256 | ISABELLE RATIE

, 2007a, “Studies on Utpaladeva’s Isvarapratyabhijiia-vivrti.
Part I: anupalabdhi and apoha in a Saiva Garb”, in K. Preisendanz
(ed.) Expanding and Merging Horizons: Contributions to South Asian
and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of Wilhelm Halbfass,
Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
pp- 473-90.

, 2007b, “Studies on Utpaladeva’s Isvarapratyabhijiia-vivrti. Part
II: What Is Memory?”, in K. Klaus and J.-U. Hartmann (eds.) Indica
et Tibetica. Festschrift fiir Michael Hahn zum 65. Geburtstag von
Freunden und Schiilern iiberreicht, Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie
und Buddhismuskunde 66, Wien: Arbeitskreis fiir Tibetische und
Buddhistische Studien Universitit Wien, pp. 539-63.

, 2007¢, “Studies on Utpaladeva’s Isvarapratyabhijiia-vivrti. Part
III: Can a Cognition Become the Object of Another Cognition?”, in
D. Goodall and A. Padoux (eds.) Mélanges tantriques a la mémoire
d’Hélene Brunner, Collection Indologie 106, Pondichéry: Institut
Frangais de Pondichéry/Ecole Francgaise d’Extréme-Orient, pp. 475-84.

,2007d, “Studies on Utpaladeva’s Isvarapratyabhijiia-vivrti. Part
IV: Light of the Subject, Light of the Object”, in B. Kellner, H. Krasser
et al. (eds.), Pramanakirtih: Papers Dedicated to Ernst Steinkellner
on the Occasion of His 70" Birthday, Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie
und Buddhismuskunde 70.2, Wien: Arbeitskreis fiir tibetische und
buddhistische Studien Universitit Wien, pp. 925-40.

Utpaladeva’s Proof of God
On the Purpose of the Isvarasiddhi’

Isabelle Ratié

IN his short treatise entitled Isvarasiddhi (IS), Utpaladeva claims
to prove the existence of God or the Lord (isvara)? understood
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This article was written thanks to the generous financial help of the
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft, as part of project FR 2531/3-1
(“Eine Untersuchung zur Kausalitdt im Pratyabhijfia-System. Kritische
Edition, Ubersetzung und Studie von Abhinavagupta’s IPV, Adhikara
II, Ahnika 4”). I am very grateful to Vincent Eltschinger, John Taber
and Albrecht Wezler, who carefully read the first version of this paper
and whose many remarks were very helpful, and to Yasutaka Muroya,
who kindly answered my questions on the chronology of Naiyayika
authors. Mistakes are mine.

Although the fifty-six stanzas of the IS and the Vrrti thereon have
aroused little scholarly interest so far, two important studies must be
mentioned in this respect: Taber 1986, which summarizes the whole
treatise and offers a very insightful philosophical analysis of it; and
Krasser 2002, an excellent study of the Indian controversy over the
existence of God that contains (pp. 149-58) a translation and analysis
of some key passages in the IS.

In the context of the proof of isvara, the term “God” might seem most
appropriate to the Western reader. Nonetheless I have kept the more
literal term “Lord” in the translations at least, because isvara designates
first and foremost a person who has power or reigns over something
(see, for example, IPVV III: 181-82: yatra yad dyattam sa tatresvaro

rajeva nije rajye . . . “That on which something depends is the Lord of
.—)
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as an omnipotent and omniscient creator of the universe. As
noted by John Taber and Helmut Krasser,? this very goal seems
to be at odds with Utpaladeva’s own statement at the beginning
of his magnum opus, the IPK, according to which the Lord can be
neither proved nor refuted since it is always experienced in any
conscious individual’s self-awareness. Several passages scattered
in the works of Utpaladeva and his commentator Abhinavagupta
show that this should not be considered as a blatant contradiction,
since according to them, the IS was not written from the ultimate
point of view (paramartha) of non-duality (advaya)* adopted by
Utpaladeva in his Pratyabhijfia works, but from the inferior point of
view of duality, which several scholars have recognized as that of
Nyaya. Nonetheless, these scant and allusive indications leave open
a number of questions: is Utpaladevas IS an original contribution
to the Indian debate over the existence of God, or does it merely
reformulate arguments put forward earlier? In what way(s) does
Utpaladeva’s method in the IS differ from that which he adopts in
his IPK? And most of all: why did Utpaladeva take the trouble of
writing a treatise that he himself did not consider as an expression
of the ultimate truth?

<— this [thing], as a king [who is the Lord] of his kingdom . . .”), and the
various Indian authors quoted below often use the term in this sense
(for an example of this use by PraSastapada, see Chemparathy 1968:
84; cf. e.g. Ramakantha’s assertion that the potter is iSvara with respect
to the pot in KV, p. 73).

See Taber 1986: 106-07; Krasser 2002: 149-50.

