kanicid eva yajumsi parivrajekanigada-
Sabdabhyam adhiyante, ‘tisthantu brahmanah, parivrajeka aniyantam’, ‘ya-
jumsi vartante na nigadah, nigada vartante na yajumsi’ iti ca, tathehapi
bhavisyati| ‘As for the objection, “Why are these people standardly named
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with the words sattvata and bhagavata alone, provided that their brah-
min status is the same”, there is nothing wrong in this matter, just as
[names like| parivrajaka and nigada [are unproblematic]. For just as some
brahmins and some mantras of the Yajurveda are called parivrajakas and
nigadas [respectively] even though they are equally brahmins and Ya-
jurvedic mantras, in such expressions as “The brahmins should stay, the
parivrajakas should be fetched”, and “The Yajurvedic mantras apply, not
the nigadas”, or “The nigadas apply, not the Yajurvedic mantras”, the
same goes for this case, too.’

4.144 “Are such caste universals...” See HALBFASS 1991, p. 363ff., refer-
ring to the discussion of this problem in the Tantravarttika (ad Mimamsa-
sutra 1.1.2) and the Nyayamanjari.

4.147 Manu and other Smritis ex em. ISAACSON.

4.147 are valid because they are based on the Veda Jayanta observesin
the Nyayamarijart (vol. 1, p. 645) that all of Kumarila’s arguments proving
that Smrti texts are based on the Veda can be applied to other scriptures
as well. Cf. Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra 1.3.2 (TVF, p. 264f; TVA,
p. 163f): manvadinam capratyaksatvat tadvijnanamalam adrstam kimcid
avasyam kalpaniyam| tatra ca—
bhranter anubhavad vapi pumvakyad vipralambhanat|
drstanugunyasadhyatvac codanaiva laghiyasi|
sarvatraiva cadrstakalpanayam *tadrsem adrstam (ms tadrsam eds.)
kalpayitavyam, yad drstam na virunaddhi na *ca(ms® : va® eds.)drstanta-
ram asanjayati| tatra bhrantau tavat samyannibaddhasastradarsanaviro-
dhapattih, sarvalokabhyupagatadrdhapramanya*badhas (TVA, ms? : °va-
das TVY) ca| *tada(ms® : ida® eds.)nimtanais ca purusair api bhrantir
manvadinam anuvartita, tatpariharopanyasas ca manvadinam ity *aneka-
(TVA, ms® : eka® TVP)drstakalpanal (...) purusavakya*paramparapy
(TVP, ms®? : °parapy TVA) andhaparamparaya nirakrta, na hi nisprati-
sthapramanatmalabho drsyate| tatha vipralambhe ’pi tatkalpana, vipralipsa
prayojanam, lokasya ca tatra bhrantih, tasyas ceyantam kalam anuvrttir
ityady asrayaniyam| utpannasya ca drdhasya pratyayasya pramanyanira-
*karanad drsta(eds. : karanadrsta® ms®)virodhah| tasmat sarvebhyas co-
danakalpanaiva jyayasi, tatra hi *tanmatradrsta(TVA, ms® : tanmatrady-
sta® TVE)bhyupagamah, esas tu mahajanaparigrahadayah sarve nuvidhi-
yante|
‘Since we cannot contact Manu and other [authors of Smrti texts], we
must necessarily postulate something imperceptible as the basis of their
knowledge. And among [the various possible bases| it is the Veda which
is simpler [to postulate] than error, or even experience, [other] people’s
assertions, [or] the intention to deceive, since it can be established in ac-
cordance with what we see. And in all cases when we postulate something
unseen, we must postulate such an unseen thing which does not contra-
dict the observed [facts] and which does not entail another unseen thing.

B .
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Among [the above mentioned assumptions|, first, if [we supposed that)
error [was the basis|, this would contradict the fact that we see [that the
Smrtis are] properly composed texts, and [their] firm authority, which ev-
eryone accepts, would also be set aside. We should also postulate many
unseen facts, namely that people of that age also followed Manu’s and
other [Smrti authors’] error, and that a refutations of that [error] of Manu
and other [Smrti authors] have been put forth. (...) [The supposition
that Smrti texts are based on] a series of human assertions has also been
refuted with the help of [the analogy to] a series of blind men, since we
do not see that valid cognition arises without any foundation [i.e. humans
cannot transmit knowledge about Dharma without relying on the Veda,
just as blind men cannot hand down information about colour without
the help of a sighted person]. Likewise in the case of deception we must
resort to the following: the postulation of that [deception], the intention
to deceive as purpose, people’s mistake about that, the continuation of
that [mistake|] for such a long time, etc. And since it would annul the
validity of a firm belief, it would contradict the visible [facts]. Therefore
the postulation of Vedic propositions [as the basis of Smrti] is better than
all the other [assumptions], since in this case we admit that unseen thing
alone. As for such facts as the acceptance [of Smrti] by the moral majority,
they are all in harmony [with this postulation].’

