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Abstract

On the basis of textual scrutiny and intertextual comparisons, this study highlights that
Vadidevasiri’s attribution of a quotation to the Carvaka/Lokayata philosopher Udbhatabhatta in
the Syadvadaratndkara is, in fact, part of a broader passage sourced from Arcata’s Hetubindutika
and, consequently, its expungement from the corpus of source material attributed to the
Carvaka/Lokayata authors is suggested.
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I. The quote attributed to Udbhatabhatta

In an article published in 2002 in the Journal of Indian Philosophy, and subsequently in 2009
in Studies on the Carvaka/Lokayata, the late Ramkrishna Bhattacharya presented a valuable
collection of existing passages and quotations taken from Carvaka/Lokayata texts
(Bhattacharya 2002, 2009). These passages have been preserved within writings authored
by adversaries who adhered to diverse philosophical traditions and constitute our sole
available direct resources for reconstructing the teachings of the Carvaka/Lokayata
school." Although the material may be limited in quantity, it is fortunately sufficient to
outline the foundational principles of the Carvaka/Lokayata philosophical stance.
However, precisely because the sources are limited, there is a heightened necessity for
thorough scrutiny of their attribution. This is essential to prevent the inadvertent inclu-
sion of theories and concepts dubiously associated with these philosophers, which could
potentially distort the original message of the Carvaka/Lokayata tradition.”

! According to some scholars, Jayarasi’s (eighth-ninth century) Tattvopaplavasimha, which is substantially pre-
served, should be regarded as an authentic Carvaka/Lokayata treatise. Nevertheless, it must be noted that there
is no unanimous agreement on this attribution, which therefore remains not completely demonstrated. See Del
Toso (2023: 2, n. 2) for further references.

% For instance, some ancient scholars have attributed to the adherents of the Carvaka/Lokayata the practice
of engaging in incestuous relationships with their own mothers and daughters. Nevertheless, this assertion
constitutes unsubstantiated hyperbole aimed at discrediting opponent philosophers, as detailed in Del
Toso 2021: 130-9.
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Amongst the citations collected by Bhattacharya, a notable instance is found in
vadidevasiri’s (twelfth century) Syadvadaratnakara (SVR), a commentary on the author’s
own work, the Pramananayatattvaloka. Vadidevasiiri, who belonged to the Svetambara
school of Jainism, ascribes the quotation to the Carvaka/Lokayata thinker
Udbhatabhatta (ninth century?), also known as Bhatta Udbhata or Bhattodbhata.’ The ori-
ginal Sanskrit passage runs as follows in Motilala Ladhaji’s edition:*

yatra tu bhattodbhatah pracikatat |
na hy atra karanam eva karyatmatam upaiti yata ekasyakaranatmana ekakaryartpatopa-
game tadanyariipabhavat tadanyakarydatmanopagatir na syat | kim tv apiirvam eva kasyacid
bhave pragavidyamanam bhavat tatkdryam | tatra visayendriyamanaskdranam itaretaropa-
danahitaripabhedanam sannidhau visistasvetaraksanabhave pratyekam tadbhavabhavanu-
vidhanad  anekakriyopayogo na virudhyate | yata ekakriyayam api tasya
tadbhavabhavitaiva nibandhanam sa canekakriydyam api samana iti |
Bhattacharya comments thus: “[Literal translation of this passage is beyond my power. I
give below only a summary of what Bhatta Udbhata is alleged to have said]: It cannot be
said that the cause attains the nature of the effect, but the effect is something new which

appears in the presence of the cause”.’

2. The section of the SVR in which the quote occurs

Although the principal objective of the present study does not primarily entail an
exhaustive examination of the conceptual and philosophical contents of the aforemen-
tioned passage, it is nevertheless useful, for the correct attribution - and therefore correct
understanding - of the quotation under concern here, to consider the entire section of the
SVR in which it is contained:®

anekakaryam upadanasahakarisvabhavenaikasyotpadayato viruddhadharmadhyasenaikatva-
nupapatteh | ekatve tu tasyopadanasahakdritvayor anyataratvapattyd’nyatarasyaiva karya-
syotpadaprasangah |

yatra tu bhattodbhatah pracikatat | na hy atra karanam eva karyatmatam upaiti yata
ekasya karanatmana’ ekakaryartipatopagame tadanyariipabhavat tadanyakarydtmatopaga-
tir’ na sydt | kim tv apiirvam eva kasya cid bhave pragavidyamanam bhavat tatkaryam |
tatra visayendriyamanaskaranam itaretaropadanahitaripabhedanam sannidhau visistasve-
taraksanabhave pratyekam tadbhavabhavanuvidhanad anekakriyopayogo na virudhyate |
yata ekakriydyam api tasya tadbhavabhavitaiva’ nibandhanam sa canekakriydyam api
samaneti' |

* On Udbhatabhatta and his floruit see Solomon (1977-78: 992) and Bronkhorst (2008: 297).

* Ladhaji 1927: 764.6-13. The passage is marked +Bha.14 in Bhattacharya 2002: 607 and 2009: 82.

® Bhattacharya 2002: 615; 2009: 89.

¢ Ladhaji 1927: 764.3-25. A few corrections have been made to the published edition of the Sanskrit text to
rectify some obvious grammatical and conceptual inconsistencies. The translation of this passage is provided
in section 6 below.

7 Ladhaji: ekasyakarandtmana.

® Ladhaji: *dtmanopagatir.

° Ladhaji: tadbhavabhavitaiva.