Abhinavagupta repeatedly calls the supporters of Utpaladeva’s doctrine
the “proponents of the non-duality with the Lord” (iSvaradvayavadin):
see e.g. IPVV II: 122 or 129 (quoted in Ratié 2011a: 385, n 44 and
598-99, n 64). This non-duality is primarily to be understood as the
identity of the individual’s Self (@tman) with the Lord, but also as the
absolute ontological dependence of the phenomenal world on isvara
conceived as an all-encompassing consciousness that creates the
universe merely by taking on its various forms.
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The Main Argument in the IS and Its Naiyayika Sources

As already noted by several scholars,’ the proof establishing the
existence of the Lord that Utpaladeva defends in the IS belongs to
the Nyaya tradition. The argument is an inference “from the fact
that [the universe] is an effect” (karyatvatr) requiring a cause. More
precisely, this inference is drawn from the fact that the universe is
an effect consisting of a specific arrangement (sannivesavisesa) that
must have been created by an intelligent agent (buddhimatkartr)®
considered as its efficient cause (nimittakarana), as no material
cause (upadanakarana) can account for this specific arrangement;’

> See e.g. Taber 1986: 107; Torella 1994: 40; Krasser 2002: 1511f.

6 1S: 1: tanukaranadikaryar buddhimatkartrpirvakam sannivesa-
visesavattvat, yad yat sannivesavisesavat tat tad buddhimatkartrnirmitam
yatha ghatah, buddhimatkartrpirvakam yan na bhavati na tat
sanniveSaviSesavatkaryam yatha paramanvakasasasavisanadi,
tatha ca bhavati sannivesavisesavat tanvadikaryam, tasmad
buddhimatkartypirvakam iti. “An effect such as bodies, organs and
so on presupposes an intelligent agent (buddhimatkartr), because
it possesses a specific arrangement (sannivesavisesa). Whatever
has a specific arrangement was created by an intelligent agent — a
pot for instance [was created by a potter; whereas] that which does
not presuppose an intelligent agent is not an effect endowed with a
specific arrangement — for instance, atoms, space, [non-existing things
such as] a rabbit’s horn, etc. And thus, there is an effect [consisting
of] bodies, etc., [namely, the universe], which possesses a specific
arrangement; therefore it presupposes an intelligent agent.” See
Krasser 2002: 150-51.

IS: 4 : tatha hi sarire tavad upadanakaranari sukrasonitadi siddham. na
casya tatsannivesayogah. caksuhsrotrapanipadader api tad evopadanam
atatsannivesi, bhuvananam api parthivadyartharacanatmakanar

N

mrdadyupadanam atatsannivesy eva siddham, natra kimcid
durupapadam. lokayatratranahetutapi sariradeh sarvavadisiddhaiva
pratyaksata eva. natrasthane vistaropanyasah saphalah. tatah siddha
eva hetuh. “To explain: in a body, to begin with, the material cause,

such as sperm and blood, is established. Now, this [material cause
__)
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and given the infinite complexity and internal harmony of the
universe, this intelligent agent must be omniscient and omnipotent
—i.e. it is God.?

This famous Nyaya line of argument apparently found its first
formulation in the lost work of Aviddhakarna,” and Uddyotakara,

«— itself] is not endowed with the arrangement [that the body displays].
[Organs] too, such as the eye, ear, hand, foot and so on, have the same
material cause which does not possess this arrangement. [And] worlds
too, which consist of arrangements of things such as earth and so on,
are established to possess a material cause such as earth which is
absolutely devoid of this arrangement — in this regard there is nothing
hard to demonstrate. And for all those participating in the debate, it is
a [fact] established through mere perception that these bodies, etc. are
causes that ensure the pursuit of worldly affairs: a long demonstration
would be vain here at [such] an improper place. Therefore the reason
[for inferring the Lord] is indeed established.”

IS: 4-5: t$varasiddhiparyavasanas cayar sadhanarthah. tanvadisu
hi visvaparaparyayesu parasparanugunesu sarvesu yavaj jianar
nasti tavat katham nirmitsa syad iti sarvajiiata tavat sthita,

)

tathanirmanasamarthydac canekatve pramanabhavac caikasya

sarvakartrtvam iti dharmivisesasambandhaucityad isvara eva
buddhiman paryavasyati. “And this point of the demonstration
amounts to proving [the existence of] the Lord; for if [this inferred
cause] had no knowledge of the bodies and so on, which are another
expression for the [entire] universe and are all mutually adapted, how
could [it] have any desire to create [them]? Therefore, first of all,
the omniscience [of their creator] is established; and both because
[only an omnipotent agent] is capable of such a creation and because
there is no argument [proving] that there may be several [agents of
the universe], the omnipotence of a single [agent is established too].
Therefore [this inferred] intelligent [agent] can only be the Lord
Himself, because [the Lord only] can have a relationship with the
particular subject of the inference (dharmivisesa) [, i.e. the effect that
is the entire universe].”