Kumarila thinks that heretics are unlikely to lay a claim to the support
of the Veda (Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra 1.3.4, TV, p.329, TVA,
p-195): wvedamalatvam punas te tulyakaksamiulatvaksamayaiva lajjaya ca
matapitrdvesidustaputravan nabhyupagacchanti| ‘On the other hand, since
they cannot stand having [a scripture| of the same rank as basis, and be-
cause they feel ashamed, they do not acknowledge that their source is the
Veda, just as depraved sons who hate their parents.” But even if they
tried to establish a Vedic foundation, the heterodox scriptures are so in-
consistent with the Vedas that their claim would be clearly nonsensical
(see note ad 4.138).

4.151 identity among the performers Mimamsasutra 1.3.2: api va kartr-
samanyat pramanam anumanam syat| ‘Or rather, since the agents [who
perform works prescribed in the Veda on the one hand and in Smrti texts
on the other| are the same, the inference [of now unavailable Vedic texts
being the basis of Smrti regulations that do not directly correspond to
Vedic injunctions] is a means of valid cognition.” (On the interpretation
of this stitra see POLLOCK 1997, pp. 404ff.)

Cf. also Sabara ad Mimamsasitra 1.3.2 (TVF, p. 258): granthas tv anumi-
yeta, kartrsamanyat smrtivaidikapadarthayoh| tenopapanno vedasamyogas
traivarpikanam| ‘But a [Vedic] text [which is the basis of a ritual that is
prescribed only in a Smrti text but not in the Veda itself] can be inferred
[though it cannot actually be perceived] on the ground that the performers
of a ritual act [laid down] in a Smrti text and [of another one laid down]
in a Vedic text are the same. Therefore it is appropriate that those who

108



belong to the three higher estates associate a Vedic text [with a purely
Smrti-based ritual].’

Cf. also Agamapramanya p. 10 (purvapaksa): na caivam acamanopanayana-
din twa srutivihitagnihotradipadarthanusthayinah tantrikacaran upacaratah
pasyamah)

pratyutaitan vigarhante kurvanan vedavadinah)|

tasmad yat ‘kartrsamanyat pramanyam’ smrtisaditam||

naiwa tat pancaratradibahyasmaranam arhatil

na hi traivarpikas Sistah taduktarthan upasatel|

‘And we do not see that those who perform the Agnihotra and other rituals
laid down in Sruti texts observe Tantric customs in the way they observe
acamana, upanayana, and other [orthodox customs]. On the contrary, the
adherents of the Veda despise those who follow these [Tantric customs].
Therefore what is taught with respect to the Smrtis, namely “Because
of the identity of the performers [they have] validity”, does not apply to
such heterodox Smrtis as the Paicaratra, for the educated members of the
three higher estates do not recognise their teachings.’

The Pancaratrika certainly holds that the postulation of a Vedic basis is
appropriate since the performers of these Tantric rituals are also brahmins.
On the other hand, a Mimamsaka would certainly never acknowledge even
the twice-born status of the Bhagavatas (see Agamapramanya p. 111F).

4.151 the inference of a Vedic text ex em. ISAACSON.
4.155 is only its cause ez conj. ISAACSON.

4.155 for any reason whatsoever As Kumarila points out, although such
Smrti passages as the one prescribing the Astaka ritual can be inferred to
be based on lost Vedic texts, this fact does not mean that any scripture
can be nominated for having a Vedic basis. See Tantravarttika ad M-
mamsasitra 1.3.2 (TVF, p.265; TVA, p.164): na caivam sati yatkimcit
pramanam apatsyate, Sistatraivarnikadrdhasmarananyathanupapattilabhya-
tvac chrutyanumanasyal ‘And it is not the case that at this state of affairs
anything can be a source of authoritative knowledge, since a Vedic text
can [only] be inferred [as the basis of some other scripture] if the unbroken
recollection of learned members of the three higher estates remains other-
wise inexplicable.’