1% Ladhajt: samana iti.
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tatrocyate | mopagat karanam karydatmatam | te tavaj jananasvabhava istd eva | tatas ca
tatsannidhau'' vijfianalaksanakdaryasambhavat tajjananasvabhavataisam avadhriyate | k-
ryasvabhavapeksaya karanasya janakariipatavasthapandt | tato vijianajananasvabhavebhya
pratyekam'® katham tadanyakdaryasambhavah® | tadbhave va tesam™ tadanyajananasva-
bhavata syat |

tata$ ca vijfianam eva na kuryuh | tadanyajananasvabhavatvad iti |

ya punar ayam atra vydjahdra pariharam | naisa dosah, tesam anekakaryakriydsvabha-
vatvat | tatha hi te tadavasthadyam® pratyekam visistasajatiyetaraksanajananatmakas
tesam'® tatsattanantaryadarsandt | tatra vijfianajananasvabhavataiveti tasya jananasvabhd-
vatd vyavacchidyate | tasya eva pratiyogitvat nanyajananasvabhavatd | na catas tesam ane-

katmata syat | ekasyaivatmatisayasyanekakaryahetutvat ity adi |
tatrayam'” jaraddvijanma mahanubhdvo’bhinavam etam uttaramdrgam asman prati pra-

kasayati |

3. Comparison between the SVR and the Hetubindutika HBT

Even though, in Ladhaji’s Sanskrit edition of the SVR, Vadidevasiiri attributes this quotation
to Udbhatabhatta, a closer examination shows that the excerpt comprises three passages
extracted from Arcata’s (730-790) Hetubindutika (HBT), a commentary on Dharmakirti’s
(sixth or seventh c.) Hetubindu (HB). Arcata is also known as Arcatabhatta or Bhattarcata.

This becomes clear when we compare the SVR with the corresponding parts of the HBT text
edited by Sukhlalji Sanghavi and Muni Shri Jinavijayaji (textual differences are underlined):

Arcata’s HBT (Sanghavi-Jinavijayaji’s
edition)

[p. 100.15-24] na hy atra karanam eva
karyatmatam upaiti yata ekasya
karanatmanah ekakaryaripatopagame
tadanyartpabhavat
tadanyakaryatmatopagatir na syat | kim
tv apiirvam eva kasya cid bhave
pragavidyamanam bhavat tatkaryam |
tatra visayendriyamanaskaranam
itaretaropadanahitaripabhedanam
sannidhau visistasvetaraksanabhave
pratyekam tadbhavabhavanuvidhanad
anekakriyopagamo na virudhyate | yata
ekakriyayam api tasya
tadbhavabhavitaiva nibandhanam | sa
canekakriydyam api samaneti |

[ pp. 100.24-101.2] nanu ca tatsannidhau
vijianalaksanakaryasambhavat

! Ladhajt: tatsanidhau.

12 Ladhajt: pratyeka.

13 Ladhajt: tadanyakaryasabhavah.
14 Ladhaji: tesa.

1> Ladhajt: tadavasthaya.

16 Ladhajt: tesd.

7 Ladhajt: tatrdya.

Vadidevasiri’s SVR (Ladhaji’s edition)

Quote 1: [p. 764.6-13] na hy atra karanam
eva karyatmatam upaiti yata ekasya
karanatmana ekakaryaripatopagame
tadanyartpabhavat
tadanyakaryatmatopagatir na syat | kim tv
aptrvam eva kasya cid bhave
pragavidyamanam bhavat tatkaryam | tatra
visayendriyamanaskaranam
itaretaropadanahitaripabhedanam
sannidhau visistasvetaraksanabhave
pratyekam tadbhavabhavanuvidhanad
anekakriyopayogo na virudhyate | yata
ekakriyayam api tasya tadbhdavabhavitaiva
nibandhanam sa canekakriyayam api
samaneti |

Quote 2: [p. 764.14-18] tatas ca
tatsannidhau vijiianalaksanakaryasambhavat
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tajjananasvabhavataisam avadhriyate |
karyasvabhavapeksaya karanasya
janakartipatavasthapanat | tato
vijfianajananasvabhdavebhya pratyekam
katham tadanyakaryasambhavah |
tadbhave va tesam
tadanyajananasvabhavata syat | tatas ca
vijianam eva na kuryuh |
tadanyajananasvabhavatvad |

[p. 101.3-7] naisa dosah tesam
anekakaryakriyasvabhavatvat | tatha hi te
tadavasthayam pratyekam
visistasajatiyetaraksanajananatmakas
tesam tatsattanantaryadarsandt | tatra
vijfianajananasvabhdvataiveti tasya
Jjananasvabhavata vyavacchidyate | tasya
eva pratiyogitvat nanyajananasvabhavatd
| na catas tesam anekatmata syat |
ekasyaivatmatisayasyanekakaryahetutvat |

tajjananasvabhavataisam avadhriyate |
karyasvabhavapeksaya karanasya
janakartipatavasthapanat | tato
vijianajananasvabhavebhya pratyekam
katham tadanyakaryasambhavah | tadbhave
va tesam tadanyajananasvabhavata syat |
tatas ca vijfianam eva na kuryuh |
tadanyajananasvabhavatvad

Quote 3: [p. 764.19-24] naisa dosah | tesam
anekakaryakriyasvabhavatvat | tatha hi te
tadavasthayam pratyekam
visistasajatiyetaraksanajananatmakas tesam
tatsattanantaryadarsanat | tatra
vijianajananasvabhavataiveti tasya
jananasvabhavata vyavacchidyate | tasya eva
pratiyogitvat nanyajananasvabhavata | na
catas tesam anekatmata syat |
ekasyaivatmatisayasyanekakaryahetutvat

A summary analysis of the SVR’s broader textual context, in which these quotes are

inserted, is provided in section 7 below.