? See the fragment preserved in the TSP and mentioned as “put

forward by Aviddhakarna” (aviddhakarnopanyasta) in TSPg:
....)
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whom Abhinavagupta explicitly mentions as one of the Naiyayika
authors of the proof,'® alludes to the inference of isvara from
the fact that some natural entities are effects'! and defends the

€—52: dvindriyagrahyagrahyam vimatyadhikaranabhavapannam

buddhimatkaranapiirvakam, svarambhakavayavasannivesavisistatvad
ghatadivad vaidharmyena paramanava iti. “That which is either
apprehended through two [different] sense-organs or not apprehended
[by any sense-organ, and] which is the object of the debate, presupposes
an intelligent cause, because it is particularized by an arrangement
(sannivesavisista) of the parts that cling together [so as to constitute this
entity] itself, just as a pot; the atoms [stand] as a dissimilar example.”
Cf. e.g. Vattanky 1984: 17; Krasser 1999: 216; 2002: 35-36, n 39 and
p. 151. The reason why Aviddhakarna mentions that “which is the
object of the debate” is probably that both parties (i.e. the proponents
of theism a well as its opponents) acknowledge that human artefacts are
created by a conscious agent and that uncomposed natural entities such
as atoms are not, whereas they disagree on whether composite natural
entities such as bodies are products of an intelligent agent. See NTT:
563: trayo hi khalu bhava jagati bhavanti. prasiddhacetanakartrkas
ca yatha prasadattalagopuratoranadayah, prasiddhatadviparyayas
ca yatha paramanvakasadayah, sandigdhacetanakartrkas ca yatha
tanutarumahimahidharadayah. “For indeed, there are three [kinds of]
entities in this world: [those] that are well known as having a conscious
creator, such as palaces, watchtowers, gates, arches and so on; [those]
that are well known as not [having such a conscious creator], such as
atoms, space and so on; and [those] about which one doubts whether
they have a conscious creator, such as bodies, trees, earth, mountains
and so on.” :

IPVV I: 40, quoted below, n 95.

Note that in his commentary on NS IV.1.21, Uddyotakara does not use
the inferential reason “because it is an effect” (karyatvat) to prove that
the universe has isvara as its efficient cause: rather, he has recourse
to the inferential reason “because it is unconscious” (acetanatvat)
that he applies to matter, atoms and actions leading to karmic
retribution (see below, n 71). Nonetheless, at the end of his lengthy

commentary on this sitra, he mentions Aviddhakarna’s argument
—
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thesis that natural entities endowed with specific arrangements
(such as bodies) must have an efficient cause which, even though
imperceptible, can be inferred on the grounds of their sharing
similar features with human artefacts such as pots, since the latter
display a specific arrangement (racanavisesa, saristhanavisesa)'
and have a perceptible efficient cause, i.e. the potter.® The same idea

«— while trying to show that in fact the karyatvat argument formulated
by his predecessor amounts to the one resting on the acetanatvat
inferential reason. See NV ad NS IV.1.21: 441: evam karyatvat trnadini
paksikrtya darsanasparsanavisayatvad iti vaktavyam. evam yatra yatra
vipratipattih karyatvam ca tat tad* anenaiva nyayenanena drstantena
vasyadina paksayitva sadhayitavyam iti. [*ca tat tad NV _: 957: ca
yat, tad NV] “In the same way, when one takes grass and so on as the
subject of the inference since [they] are effects [and] objects of vision
and touch, one can say [that they are controlled by an intelligent agent].
[That is to say,] in the same way, when one takes as the subject of
the inference whatever is the object of the debate and involves [the
property of] being an effect, one can establish [that this object has the
property of being controlled by an intelligent agent] through the same
reasoning [, i.e. because of its being unconscious, by having recourse]
to the example of the axe and so on, [which are unconscious entities
requiring the control of an intelligent agent].” On the probable meaning
of “whatever is the object of the debate” here, see above, n 9.

12 Asnoted by H. Krasser, in his refutation of this proof Dharmakirti uses
the compound sariisthanavisesa found in the NV rather than sannivesa-
visesa, which appears in Aviddhakarna’s fragment (see Krasser 1999:
216, n 7; 2002: 36, n 39; cf. below, n 32).