Though some heretic scriptures might contain Vedic elements, nevertheless
their obvious anti-Vedic character must be emphatically declared. Says
Kumarila ( Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasatra 1.3.4, TV, p.328, TVA,
p-194): yany etani traywidbhir na parigrhitani, kimcittanmisradharma-
kancukacchayapatitani lokopasamgrahalabhapujakhyatiprayojanaparani tra-
ywiparitasambaddhadrstasobhadipratyaksanumanopamanarthapattiprayayu-
ktimualopanibaddhani samkhyayogapancaratrapasupatasakyagranthaparigr-
hitadharmadharmanibandhanani visacikitsavasikaranoccatanonmadanadi-
samarthakatipayamantrausadhikadacitkasiddhinidarsanabalenahimsasatya-
vacanadamadanadayadisrutismrtisamvadistokarthagandhavasitajivikapraya-
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rthantaropa*desimi (eds. : °desani ms®) yani ca bahyatarani mlecchaca-
ramisrakabhojanacarananibandhanani, tesam evaitac chrutivirodhahetuda-
réanabhyam anapeksaniyatvam pratipadyate| na caitat kva cid adhikara-
nantare nirupitam, na cavaktavyam eva, gavyadisabdavacakatvabuddhivad
atiprasiddhatvat]

yadi hy anadarenaisam na *kathyeta(ms® : kalpyeta® eds.)pramanatal
asakyaiveti matvanye bhaveyuh samadrstayah||
Sobhasaukaryahetuktikalikalavasena val
yajnoktapasuhimsadityagabhrantim avapnuyuh||

‘This [sttra, i.e. Mimamsasatra 1.3.4] teaches that the following [texts]
should be discarded since they are opposed to the Veda and because we
see [other] causes [of their coming into being]:

— texts on piety and impiety contained in Sankhya, Yoga, Pancaratra,
Pasupata, and Buddhist scriptures: they are not accepted by those who
are learned in the Three Vedas, [though] they are placed in the shade of the
gown of piety which is slightly blended with the [teaching of the Vedas],
[but] their main concern is how to please the plebs, make profit, gain ado-
ration and fame; they were put together on grounds that are contradictory
to and unconnected with the Veda: sense perception such as visible splen-
dour, and arguments consisting for the most part in inference, analogy,
and presumption; and, while perfumed with the scent of a few things that
are in accordance with Sruti and Smrti, such as non-violence, truthfull-
ness, self-control, munificence, and compassion, they teach other subjects
which are mainly connected with making a living, using as corroboration
the evidence of the random success of a few mantras and medical herbs
that are able to cure poisoning, induce enchantment, ruin one’s enemy,
causing madness, and the like;

— those completely alien texts which deal with the conduct of the bar-
barians, [such as?] dining in the company of others [who belong to the
lower castes].

And this has not been taught in any other section [of the Mimamsasutra],
while it cannot be left unmentioned [just] because [the invalidity of such
heterodox texts] is public knowledge, just as the [correct] view about the
expressivity of such [ungrammatical] words as gavi [should also be pro-
nounced, even if it is well known]. For if they were disregarded and thus
their invalidity was not asserted, thinking that [this assertion] cannot be
made people would consider [these texts] equal [to the Manu- and other
Smrtis|, or, because of the beauty, feasibility, or the argumentation [found
in these texts], or due to the influence of the Iron Age, they would arrive
at the erroneous conclusion that such acts as the killing of animals, which
is taught in the context of Vedic sacrifice, should be given up.’

Kumarila also reckons with the possibility that any freshly established
religion could derive itself from lost Vedic texts (Tantravarttika ad Mi-
mamsasitra 1.3.4, TVE p.329, TVA, p.194f): yais ca manavadismrtinam
*apy (eds. : adhy® ms®) utsannavedasakhamaulatvam abhyupagatam, tan
prati sutaram Sakyadibhir api Sakyam tanmilatvam eva vaktum| ko hi
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Saknuyad utsannanam vakyavisayeyattaniyamam kartum| tata$ ca yavat
kim cit kiyantam api kalam kais cid adriyamanam prasiddhim gatam tat
pratyaksasakhavisamvade ’py utsannasakhamulatvavasthanam anubhava-
tulyakaksataya pratibhayat| ata aha— ‘virodhe tv anapeksam syad’ (Mi-
mamsasutra 1.3.3) iti| ‘And those who hold that the Smrti texts of Manu
and other [authors] are based on lost recensions of the Veda can easily
be told by the Buddhist and other [heterodox people] that [the Buddhist
and other heretic scriptures] also have the very same basis. For who could
impose a restriction on the limit of sentences and topics in lost [texts]?
And thus anything whatsoever that has been cultivated by any people for
any time and has become well-known, even if it were inconsistent with
the available [Vedic] recensions, would appear as having a stable status
inasmuch as it is based on a lost recension, since it would be looked upon
in the same way [as the orthodox Smrtis]. Therefore [the author of the
Mimamsasatra] says: “When there is a contradiction, [the text that con-
tradicts the Veda] must be discarded.” (Mimamsasutra 1.3.3)°