4. Dharmakirti’s HB on co-operating causes (sahakarikarana)

Before attempting a translation of the SVR passage, we note that these three excerpts
occur in the HBT section (numbered 26 in the Sanghavi-Jinavijayaji edition), commenting
upon the following portion of the HB:"®

bhinnasvabhavebhyas caksuradibhyah sahakaribhya ekakaryotpattau na karanabhedat
karyabhedah syad iti cet |

na | yathasvam svabhavabhedena tadvisesopayogah tadupayogakaryasvabhavavisesasarnkarat
| yatha mrtpindakulalasitradibhyo bhavato ghatasya mrtpindad amrtsvabhavebhyo vrksadi-
bhyo bhinnah svabhavah kulaldt tasyaiva mrdatmanah satah samsthavisesatmataya tadanye-
bhyo bhinnah sitrdat tasyaiva mrtsamsthanaviSesitmanas cakrader vibhaktah svabhavo
bhavati | tad evam na kulalan mrtsvabhavata na mrdah samsthanavisesah | na ca tayoh
Saktivisesavisayabhede'pi tajjanitavisesabhedasya karyasya svabhavabhedah mrtsamsthanayor
aparasparatmataya samsthanamrtsvabhavavisesabhyam tayor apratibhdasanaprasangat |

[Objection:] If the production of a single effect is attributable to co-operating causes,
such as the eye, etc., which have distinct natures, [then] there would not be [any] dif-
ference in the effect due to the difference in the cause.

[Reply:] No! The acquisition of the specific aspects of that [effect depend on] each

[co-operating cause] by virtue of their [individual] difference in nature, because of
the non-mingling of the specific aspects of the nature of the effect by means of

'8 Steinkellner 2016: 11.9-12.4. This passage is briefly discussed in Inami 2020: 164-5.
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those acquisitions. For instance, of a pot, which is [produced] by a lump of clay, a
potter, a string, etc., [we observe that, firstly,] because of [its being made of] a
lump of clay, [its] nature is distinct from the natures of [things] not [made] of clay,
such as trees, etc. [Secondly,] of that very [pot] which has the nature of clay, because
of the [intervention of the] potter, there is a [nature] distinct from other [things made
of clay], due to [its] specific shape. [Thirdly,] of that very [pot,] which has the nature
of [being made of] clay and has a specific shape, because of the string there is [still
another] distinct (vibhakta) nature due to the [potter’s] wheel, etc. Thus, the nature
of clay is not caused by the potter and the specific shape is not caused by the clay.
And even if there are different objects for the specific capacities of the two [i.e. the
potter and clay, yet] there is no difference by virtue of the nature of the effect,
whose different specific aspects are produced by them, [If the effect had many differ-
ent natures, there would be an impasse] out of the [undesirable] consequence of the
non-appearance [together] of those [clay and shape] because of the peculiarity of
the shape and clay [respectively], which is due to the peculiar nature of clay and shape.

What Dharmakirti is trying to argue here is that numerous causal factors can co-operate
to yield a single outcome (ekarthakriya). Nonetheless, this does not suggest that one of the
associated factors assumes the primary role while the others merely serve as supplemen-
tary or superfluous. Instead, each collaborating factor is accountable for a distinct facet of
the resultant effect.

5. Arcata on difference (bheda)

Arcata discusses the concept of difference (bheda) implied in the HB passage referred to
above by introducing four distinct categories of differentiation advocated by some
“shameless people” and others, as outlined below:"’

nanu ca mrtsamsthanavisesayor ekasvabhavatve’py ahrikadibhih sankhyadibhedad bheda
isyate tatkatham anekapratyayajanitasyaikatve etad udaharanam syat | sarvatraiva hi
dravyaparydyayoh  sankhyasamjfialaksanakaryabhedad —bhedo  desakalasvabhavabhedac
cabheda isyate yatha ghatasya rijpadindm ca | tatha hi eko ghatah ripadayo bahava iti
sarikhyabhedah | ghatah ripadayah iti samjfiabhedah | anuvrttilaksanam dravyan nityam
ca vyavrttilaksana bhedah ksanika$ ca jaiminiyasya tu ke cit kalantarasthayino’piti
laksanabhedah | ghatenodakaharanam kriyate riipadibhih punar vasturaga iti karyabhedah |

But surely a difference is admitted by the shameless ones (ahrika) etc., because of
the difference in number and so on, even if there is one single nature of the
clay and the specific shape [of a pot]. How would that be [applicable to] this
example of [a pot, which is] produced by many conditions, if there is oneness [of
nature]? Always, indeed, of the [material] substance and [its specific] modes a dif-
ference is admitted [by Jainas] because of the difference of number, name, charac-
teristic and function,® and non-difference [is admitted] because of the
non-difference of place, time and nature, for instance [as in the case] of a pot
and of [its] colours, etc. Therefore, one pot, many colours, etc., is difference of

'° Sanghavi-Jinavijayaji 1949: 98.14-23.

%% Piotr Balcerowicz, in a personal communication dated 13 May 2024, underscores: “The sequence of
sarikhya-samjfia-laksana-karya is not a standard one in Jainism, and may seem to be, perhaps, an extension of
the four basic parameters applied to analyze the multi-layered nature of things, and these are: substance (dravya),
place (ksetra), time (kala), condition (bhava). These seem to be incompletely referred to in the passage:
desa-kala-svabhavabhedac cabheda”. For further details, see Balcerowicz 2015: 208-14.
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number. Pot and [the name of] colours, etc., is difference of name. The permanent
substance is the characteristic of continuity, and the different momentary [states]
are the characteristics of cessation, but [the characteristics of cessation concern]
also some [ceasing elements] that last for a longer [lit: other] time
(kalantarasthayin) [according to the ideas] of the follower[s] of Jaimini’s school
[namely, the Mimamsa;”" all this] is the difference of characteristic. The collection
of water is done through the pot, and the desire for an object [develops] again
because of [its] colours, etc., [this] is the difference of function.