13 See NV ad NS IV.1.22, where Uddyotakara answers the objection
according to which “just as a thorn’s sharpness for instance is devoid
of efficient cause and [yet] endowed with a material cause, in the same
way, in the case of the production of a body, etc., [there is no such
thing as an efficient cause]” (yatha kantakasya taiksnyadi nirnimittam
copadanavac ca, tatha Sariradisarge ’piti, NV: 441-42). Uddyotakara
explains (NV: 442): kah punar atra nyayah, animittaracanavisesah
Sariradayah samsthanavisesavattvat kantakadivad iti. na,
anupalabhyamananimittanam anumanato nimittopalabdheh. yasya

UTPALADEVA’S PROOF OF GOD | 263

was elaborated by later Naiyayika authors who in all probability
lived before Utpaladeva, such as Sanikarasvamin and J ayanta Bhatta,
or who may have been younger or older contemporaries, such as
Trilocana, Vacaspatimi$ra or Bhasarvajfia.* As for Utpaladeva’s
contention that the efficient cause of the universe must be not only
omnipotent but also omniscient due to the very nature of its effect,
it can also be traced back to earlier, VaiSesika and Nyaya sources
such as PraSastapada’s lost T7ka on the Vaisesika-Siitras' or Jayanta

< nimittam pratyaksato nopalabhyate, tasyanumanato nimittam
pratyetavyam. kutah — nimittavaddravyasamanyat. yani khalu
nimittavanti dravyani samsthanavisesavanti tani ghatadini.
samsthanavisesavac ca Sariram kantakadayas ca. tasmat te ’pi
nimittavanta iti. “But what is the reasoning [in the objection] here?
[Answer:] the body and so on have specific arrangements that are
devoid of efficient cause, because, just as a thorn for instance [that has
no efficient cause,] they have a specific arrangement. [We answer the
objection in the following way:] This is not [true], because the efficient
cause of things whose efficient cause is not [directly] perceived can
[still] be apprehended through inference: that whose efficient cause is
not directly perceived has an efficient cause that can be acknowledged
through inference. How? Because of its sharing a common feature
(samanya) with [perceptible] substances that possess an efficient
cause. Indeed, the substances that have a [perceptible] efficient cause
possess a specific arrangement, pots for instance; and a body possesses
a specific arrangement, and [so do] thorns and so on. Therefore they
too have an efficient cause.”
On the presentation of the inference of isvara by these authors, see
Krasser 2002: 56-126. On the vexed question of relative chronology
as regards Naiyayika authors for the period covering the ninth to
eleventh centuries, see e.g. Slaje 1986: Acharya 2006: xviii-xxviii;
Muroya 2011.
' See TSPg: 55-56: tatha cahuh praSastamatiprabhrtayah:
sakalabhuvanahetutvad evasya sarvajiatvarm siddham, kartuh

kumbhadinam karta tadupadanam mripindam, upakaranani
-
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Bhattas Nyayamadjari,® and it is also found in Vacaspatimi$ras

<« ca cakradini, prayojanam udakaharanadi, kutumbinam ca
sampradanam janita ity etat prasiddham; tathesvarah
sakalabhuvananam karta, sa tadupadanani paramanvadilaksanani,
tadupakaranani dharmadharmadikkaladini, vyavaharopakaranani
samanyaviSesasamavayalaksanani, prayojanam upabhogam
sampradanasamjfiakams ca purusan janita ity atah siddham asya
sarvajiiatvam iti. “And thus, PraSastamati [= Prasastapada)] and
[others] have said the following. ‘Because the [Lord] is the cause
of all worlds, his omniscience is established, because an agent has
the full knowledge of the effect, the material cause, the instrumental
causes, the purpose and the recipients [of the created object]. For in
this [world], the agent of [something] knows this [thing]’s material
cause and so on. Just as it is well known that a potter, who is the
agent of e.g. pots, knows their material cause, [i.e.] the lump of
clay, [their] instrumental causes, [i.e.] the wheel and so on, [their]
purpose, [i.e.] containing water and so on, and [their] recipient, [i.e.]
someone in charge of the household; in the same way, the Lord,
who is the agent of all worlds, knows their material causes, which
consist of the atoms and so on, their instrumental causes, [i.e.] merit
and demerit, space, time and so on, the instrumental causes of usage
(vyavahara) that consist of generality, particularity and inherence, the
purpose, [i.e.] the experience [of pleasure and pain|, and men, who
are designated as the recipients. Therefore the [Lord]’s omniscience
is established.”” This fragment probably comes from Prasastapada’s
lost Ttka (see Chemparathy 1968: 78ff; Bronkhorst 1996a: 285). On
the name Pra$astamati, see Chemparathy 1970: 249ff.

16 See NMg: 98: yatha ca kulalah sakalakalasadikaryakalapotpatti-
samvidhanaprayojanadyabhijiio bhavams tasya karyacakrasya karta,
tatheyatas trailokyasya niravadhipranisukhaduhkhasadhanasya
srstisamharasarmvidhanam saprayojanari bahusastram janann eva
srastd bhavitum arhati mahesvarah. tasmat sarvajiiah. “And just as a
potter is the agent of all effects [such as pots, etc.] while knowing how to
produce all the effects that are dishes and so on, for what purpose [they
are], and so on; in the same way, the Great Lord can be the [universal]

creator only [if he] knows how to create and destroy these three worlds
__-)
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Nyayakanika'” or Udayana’s Atmatattvaviveka.'®

The Mimamsaka and Buddhist Objections

The IS defends this inference of Zsvara against Mimarnsaka apd
Buddhist objections. Utpaladeva thus quotes a passage from the SV
where Kumarila shows that the example of a specific arrangement
on which the proponent of God’s existence relies (i.e. the pot,
which is observed to require the agency of a potter) is problematic:
either the pot is considered as the product of the potter (but then
the example shows that a specific arrangement is the product of a
finite, perishable entity such as a potter instead of proving God’s
agency, so that the reason invoked 1s contradictory), or the pot is
considered as the product of isvara (but then the example actually
lacks the property to be proven since nobody has ever seen God
create a pot, and the reason invoked is inconclusive).”