4.162 greed and the like are the visible source As Kumarila himself says
( Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra 1.3.4, TVF p.330, TVA, p. 195f):
lobhadikaranam catra bahv evanyat pratiyate|
yasmin samnihite drste nasti mulantaranumal|
Sakyadayas ca sarvatra kurvana dharmadesanam)
hetujalavinirmuktam na kadacana kurvatel|
na ca tair vedamulatvam ucyate gautamadivat]
hetavas cabhidiyante ye dharmad daratah sthitah||
(dharmad: conj., dharme: TVAPe,
dharma: TVE, TVAe msB (or dharmad?))
eta eva ca te yesam vanmatrenapi narcanam|
pakhandino vikarmastha *haitu(eds. : hetu® msP)kas caita eva hil|
‘In this case [i.e. in the case of heterodox scriptures] we recognise many
other causes [of their creation], such as greed and the like, and when we
see that these are present there is no [need for| inferring another source.
And the Buddhists and other [heretics], whenever they give instructions
about Dharma, they never give it without a network of motivations. On
the other hand, those who stand far removed from Dharma do not say,
unlike Gautama and other [authors of Smrti texts|, that [their scriptures]
are based on the Veda, and they put forth arguments. It is they to whom
one should not pay reverence even by mere words, for it is no-one but they
who are [referred to as] heretics, sinners, and sophists.’

4.162 also ez em.

4.162 a means of livelihood Cf. Yamuna’s answer to the same charge (Aga-
mapramanya pp. 155f.):
na hi bhagavatais sarvaih vrttaye ’bhyarcyate harih)
drsta hi bahavah svartham pajayanto ’pi sattvatah)|
kecid yadi param santah sattvata vrttikarsitah|
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pajayanti mahabhaga vaispava vrttikaranat||

na tavataisam brahmanyam Sakyam nastiti bhasitum|

na khalv adhvaryavam kurvan jyotistome patisyatil|

yadi na pratigrhniyuh pajaiva viphala bhavet|

pujasadgunyasiddhyartham atas te pratigrhnatel|

‘arcanante hiranyam ca tasmai deyam svasaktitah|

anyatha pajakasyaiva tatra pajaphalam bhavet||” (Paramasamhita 17.46—
47)

‘hanty alpadaksino yajna’ (Manusmyrti 11.40) ityadismrtidarsanat]

rtvija dravyalubdhena svayam yacnapurassaram||

yad artvigyam krtam karma tad eva hi nisidhyate|
Sraddhaputadaksinadanam tabhayor api Sreyaskaram eval

‘Not all Bhagavatas worship Hari to make a living, for many Sattvatas
are seen who also perform puja for their own sake. Even if some virtuous
Sattvatas, attracted to earn a livelihood, [but otherwise] being distin-
guished Vaisnavas, perform puja because they want to make money, one
cannot assert on the basis of this fact alone that they are not brahmins.
[Likewise a priest] who acts as an adhvaryu at a jyotistoma sacrifice will
certainly not be degraded. If they did not accept fees the paja itself would
be fruitless: that is why they accept fees, so that the paja may be correct
and [thus| successful. “And at the and of the worship one should give him
gold to the best of one’s ability. Otherwise the priest who performs the
puja may get the fruit of the puja”, since the Smrti says among others:
“[The organs of sense and action, honour, bliss in heaven, longevity, fame,
offspring, and cattle] are destroyed by a sacrifice at which [too] small
sacrificial fees are given.” (tr. BUHLER) That officiating work alone is
prohibited prior to which an officiant himself makes demands because of
avarice. (...) A donation of fee, however, which is purified by reverence
is certainly beneficial for both [the priest and the sacrificer].’