The term ahrika (literally meaning “shameless one”) was perhaps originally reserved for
the Digambaras because of their habit of roaming and living naked, which was considered
offensive to the usual social norms. However, the practice of nudity seems to have been
abandoned after the Gupta period (fourth-sixth century ce), or even earlier, and reintro-
duced only recently.”” In the present context, therefore, it is highly probable that the
term ahrika designates adherents of Jainism in general. To substantiate this perspective,
we observe that Dharmakirti himself, in his critique of the Jaina anekantavada (theory
of multiplexity), employs the term ahrika (in Pramanavarttika, Svarthanumana 181, and
Pramanavarttikasvavrtti on Svarthanumana 181 and 184) to refer to all Jainas, without dis-
tinguishing between Digambaras and Svetambaras. Furthermore, Haribhadrasiiri (seventh
century), a Svetambara, in his Anekantajayapatakd, seemingly identifies himself with the
group criticized by Dharmakirti and, while reproducing Dharmakirti’s arguments, he

replaces the pejorative ahrika with the more neutral anekantavadin.”
The term ahrika occurs twice also in Kamalasila’s (740-795) Pafijika (a commentary) on

Santaraksita’s (725-788) Tattvasamgraha 1708, which opens the chapter devoted to the
analysis of the Jaina theory of epistemological conditionality or syadvada.”* In this
instance, too, ahrika appears to refer to the Jainas in general, as it is not mentioned in
the section dedicated to the refutation of the Digambara conception of self
(Digambaraparikalpitatmapariksa, Tattvasamgraha 311-27 and the accompanying Pafjika),
suggesting that ahrika and Digambara were likely not considered strictly synonymous.

Notably, Tattvasamgraha 313-5 and the Pafjika thereupon reiterate the arguments posited
by Arcata. In the Tattvasamgraha these arguments constitute the primary rationales put forth
by the Jainas in support of their doctrine concerning the double characteristic of the self
(Tattvasamgraha 311b: naram). According to this doctrine, the self is conceived both as a
substantive entity and as possessing modes (Tattvasamgraha 311c: dravyaparydyaripena). It
is by virtue of its simultaneously modal and substantive nature that the self can exhibit char-
acteristics of both differentiation and continuity respectively (Tattvasamgraha 311d:
vyavrttyanugamatmakam). Such a perspective is deemed incompatible with the Buddhist
framework, as emphasized by Tattvasamgraha 312, which advances the following counter-
argument: if a substance (dravya) that is held to be immutable (avikrta) were to be conjoined
(sangata) with its modes (paryaya), it would not undergo modification (visesa), and as a con-
sequence it would not be susceptible to transformation ( parinami na) either.”®

?! On kalantarasthayin in Mimamsa see Freschi 2010: 173, n. 116, and on Dharmottara see Sakai 2010: 176, 1. 44.

22 piotr Balcerowicz’s personal communication, 13 May 2024.

2 See Balcerowicz (2011: 1, 4, 8) for the edition, translation, and discussion of Dharmakirti’s and
Haribhadrastri’s relevant passages.

4 See SastrT’s (2006: 415) edition of the Tattvasamgraha and Paiijik. For an annotated English translation of the
Tattvasamgraha chapter along with the accompanying Pafjika, see Goodman 2022: 231-60. On the definition of
syadvada as epistemological conditionality see Ram-Prasad 2007: 13-31.

% tatrapy avikrtam dravyam parydyair yadi sangatam | na viseso'sti tasyeti parinami na tad bhavet ||. An excellent
new Sanskrit/Tibetan edition and annotated English translation of Tattvasamgraha 311-27 and respective
Pafijikd has recently been published by Kania (2022), see especially pp. 178-82, 188-95. Interested readers are
encouraged to consult this work for a more comprehensive exploration of the discourse.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50041977X24000685 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X24000685

BSOAS 337

Like Santaraksita, Arcata also disagrees with the Jaina views, although from a different
angle.” In fact, after his introduction translated above, Arcata proceeds to examine and refute
each of the four categories of differentiation, culminating in the fourth and final type, the dif-
ference of function (karyabheda). In this regard, it should be noted that the Sanskrit term kdrya
has a multifaceted semantics, encompassing meanings such as “function”, “action”, and
“effect”, thereby introducing a layer of intricacy in the interpretation of Arcata’s discourse.”’

Presented below is the initial part of Arcata’s analysis concerning the concept of karyabheda:"®

karyabhedas tv asman prati asiddha eva | riipadindm eva kesafi cit tatkaryakartrtvat | tathapy
abhyupagamyocyate karyam hi dvividham | bhinnakalam abhinnakdalam ca | tatra piirvam
bhavati bhedanibandhanam yadiha sambhavet | tat tu na sambhavati dharmadharminos tulya-
kalatvat | abhinnakdlas tu karyabhede'naikantikah vibhaktaparindmesu patadisu sambhavat |
patadayo’pi hi vibhaktaparinama anekam karyam kurvanto drstah | na ca dharmirtipena bhi-
dyante ekasyanekakriyavirodhabhavac ca |

Now the difference in function [between the substance and its modes] is for us just
unestablished because [you argue that] only some [aspects, such as] colors etc., have
the condition of being the agent of that function. Nevertheless, if we accept [that
there is a difference,] it is said [that] the function is twofold, diachronic and syn-
chronic. There, the former is based on (nibandhana) difference [in time], if [only]
that were possible here, but that does not happen because of the [necessary] contem-
poraneity of property [such as color,] and property-possessor [such as substance]. Yet,
the synchronic is indecisive (anaikantika) if there is difference in function [between
substance and its modes], because it comes together (sambhava) in distinct transforma-
tions (vibhaktaparinama) [like] in the case of cloths and so on. Cloths, etc., are indeed
[the result of] distinct transformations [over time of pieces of fabric], which are
[altogether] observed to produce a function that is manifold, as they do not differ
by means of the nature of the[ir respective] property-possessor, and because of the
absence of contradiction for a manifold function of one [compound entity].