< which produce pleasure and pain in the innumerable living beings, as
well as what the purpose |of these creations and destructions] is, [and]
the numerous sciences [required for such an activity]; therefore he is
omniscient.”

17 See NKan: 151, quoted below, n 48.

18 See ATV: 410-11; Chemparathy 1972: 166-67.

19 See IS: 6, quoting $§V, Sambandhaksepaparihara 79-
80ab: kumbhakaradyadhisthanar ghatadau yadi cesyate® |
nesvaradhisthitatvam syad asti cet sadhyahinata yathasiddhe ca
drstante bhaved dhetor viruddhata \ [*cesyate corT.. vesyate IS (cf.
Krasser 1999: 220, n 17)]. “Moreover, if [you] consider that in [the case
of] the pot for instance, the controlling agency (adhisthana) is that of
the potter for instance, [then the effects endowed with such a specific
arrangement] cannot be controlled by the Lord: if [you consider that
they] are [governed by the Lord, then the example] lacks the property
to be proven (sadhyahinata); but if [you understand] the example
as it is [normally] understood (yathasiddha), [i.e. if you admit that
the controlling agent of the pot is the potter and not the Lord, then]
the reason must be contradictory (viruddha).” See Taber 1986: 111;
Krasser 2002: 220.
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Utpaladeva also quotes Dharmakirti,?° who, while apparently
building on Kumarilas criticism of the proof,?! argues that one can
only infer a particular agent from a particular specific arrangement
that has previously been observed to be causally dependent on
this particular agent — otherwise one could infer that an anthill
is the product of a potter from the mere fact that an anthill is also
made of clay.?? According to the Buddhist philosopher, the theist’s
inferential reason is too broad since it appeals to the notion of
“specific arrangement” in general, a notion which rests on a mere
“verbal similarity” (Sabdasamya),? instead of referring to particular,

* On Dharmakirti’s criticism of the inference of isvara, see e.g.
Oberhammer 1965: 10-22; Vattanky 1984: 33-39; Jackson 1986:
Krasser 1999, 2002: 19ff.

2l See Krasser 1999.

# Utpaladeva thus quotes PV, Pramanasiddhipariccheda 11 and 13 in IS:
8-9: siddharn yadrg adhisthatrbhavabhavanuvrttimat \sannivesadi tad
yuktar tasmad yad* anumiyate \| anyatha kumbhakarena mrdvikarasya
kasyacit | ghatadeh karanat sidhyed valmikasyapi tatkrtih W [%tasmad
yad corr.: yasmad tad IS] “[Only a controlling agent] inferred from e. g.
a [particular] arrangement such that it is established to [exist or not]
according to whether a [particular] controlling agent exists or not is
correct[ly inferred]. Otherwise, an anthill too would be established to
be the [potter]’s creation on the grounds that a particular modification
of clay such as a pot is produced by the potter.” On these verses see
Krasser 2002: 23ff.

» PV, Pramanasiddhipariccheda 12: vastubhede prasiddhasya
Sabdasamyad abhedinah | na yuktanumitih pandudravyad iva
hutasane 1 “The inference of [something] well known is not right
[when it occurs] on account of [something else] that [seems to have]
no difference [with a valid reason] due to a [mere] verbal similarity
(Sabdasamya), whereas [in fact] there is a difference as regards the
real entities (vastu) [designated by the same words] — for instance,
[the inference] of fire on account of [the presence of] a white substance
[is not right, since smoke and snow, while being both called ‘white
substances’, are different].” See Krasser 1999: 217; Krasser 2002: 24ff.

Utpaladeva was apparently alluding to this verse (and to the notion of
._)
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1 1 24
concrete instances of SpCClﬁC arrangements.

Utpaladeva’s Reply to the Mimarmsaka and
Buddhist Objections

Utpaladeva salvages the inference from Kumarila's criticis'm by
explaining that in fact the inference does not establish any particular
agent (such as a potter or God), but merely shows the necessary
concomitance of any entity possessing a specific arrangement
with a cause conceived of as an intelligent being in general
(buddhimanmatra).”® This means that Kumarila cannot rightly
compel his opponent to face the alternative between the potter and
God as particular causes of a particular arrangement.* Utpaladeva
adds that nonetheless, this inferred notion of an intelligent being in
general is particularized by its very relationship with the particular
effect from which it is inferred.”” Thus upon seeing smoke over a

&— Sabdasamya in particular) in his lost Vivrti, albeit in a different context:
see IPVV IL: 165; IPV I: 190-91(for an analysis of these passages see
Ratié 2011b: 494-98).