4.163 accepted by intelligent people Kumarila points out that every anti-
Vedic scripture must be explicitly rejected. It is not enough to show that
the adherents of Vedic religion have always been the learned and the re-
spectable, since the heretics can assert the same about their own followers
( Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra 1.3.4 TV p.329, TVA, p. 194):
mahajanagrhitatvam pitradyanugamadi *ca (eds. : va ms?) |
te 'pi dvipantarapeksam vadanty eva svadarsanel|
tatra $raddhamatram evaikam vyavasthanimittam sarvesam svapity *pita(eds.
: mata® ms®B)mahadicaritanuyayitvat|
‘[The followers of heterodox scriptures| also say, referring to other con-
tinents, that their own doctrines are accepted by honorable people and
have been followed and [handed down] by their fathers and [forefathers].
In this matter faith alone is the only basis of the settled order since ev-
eryone is disposed to follow the deeds of his own father, forefathers, and
other [ancestors].’
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According to the VaiSesika commentator Sﬁdhara, consentient acceptance
by those who exercise correct judgement is a feature that sets apart the
Veda from heterodox scriptures (Nyayakandali, p. 520): atha purusavisesa-
prapito veda iti kuta esa pratitir iti, sarvair varnasramibhir aviganena
tadarthaparigrahat| yatkimcanapurusapranitatve tu vedasya buddhadivakya-
van na sarvesam pariksakanam aviganena tadarthanusthanam syat, kasya
cid apramanyavabodhena visamvadapratiter api sambhavat| ‘If [you ask]
how we know that the Veda was composed by an extraordinary person,
[the answer is that we know it] because its contents are unanimously ac-
cepted by all, belonging to any social estate or life-period. On the other
hand, if the Veda had been composed by just any ordinary person, then
not everybody who examines things carefully would unanimously put its
contents into practice, as [not every discriminating person follows] the
Buddha’s and other [heterodox teachers’] propositions, because someone
might realise that it is not authoritative and therefore adopt a dissenting
view.’

4.164 As the piurvapaksin says in Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasitra 1.3.11 (TV?,
p.459; TVA, p. 235):
yavad evoditam kimcid vedapramanyasiddhayel
tat sarvam buddhavakyanam atidesSena gamyatel|
‘Whatever has been put forth in order to prove the authority of the Veda,
all of that can be applied by analogy to the Buddha’s propositions.’

4.165 have always existed ex conj. ISAACSON.

4.171 This would certainly be an unacceptably generous view for Kumarila,
in whose interpretation Mimamsasutra 1.3.5-6 excludes such a liberal po-
sition (Tantravarttika ad Mimamsasutra 1.3.5-6, TV p. 360-362, TVA,
p-201-203): yat tarhi vedavihitam na badhate, Sistan va vedavido na ko-
payati, vihararamamandalakaranavairagyadhyanabhyasahimsasatyavacana-
damadanadayadi, tad buddhadibhasitam *pramanatvena(conj. : pramane-
na eds., pramanatvana ms®)viruddham iti cet, ‘na| sastraparimanatvat|’
parimitany eva hi caturdas*asta(eds. : °astasta® ms®)dasa va vidyasthana-
ni dharmapramanatvena $istaih parigrhitani, vedopavedangopangastadasa-
dharmasamhitapuranadastrasiksadandanitisamjniakani| na ca tesam ma-
dhye bauddharhatadigranthah smrtah *pratigrhita (em. : pratigrhita ms®
. grhita eds.) wval
pratikaricukarapena parvasastrarthagocaram)|
yad anyat kriyate tasya dharmam praty apramanatal|
tasmad yany eva $astrapi vedamaulanatikramat|
avasthitani tair eva jnato dharmah phalapradahl|
Sudrenadhigatad vapi dharmajnianam na sammatam||
tathatikrantavedoktamaryadavyavaharinam)|
samvadisv api vakyesu nesyate dharmahetutal|
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smaryante ca puranesu dharmaviplavahetavah)

kalau Sakyadayas tesam ko vakyam $rotum arhati||

yatha krtakakarpurasuvarnadisu dryate]

yad bijam tad api vyaktam agrahyatvat *praliyatel|

(TVP, TVAe msB : pratiyate TVAPS)