5.1. Excursus: DurvekamiSra’s explanation of distinct transformation (vibhaktaparinama) in the
synchronic function

The concept of distinct transformation (vibhaktaparinama) is explained in Durvekamisra’s
(970-1030) Hetubindutikaloka, the sub-commentary on the HBT, by wittily exploiting a play
on words between vibhaktaparinama and vibhaktaparimana:*°

vibhaktaparinamesv iti pathe vibhaktah parinamo yesam iti vigrahah | vibhakto
visistakaryakaritvena niyukta iti cartha iti pirve nibandhakrto vydcakhyuh | [...]
vibhaktaparimanesv iti tu patho yuktariipah | tatra parimanam manavyavaharakaranam

%% It is to be emphasized that Santaraksita and Arcata pursue distinct objectives in their engagement with the
Jaina arguments. The former is primarily interested in establishing the non-applicability of the notion of a per-
manent self, which is a typical Madhyamaka concern. This is exemplified by Tattvasamgraha 324, wherein it is
posited that only transient modes can be apprehended, thus rendering the ascertainment of a permanent self
untenable. Conversely, Arcata’s intent is to reject these arguments within the sphere of Dharmakirtian etiological
epistemology, as will emerge more clearly from the sources translated in the following sections.

7 A comparable complexity is also observed in the case of Sanskrit terms such as svabhava/svabhavata, atmatd,
ripatd/ripatva etc., which denote concepts like “nature” and “essence”, but may convey slightly different nuan-
ces in Sanskrit, whose full sense has to be defined in their respective contexts.

*® Sanghavi-Jinavijayaji 1949: 100.8-15.

 sanghavi-Jinavijayaji 1949: 338.19-339.4.
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gunavisesah | paraprasiddhyd cedam ucyate tac ca dirghatvakhyam utpadyam atra
vivaksitam | tatra vibhaktam vibhdgena vyavasthdpitam parimdnam yesam patadinam
tesu vistdaritesu dirghikrtesv iti yavat | vibhaktayamadikarpatadayah kificid avrnvate
kificic ca dharayanti kificid upabadhnantiti |

[The expression] “in distinct transformations” (vibhaktaparinama) in the text is ana-
lysed as their [i.e. of the functions] transformation that is distinct. The meaning is
that distinct [elements are] bound [together] by means of specific functionality
(karyakaritva), as the treatise (nibandhakrta) [i.e. the HBT] explained earlier. [...] But
the appropriate [interpretation of the] text is “in distinct measurements”
(vibhaktaparimana). There, measurement is the reason for conventional expressions
regarding length (mana),’® [which is] a peculiar quality. This is said through the con-
sensus of others, and that [term] is intended here as a product (utpadya) denoting
lengthiness. There, distinct is to be established as [having the meaning of] part,
that is to say the measurement of these cloths etc. through those unfolded
(vistarita) and lengthened [parts]. Some patches, etc., which have distinct lengths
(ayama) etc., cover, some hold, and some fasten.

In other words, considering clothing as an assemblage of distinct components and tex-
tiles, it becomes implausible to assign all the functions carried out by its individual
parts (such as covering, holding, fastening, etc.) to the clothes simultaneously. This justi-
fies why Arcata refers to the fallacy of indecisiveness (anaikantika), as each function repre-
sents an effect that can only be attributed to the specific component that performs or
causes it, not to the clothes as a whole. However, Arcata argues, it is not contradictory
to acknowledge that a composite entity like an item of clothing can indeed fulfil a multi-
faceted function, which here seems to be understood as the juxtaposition of the diverse
functions of its constituent parts.

6. The translation of the SVR passage

After his introductory lines on the difference of function (quoted and translated at the
end of section 5 above), Arcata develops the discussion through the three passages quoted
in the SVR, the translation of which I provide here:

[The idea] of one [cause] producing a multiple effect by means of the nature of
co-operating substrata is non-applicable towards oneness because of the superimpos-
ition of contradictory properties. Or, when [there is] oneness, the connection
(prasanga) with the production of the effect is only of one or the other (anyatara),
because, of that [effect], the substratum and the state of being co-operating
(sahakaritva) enter (apatti) the condition of eitherness (anyataratva).”'

On which case Bhattodbhata clarified (pracikatat):*

[Quote 1] “In this case the very cause does not perform the nature of the effect,
for if the nature of one effect were the result of the nature of one cause, in the case of
the absence of a nature [of a cause] other than that, there would not be acquisition

%It is interesting to note that parimanam manavyavahdrakaranam occurs also in Pradastapada’s (fifth-sixth
century) Padarthadharmasamgraha. See Dvivedin 1984: 130.20.

*! The text here seems to underscore that substratum and co-operating state are two alternative conditions
that cannot both act as the cause of the effect.

%2 Interestingly, Vadidevasiiri employs in this instance the infrequent form pracikatat, which corresponds to
the third person singular of the reduplicated thematic aorist associated with the causative praskatayati of the
verbal root pra+V kat (“to manifest, disclose, reveal”): pra+acikatat — pracikatat (lit. “s/he made manifest”).
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of the nature of an effect other than that. However, in the presence of something [i.e.
the cause] just a new [aspect] happens as its effect[, which was] previously absent. In
this case, if there is the individual presence of one (sva) and the other (itara) specific
moment[ary entities], in the proximity (sannidhi) of the different natures effected by
the mutual substrata (itaretaropadana) of object (visaya), sense-organs (indriya) and
mental engagement (manaskara), the acquisition (upagama) of a manifold function
is not contradictory out of conformity to their presence and absence. Wherefore,
even in [the case of] a single function, only its coming about when that [cause] is
present (tadbhdavabhavitd) is the support (nibandhana) of that [effect], and that [com-
ing about when the cause is present] is the same [support] also in [the case of] a
manifold function”.