24 See Taber 1986: 115.

25 See IS: 5: tatha hi sannivesavisesasya buddhimanmatrenanvayah
pradarsyate, na tu buddhimadvisesena kumbhakarenesvarena va. “To
explain: [the inference] demonstrates the [invariable] co—pre?sem.:e
(anvaya) of a specific arrangement with an intelligent being .m
general (buddhimanmatra), and not [its invariable co-presence] .wnth
a particular intelligent being (buddhimadvisesa) that would be either
the potter or the Lord.”

% See IS: 6 (immediately before quoting Kumarila): evam ihapi
nesvarena buddhimata kumbhakarena vanvayapradarsanarm
yato’siddhanvayatadidosodbhavanam kriyate. “In the same way, in
the case [of the inference of the Lord] as well, [the inference involves]
no demonstration of the [invariable] co-presence [of a specific
arrangement] with either an intelligent Lord or a potter, since [if it
were the case,] this would lead to the fault [consisting of] the fact that
the [invariable] co-presence is not established, etc.”

77 See 1S: 5: tat tu samanyariparit na visesasambandhari vind sthitim
: 5 i
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forest of khadira trees, we infer the presence there of fire in general,
but the general concept of fire is then legitimately particularized
as a special type of fire (i.e. a khadira fire) because we see that the
smoke is located in a khadira forest, so that the particular substrate
(asraya) of this fire in general can only be a khadira fire.2* In the
same way, in the case of the inference of isvara, we infer a cause
merely conceived of as an intelligent being in general, but we
are then led to specify this cause as being God himself due to the
specific property of the subject of the inference (paksadharma),®

«— labhata iti paksasambandhaucityanusarena vyaktivisesam kulalam
kuvindam tSvaram anyar vapy asrayavisesam asrayatvenavalambate.
“Nonetheless, this general form (samanyariipa) is not established
without a relationship with a particular (visesasambandha). Therefore
[in such an inference we] rely on a particular individual (vyaktivisesa),
[i.e.] a potter, a weaver, the Lord or any other particular substrate
[that we use] as a substrate [for the inferred general form] according
to whether [this particular individual] is appropriate for a relationship
with the subject of the inference (paksa).” Cf. Krasser 2002: 151-52.
See IS: 5: vatha dhimamatrena diirat khadiravane ’gnimatre ’py
anumiyamane khadiratvaviseso dhismavisesanapeksayapy asrayavasat
prasiddhyati. “Just as, when inferring merely fire in general from
smoke in general [because we see smoke] in the distance in a forest
of khadiras, [we] are well aware of the [fire’s] particularity that is [the
property of] being of a khadira type, regardless of the particular smoke,
due to the substrate (dsraya) [that is appropriate for a relationship
with the forest of khadiras which is the subject of the inference]
.. .7 Cf. Taber 1986: 109-10. Utpaladeva also takes as an example
of inference the Sarnkhya teleological argument that aims at proving
the existence of the Self from the fact that things are “for the benefit
of another” (parartha). On this inference, see Watson 2006 192-202;
Eltschinger and Ratié 2013: 152-72. On Utpaladeva’s use of this
Samkhya argument here, see Taber 1986: 110.

See IS 8-9: na kulalena nesendapy anvayo ’'tra pradarsyate |
yato viruddhatasya syad asiddhanvayatapi va 1 kevalam
buddhimanmatravyaptisamdarsanad api 1 paksadharmabalad

dhiman kvacit kascit pratiyate 11 “In this [inference of the Lord, what
.__)
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1.e. due to the specific nature of the effect that is the universe, since
only an omnipotent and omniscient entity could be the cause of
such a complex and harmonious structure.*® And in the inference
of God as well as in the inference of the khadira fire, the cause is
not particularized through any additional means of knowledge,
but through the very inferential mechanism that has first led us to
assume the existence of a cause in general,’! so that the proponent
of isvara cannot be accused of being unable to prove more than the
fact that the universe has some unspecified cause.*

< we] demonstrate is not the [invariable] co-presence [of a specific
arrangement] with the potter, nor is it [the invariable co-presence of
this specific arrangement] with the Lord, since [if it were so,] either the
[reason] would be contradictory, or the [invariable] co-presence would
not be established [in the example]. Nonetheless, [we] acknowledge
[the existence of] a particular intelligent [entity] in a particular [case],
although [we gain this knowledge] by demonstrating [only] the
invariable concomitance [of a specific arrangement] with an intelligent
being in general, by virtue of a [particular] property [belonging to] the
subject of the inference (paksadharmabalat).” Cf. Krasser 2002: 153.
See IS: 6: anyonyopayogitanukaranadisarvakriyaivesvaratvar yatha
mrtsannivesavisesakartrtaiva kulalatvam. “Being the Lord (iSvaratva)
is nothing but creating everything, [i.e.] bodies, organs and so on, which
help each other [in the performance of their respective functions], just
as being a potter is nothing but creating a specific arrangement from
clay.”