tena karmanurapyasamanyatodrstarthapatti*balat (eds. : °wvya/dyattvat
ms?) tadabhiprayakalpitadharmabhasamadhyapatitam sanmalam *apy a-
himsadi (eds. : atha himsadi ms®) svadrtiniksiptaksiravad anupa*yogya(eds.
: bhogya® ms?)visgrambhaniyam ca| tanmatropalabdham bhavatity avasyam
yavat parigapitadharmasastrebhyo nopalabhyate, tavad agrahyam bhavati|
yada sastrantarenaiva so ’rthah spasto vadharyate|

tada tenaiva siddhatvad *itarat syad (eds. : itarasyad ms®) anarthakam||
‘One may have the following view: “Then those things mentioned by the
Buddha and other [heterodox teachers] which are not at variance with
what is enjoined in the Veda and do not incense the educated [brahmins]
who are versed in the Veda—the construction of monasteries, gardens,
and mandalas, dispassion, meditation, exercise, non-violence, truthfulness,
self-control, munificence, compassion and the like—are not at variance
with authoritativeness.” [The answer of the Mimamsasatra (1.3.6) to this
view is as follows:] “No, since the number of [authoritative| scriptures is
limited.” For the only a limited number (14 or 18) of sciences is accepted
by educated people as a source of valid knowledge about Dharma, namely
the Vedas, the Upavedas [Ayurveda (Medicine), Dhanurveda (Military
Science), Gandharvaveda (Music)], the [Veda-]Angas [Siksa (Pronuncia-
tion) in the general sense, Chandas (Prosody), Vyakarana (Grammar),
Nirukta (Etymology), Jyotisa (Astronomy), Kalpa (Ritual)], the Upangas
[Mimamsa and Nyaya), the eighteen Dharmasambhitas, the Puranagastras,
Siksa [with a special subject, e.g. the one written by Katyayana], and
Dandantti [= Arthasastra].} And Buddhist, Jain or other [heterodox] works
are neither mentioned among them nor admitted [to this group]. If they do
something different [from their real teachings] which belongs to the sphere
of the above mentioned sciences, using it as a kind of armour / disguise
[against the attacks of the orthodox], it does not have any validity with
respect to Dharma. (...) Therefore only that Dharma yields fruit which
has been mastered from scriptures which are well-established because they
do not transgress their basis: the Veda. Just as knowledge about Dharma
is not sanctioned if it derives from a Vedic text which has been mastered
in an unauthorised way, which has previously been committed to writing
and the like, or has been learnt by a S/ﬁdlrau7 likewise the propositions—
may they be in accordance with [the Veda]—of those whose behaviour has
transgressed the limits of propriety taught in the Vedas are not accepted
as means of [learning] Dharma. And the Buddhists and other [heretics| are
mentioned in the Puranas as those who bring about the ruin of Dharma
in the Iron Age. Who could possibly listen to what they say? Just as a
drop [of real camphor, gold, etc.], if put into fake camphor, gold, etc., will
also dissolve, since it cannot be clearly grasped, thus such [virtuous princi-
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ples] as non-violence, even though their basis is positive, are like milk put
in the skin of a dog and being such they should not be neither adopted
nor relied on, inasmuch as they have fallen into the middle of counterfeit
Dharma that had been cooked up according to their [i.e. the heretics’]
intentions by means of [analogy based on] the conformity of actions [“the
fruit of a sacrificial action that causes pain to the victim will be pain for
the sacrificer himself”], inference from a common property [“Vedic vio-
lence, just as everyday violence, is against Dharma”], and presumption
[“since the experience of suffering is the result of sins formerly committed,
the experience of various kinds of suffering brings about the destruction
of sins”].} These [principles] are known only from those [Buddhist and
other such scriptures|, so they will necessarily be unadaptable as long as
they are not known from recognised works on Dharma. If the matter was
clearly learnt from another doctrinal work alone, then, since it would be
established by that alone, this other one [i.e. the Buddhist etc. scripture]
would be useless.’

1 follow the Nyayasudha’s interpretation (TV® p.379f.).
4.173 any contemptible duty ex conj. KATAOKA.
4.177 Or is there any virtue... ex conj.
4.180 that of brahmin sages ex conj. RAGHAVAN and THAKUR.
4.180 uniquely fluent ex conj. SANDERSON.

4.183 universal piety taught by Manu ex conj. Cf. Manusmrti 10.63: ahimsa
satyam asteyam Saucam indriyanigrahah| etam samasikam dharmam caturvarnye
bravin manuh|
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