In this case it is said that the cause is not furnished with (mopagat) the nature of
the effect. Indeed only those natures able to produce [the effect as something new]
are approved. Moreover, [Quote 2] “their [i.e. of object, sense-organs and mental
engagement] producing nature (jananasvabhava) is ascertained because of the
appearance, when there is their proximity, of the effect that has the characteristic
of being a cognition. Because the cause firmly rests in the condition of having the
nature of producer with reference to the nature of the effect, then, in which way
from the natures able to produce a cognition, [taken] individually (pratyekam),
would there be the appearance of an effect other than it [i.e. other than a cogni-
tion]?** Or, they being present, how would there be a producing nature other than it?

[Objection:] Then, they would not produce just cognition because of the state of
having a producing nature other than it[, therefore object, sense-organs and mental
engagement have many producing natures]”.

He then answered this objection here: [Quote 3] “This is not a fault, because they
[ie. the causes of a cognition] have a [single] nature [capable] of yielding many
effects. Therefore, they [i.e. sense-organs etc.] have the nature of producing specific
similar (sajatiya) and other (itara) moment[ary effects while remaining] in their states
individually, because we observe that there is no interval between them [i.e. their
activity] and the existence of those [effects]. In this regard, it is said ‘only the nature
able to produce a cognition’, [since] the producing nature of that [cognition] is sepa-
rated [from the natures of causes that are incapable of yielding cognitions]; because
of the correlation only of that [nature that is able to produce a cognition with the
corresponding cognition], there is not another producing nature [involved]. And,
from this, there cannot be a manifold nature of them [i.e. of the causes of a cogni-
tion] because of the state of being a cause in many effects only of one special aspect
(atmatisaya) [of their nature, namely, the aspect capable of producing cognition]”,
and so on.

Here this respectable old twice-born illuminates to us this new better way [of
addressing the subject under discussion].

Without undertaking a comprehensive analysis of this passage, a task that exceeds the
scope of the present article, I restrict my focus to the ensuing observations. The discourse
centres around the connection between cognition and its underlying causes. The causal
factors of cognition are sequences of momentary states (ksana, ksanika) capable of eliciting
an outcome only when they are in close proximity. It is this proximity that facilitates the

3 Compare with Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika, Pratyaksa, 251: tadatadriipino bhavas tadatadriipahetujah | tat

this or that nature. How pleasant etc. could not be a cognition, [since] it is born out of causes that are not dif-
ferent from [the causes of] a cognition?”). See Miyasaka 1971-72: 74.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50041977X24000685 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X24000685

340 Krishna Del Toso

interaction of their distinct generative natures, which is needed to yield the effect. Each
momentary state possesses a generative nature able to perform different activities. On the
one hand, this nature bears the capacity to engender the subsequent momentary state,
which is akin to its preceding state. For instance, a sense-organ (indriya) such as the
eye (caksus) at time T, possesses a generative nature that gives rise to the eye at time
T, and so forth. On the other hand, it also holds the potential to collaborate with
other natures to generate effects that are dissimilar to it. For example, at time T,,
when the eye is in close proximity to the object (visaya) and mental engagement
(manaskdra), its generative nature, together with the generative natures of the object
and mental engagement, contributes to the emergence of cognition, an outcome that is
dissimilar to the eye, the object, and mental engagement. The core of the argument
can be encapsulated within a form of circular reasoning: a cognition possesses the inher-
ent nature of being the outcome of a cognitive process because it originates from entities
(such as sense-faculties, etc.) endowed with the inherent capability to generate cognitive
processes that cause cognitions.

7. A look at the broader context

Before concluding our analysis, it is pertinent to consider the broader contextual frame-
work within which these quotations are inserted. We note that the passage under scrutiny
marks the commencement of a new discourse within the SVR, which follows the compre-
hensive analysis and dismissal of three out of four causal theories, as explicitly delineated
in the sentence preceding the excerpt discussed here:* etena trtiyapakso’pi pratiksiptah (“In
this way the third thesis is rejected”). The four causal theories are enunciated as follows:*
ekasmat karanad ekakaryam utpadyate | anekasmad ekam | ekasmad anekam anekasmad
anekam®® va | (“[1] One effect originates from one cause, [2] one [effect originates] from
many [causes], [3] many [effects] from one [cause], or [4] many [effects] from many
[causes]”). Vadidevasiiri initiates hence the analysis of the fourth and final causal alter-
native by introducing the quotations he attributes to Udbhatabhatta.

The part subsequent to the quotations proceeds to engage with the Nyaya perspective,
as the following statement makes clear:*” anenaiva naiydyikataskarah sarvasvapahdaraya
praveksyati ksanad iti tu naveksate iti (“But he [i.e. the twice-born] does not consider that
the thief Naiyayika will immediately attend to stealing everything by means of this
very [reasoning]”). A few lines later, the Naiyayikas are characterized as contentious
(naiyayikakantaka),”® and their doctrine is identified as an inopportune instruction
(naiyayikasiksaksana).”” In summary, the objection raised by the Naiyayikas revolves
around the contention that the unique (eka) nature (svabhava) of an entity (bhava), char-
acterized by a stable unitary condition (atisthiraikasvariipa), persists across various corpor-
eal synchronic and diachronic functions (bhinnakalabhinnakalanekakayakavrtya). However,
if it is posited that this stable entity possesses the nature of effect production
(karyajanandatmaka), contingent upon the presence of co-operating functions
(sahakdrisannidhanavastha), then it necessarily entails acknowledging that, since a pot
(ghata) is generated (utpadyate) within space (vyoman), considered as a co-operating func-
tion, the production of a pot is also conditioned by space (taddhetuka), which is nonsense.
Moreover, considering the nature of water collection (jaldharanasvabhavatd) inherent in

> Ladhaji 1927: 764.3.