3 See IS: 6: tena yatha dhimendagnih samanyena kvacit pradese
sadhyamanas tatpradesadharavisistah samarthyat sidhyati na tu tatra
pramanantaram upayujyate, tathesvarasadhane ’pi. “Therefore a
fire, when demonstrated [to exist] as [a fire] in general in a particular
place thanks to [the presence of] smoke, is proved by implication
(samarthyat) [to exist as a fire] particularized by the substrate that
is this [particular] place, while no other means of knowledge is used
[to prove] this [particularity], in the same way, in the demonstration
of the Lord as well [, no additional means of knowledge is needed to
prove that the intelligent cause in general is the Lord].”

#2 This accusation had been put forward by Kumarila, who had argued
——)

3
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As for Dharmakirti’s criticism, Utpaladeva responds to it by
saying that indeed, we infer the existence of a particular intelligent
cause (e.g. a potter) from that of a particular specific arrangement
(e.g. a pot) when we can observe their invariable concomitance,
but that the particular arrangement thus established to be an effect
enables us in turn to establish that other particular arrangements of
the same kind (sajatiya) are also effects of an intelligent cause, just
as a particular smoke that has been established by experience to be
an effect of fire enables us to consider other particular instances
of smoke as effects of fire even though we cannot actually witness
the particular fires causing them.** Admittedly, the particulars that

«— that if the theist merely intends to prove that the universe has a cause in
general, he only proves what his opponents too already admit, since the
Mimarnsakas consider that the specific arrangement of the universe is
determined by the individuals’ past actions and their karmic retribution.
See SV, Sambandhaksepaparihara 75: kasyacid dhetumatratvam
vady adhisthatrtesyate | karmabhih sarvajivanam tatsiddheh
siddhasadhanam  “If [what] you mean [when talking about] the fact
that something is a controlling agent [of the universe] is [merely] the
fact that it is a cause in general (hetumatra) [of the universe], [then you
only] prove what is [already] established [for us too] (siddhasadhana),
since [we consider that] this [causality in general] is established through
the [past] actions (karman) of all living beings.” As shown in Krasser
1999, this criticism (or at least a very similar one) was appropriated
by Dharmakirti and is mentioned in PV, Pramanasiddhipariccheda 10:
sthitvapravrttisarsthanavisesarthakriyadisu \ istasiddhir asiddhir va
drstante sarmsayo’thava 1 “[The opponents’ inferential reasons] such as
‘activity after arest’, ‘a specific arrangement’ and ‘fulfilling a purpose’
contain [logical faults in so far as they] prove what is already admitted
[by us too] (istasiddhi), or [what they must prove] is not established
in the example, or there [remains] a doubt [regarding the inferential
reasons].” See also Krasser 2002: 22ff.

3 IS: 8: na capi ghatadisvalaksanaviSista* eva sannivesah pramanena

@

siddha iti sa evanyatra dharminy adrstakartrke drstasajatiyakam eva
kartaram sadhayati na tu sanniveSanamatram, tasya samanyarupasya

karyatvasiddher iti vacyam; yatah svalaksanam eva yady api
—
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display a specific arrangement differ from each other (a pot is
neither an anthill nor a cloth, etc.) in so far as some of the causes
contributing to their production are different, but they are also
similar in some respects, i.e. in so far as they share some causal
conditions: a pot is similar to an anthill in so far as both have the same
material cause, namely clay,* and since the Buddhists themselves

« svalaksandpeksaya darsanadarsanabhyam karyam pratiyate, tathapi
tat** svalaksanarm karyatvena tatha siddham sajatiyasvalaksanantarany
api tatkaranasajatiyasvalaksanantarakaryatvena vyavasthapayati,
yatha sakrd apy eko dhiimo ’gnikaryataya siddho dhamantarany apy
agnikaryatvena*** siddhany eva karoti. [*ghatadisvalaksanavisista
em. Krasser 2002: 154: ghatadisvalaksano visista 1S. **tat em.
Krasser ibid.: tat tatha IS. *** agnikaryatvena em. Krasser ibid.:
agnikaryatve 1S]. “Moreover, one cannot say[, as Dharmakirti does:]
‘since an arrangement is established [to be an effect] by a [valid] means
of knowledge only [if it is] particularized (visista) as a particular
(svalaksana) such as a pot, with respect to another subject of inference
whose agent is not perceived, this same [arrangement consisting of
a particular merely] proves [the existence of] an agent that [can]
only [be] of the same sort (sajatiya) as the perceived [one], and not
an arrangement in general (sannivesanamatra), because that which
consists of a generality (samanya) cannot be established to be an effect
[, so that it is illegitimate to infer the agency of isvara by analogy
with that of the potter.” One cannot say that,] because even though
one only grasps an effect that is a particular through the perception
and non-perception [that establish invariable concomitance] with
respect to a[nother] particular, nonetheless, this particular that is thus
established to be an effect establishes in turn other particulars of the
same sort (sajatiya) as being effects [consisting of] other particulars
having a cause of the same sort as the [first particular], just as a single
[particular instance of] smoke, even though [it occurs] only once, is
established to be an effect of fire [and thus] enables [us] to establish
that other [particular instances of] smoke as well are effects of fire.”
See Taber 1986: 115-16; Krasser 2002: 153-55.