% Ladhaji 1927: 761.22-4.
36 Ladhajt: aneka.

% Ladhaji 1927: 764.25-6.
*® Ladhaji 1927: 765.13.
% Ladhaji 1927: 765.15.
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the pot, at the moment of its activation (tatkdla), the pot must be distinct (vyavacchidyate)
from the nature incapable of effecting water collection (tadajananasvabhavata), as there
exists a correlation (pratiyogitva) solely between the nature of water collection during
the specific moment of actual water collection, and not across other temporal instances
(kalantara). Consequently, the activation of the nature that gives rise to an effect
(tajjananasvabhavata) can be substantiated based on the occurrence of the effect (tajjanana)
out of temporal difference (kalabheda), thereby implying that differences in property
(dharmabheda) do not entail differences in the property-possessor (dharmin), as illustrated
by the difference between the production of cognition and the production of delight
(vijianajananarasajananabheda) as effects resulting from perceiving one and the same col-
our (ritpa).* In other words, against the position drawn in the SVR quotes under discus-
sion, the Naiyayikas argue that the occurrence of multiple functions stemming from a
single cause at the same time, each yielding distinct effects, is untenable.

At this juncture, in opposition to the Naiyayikas’ objections, Vadidevastri resorts to
the following quote (let us call it quote 4), which he does not attribute explicitly to
Udbhatabhatta and yet is again taken from the HBT:

Arcata’s HBT (Sanghavi-Jinavijayaji's edition) ~ Vadidevasiiri’s SVR (Ladhaji’s edition)

[p. 101.21-3] ekasyanekakriyanabhyupagame  Quote 4: [p. 764.15-16]

ca yo’yam riparasagandhasparsavisesanam ekasyanekakriyanabhyupagame ca yo'yam
kva cit sahabhavaniyamah pramanaparidrstah  raparasagandhasparsavisesanam kva cit

sa na syat | bhinnanimittanam sahabhavaniyamah pramanaparidrstah sa na
sahabhavaniyamayogat | syat bhinnanimittanam

sahabhavaniyamayogat iti |

The translation is:

And if there is non-accordance of many functions of one [cause, in consequence of]
this restriction of coming together somewhere [i.e. in the entity] of a specific colour,
taste, smell, tangibility, [the effect] would not be perceived through the means of
knowledge, because [the perception of an effect in its complexity] is impossible in
the restriction of coming together of different characteristics.

Following this citation, Vadidevasiiri emphasizes that this approach does not align with
how he himself would refute the objection:*! tad api nasmakam diisanam | ekantena bhinna-
nimittajanyatvasya vivaksitariipdadisv asmabhir anabhyupagamat | (“Even that is not our refu-
tation, because we do not admit in the intended colours etc. that different characteristics
[possess] the state of being produced by means of oneness [of cause]”). Then the discus-
sion moves to further subjects.

8. Conclusion

The foregoing discussion shows that the passage attributed to Udbhatabhatta in the SVR
(referred to as quote 1) is sourced from Arcata’s HBT. Furthermore, it becomes evident
that the SVR includes two additional excerpts (referred to as quotes 2 and 3) from the
HBT, which immediately follow the first passage in Arcata’s commentary. Finally, a con-
cluding passage (quote 4) is presented to close the discussion with the Naiyayikas, also
drawn from the HBT.

*° 1adhaji 1927: 765.1-11.
1 Ladhaji 1927: 765.18.
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The attribution of the first three quotations to the same author by Vadidevasiri him-
self can be inferred from the conclusive statement in the SVR passage, translated above,
wherein the entirety of the discourse is credited to a single individual designated as
“twice-born” (dvijanman). The designation “twice-born”, we observe, is a traditional
appellation indicative of brahmana status, and can be applied with equal validity to
both Udbhatabhatta and Arcata, as they both hailed from brahmanical lineages.*

From the examination of the quotations and of the broader textual context, a recurring
reference to a substantial portion of the HBT emerges (encompassing a segment spanning
from at least quote 1 to quote 4). It is particularly noteworthy, in this regard, that the
criticism raised by the Naiyayikas and summarized in section 7 above, appears directed
towards a Buddhist interlocutor, as evidenced by two key considerations. Firstly, the
Naiyayikas’ argument emphasizes the untenability of positing a co-operating cause/func-
tion (sahakari) within a causal framework, wherein a stable cause already possesses the
inherent capacity to produce an effect. Secondly, if a cause is qualified by the nature of
producing an effect, this determines a distinction between property/qualifier and
property-possessor/qualified in the cause itself, which implies both a chronological pre-
cedence of the qualifier over the qualified and the possibility that the property-possessor
remains the same through changes of properties, a notion that cannot be accepted by a
partisan of the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness (ksanavada).*

These last considerations prompt further reflection, which leads us to the following
four main hypotheses.

1. Scattered throughout the SVR are additional quotes taken from Udbhatabhatta’s
works, including mention of one of his writings entitled Tattvavrtti,** now lost, pre-
sumed to be a commentary either on a Carvaka/Lokayata foundational text or a
Nyaya treatise.” While definitive evidence is lacking, these indications suggest
that Vadidevasiiri may have had access to Udbhatabhatta’s writings, where he
found the three (and the fourth) quotations under consideration, which he
extracted, potentially without realizing that they were originally part of the HBT.
This hypothesis, in turn, prompts inquiries - deemed unanswered until new mater-
ial on Udbhatabhatta emerges - regarding whether Udbhatabhatta really copied
verbatim from the HBT and, if so, for what reason. On the one hand, we can specu-
late that Udbhatabhatta may have utilized Arcata’s text as, for instance, a
purvapaksa, a preliminary standpoint, employing it as a premise for discussion
and subsequent rejection. This option suggests, however, that the three quotations
in the SVR do not reflect at all Udbhatabhatta’s genuine stance. On the other hand,
it can be supposed that Udbhatabhatta indeed agreed with Arcata, although this
proposition introduces more complexities than resolutions, since accepting such
a possibility would entail acknowledging that Udbhatabhatta endorsed, among
other tenets, also the characteristic Buddhist doctrine of momentariness
(ksanavada), which is strongly implied in the cited passages. However, substantiating
and rationalizing such a conclusion from a philosophical standpoint becomes a chal-
lenging (if not impossible) endeavour, considering Udbhatabhatta’s primary

*2 Solomon  (1977-78: 991-2) provides evidence on the brahmanical milieu of Udbhatabhatta.
Sanghavi-Jinavijayaji (1949: xi) underscore that Arcata was a brahmana from Ka$mir.

** For further insights into these two points against the Buddhists, see Shaw 2002: 228, 242-3.

4 A thorough compilation of quotations ascribed to Udbhatabhatta in the SVR can be found in Bhattacharya
(2009: 81-2; 2002: 606-07), specifically referencing excerpts marked as +Bha.10 to +Bha.16. Additionally,
vadidevastiri makes reference to the title Tattvavrtti in Ladhaji 1927: 265.16.

5 See Solomon 1977-78: 990-91; Bhattacharya 2009: 101.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50041977X24000685 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0041977X24000685

BSOAS 343

association with the Carvaka/Lokayata - albeit with a “revisionist” imprint - and
his apparent affinity towards Nyaya epistemology.*®

2. Despite the SVR demonstrating a certain familiarity with Udbhatabhatta’s works, it
remains possible that Vadidevastiri did not have direct access to these texts.
Instead, he may have copied the quotations attributed to Udbhatabhatta from an
intermediary manuscript authored by someone other than Udbhatabhatta, within
which they were included. This intermediary author may have erroneously attrib-
uted to Udbhatabhatta the passages from Arcata, and Vadidevastiri may have
accepted this attribution without further scrutiny.

3. Alternatively, the assignment to Udbhatabhatta of Arcata’s excerpt may be an
incorrect attribution by Vadidevastri himself.

4. Or, the attribution may also be the fruit either of a textual corruption in the SVR, or
of a misinterpretation by the editor Motilala Ladhaji. However, without direct
access to the manuscript(s) that served as the basis for compiling the published edi-
tion of the SVR, I am presently unable to verify this possibility.

While absolute certainty regarding which, among these, is the correct hypothesis remains
unattainable, and the possibility of additional alternatives beyond the four presented can-
not be dismissed, it appears to me that hypotheses 1 and 2 are considerably more robust
than hypotheses 3 and 4. Having said that, the present study reveals that the SVR excerpt
under discussion indicates Vadidevasiiri’s intention to address arguments pertaining to
the distinct functions/effects (karyabheda) of the nature capable of engendering cognition
(vijianajananasvabhavata) of the sense-organs, etc., and as previously emphasized, these
arguments clearly stem from a Buddhist framework and exhibit pronounced Buddhist
philosophical elements, such as the doctrine of momentariness. Furthermore, the refer-
ence to Buddhism appears to be indirectly corroborated also by the Naiyayikas’ critique,
summarized in section 7 above. Consequently, the question of whether and for what rea-
sons these arguments were integrated into one of Udbhatabhatta’s works remains too
ambiguous to assert confidently that Udbhatabhatta truly espoused their content.
Based on these considerations, the following conclusions can be proposed: firstly, it
appears reasonably clear that the quotations in question lack an authentic Carvaka/
Lokayata perspective, given that their original author was a follower of Dharmakirti;
and, secondly, it is consequently suggested that these quotations (particularly our
quote 1) be removed from the fragments attributed to Udbhatabhatta in Ramkrishna
Bhattacharya’s collection of Carvaka/Lokayata passages.

To conclude, the significance of emphasizing Vadidevasiiri’s assignment of a Buddhist
argument to a Carvaka/Lokayata thinker should not be underestimated, especially in light
of the previously mentioned scarcity of available source material for the reconstruction of
the authentic Carvaka/Lokayata thought. This scarcity, combined with the preservation of
source material within writings authored by adherents of diverse, non-Carvaka/Lokayata
philosophical traditions, highlights how contemporary scholars engaged in the study of
Carvaka/Lokayata are consistently confronted with hermeneutical uncertainties and
intricacies, which preclude the assumption of anything as established with absolute cer-
tainty. It is therefore reasonable to assert that, particularly in this context, any textual
doubts not completely resolved carry the potential to result in substantial deviations
from a precise interpretation and understanding of the Carvaka/Lokayata philosophy.

The suggestion to remove the quoted passage from the Carvaka/Lokayata source
material, as discussed in the present paper, represents a modest yet decisive step towards
a more accurate assessment of the Carvaka/Lokayata tradition. Moreover, it implicitly

46 See Bhattacharya 2009: 69-70; Franco 2018: 637.
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contributes to a more meticulous evaluation of Udbhatabhatta’s ideas and their influence,
not only within the confines of the Carvaka/Lokayata school, but also within the broader
philosophical discourse developed from the ninth century onwards.
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