IS: 8: tac ca karyasvalaksanam anekasahakarijanya-

34

tayanekavidhasvalaksanantaraih sajatiyam. tatha ca
—
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acknowledge the distinction between material and efficient cause,
they must admit these partial similarities.*> Besides, while denying
the reality of universals (jati), the Buddhists acknowledge that
particulars (svalaksana) are similar in so far as they have the same
causal efficiency. Now, although we are aware that a pot and a cloth
do not have the same specific arrangement, we make efforts to use
them as tools because we conceptualize these objects as capable of
accomplishing a specific purpose, and we are aware of this purpose
because we are aware that both the pot and the cloth were designed
to this end by an intelligent agent.* Since such particulars as the

«— ghatasvalaksanam mrnmayatvena valmikadibhih, sannivesena
patadibhih, parivartulatvena pistadimayasaravadibhir vicchinnatvena
cchinnavrksadibhir ity evamadina kramenaikaikajatiyuktani
svalaksanany ekaikakaranakaryani vyavasthapyante. “And this
particular [established to be] an effect is of the same sort as the other
particulars, [although] they are not of the same sort in so far as they
are produced by cooperating [causes] (sahakarin) that differ. And thus,
the particular that is a pot [is of the same sort] as [particulars] such
as an anthill in so far as it is made of clay; [it is of the same sort] as
[particulars] such as a cloth in so far as it has a [specific] arrangement;
[it is of the same sort] as [particulars] such as a bowl full of flour for
instance in so far as it is round; [and it is of the same sort] as a cut
tree for instance in so far as it is separated [from other things]. It is in
such ways that particulars belonging to this or that kind (ekaikajati)
are established to be effects of this or that cause.” See Taber 1986:
116; Krasser 2002: 155.

IS: 8: tajjativarthitayas tajjatiyakaranopadandaya saugatair apiyar
vyavastha krta, na mrdah samsthanam na kulalan mrdrapatety evam
vadadbhih. “The Buddhists themselves, when saying ‘[the pot’s]
arrangement does not [come] from clay, the [pot’s property of]
consisting of clay does not [come] from the potter’, make such a
distinction out of their desire to find [effects] of the same kind so as
to grasp causes of the same kind.”

IS: 8: vastusthitis cedrsy eva, na hi yatha ghatah sarsthanavan
buddhimata purusena niyatena tatha pato ’pi. tathaiva tu* pratitir

ubhayatrapi prajiiakrtatvapratiter upayogdaya ca pravritir ity evam
—
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pot and the cloth are capable of producing the same awareness in
us in spite of their differences, in this respect they have the same
causal efficiency, and the Buddhists should accordingly admit their
(partial) similarity.>” Natural composite entities display a specific
arrangement in which each part is arranged in such a way that it
helps the other parts perform their respective functions; and this
invariable harmony (for instance between man and woman) is
similar to that found in any artefact that we have observed to be
designed by an intelligent being; we are therefore entitled to infer
that they too were produced by an intelligent agent.*

<« vyavasaya eva**. [*tu conj.: ca IS. **vyavasaya eva em. Krasser
2002: 154: vyavasayaiva 1S]. “And the establishment of things [in
practical existence occurs] in the same way. For a cloth does not have
an arrangement [produced] by a specific intelligent person in the same
way as a pot does [, since they differ as regards material or instrumental
causes]; yet in both cases, [we] grasp [them] in the same way [as being
arrangements produced by a specific intelligent person,] and [we] make
effort so as to use [both the pot and the cloth precisely] because we
grasp [both of them] as products of an intelligent [cause]: this is exactly
[how] determination (vyavasaya) occurs.” See Krasser 2002: 155-56.
3 1S: 8: kevalam tesarm paresam saugatanarm yatha sajatiyatvam
jatya vinaivavasyabhyupagantavyam ekapratyayakaritvam
svalaksananistham eva tathaivaitad apiti. “Nonetheless, these
Buddhist opponents must necessarily acknowledge that [pots and
clothes] are of the same kind [in this respect], even though [they]
refuse [to acknowledge the existence per se of] the universal (jati),
[when they acknowledge that the pot and the cloth] produce the same
apprehension [in so far as they are both grasped as products of an
intelligent agent, and when they acknowledge that the production
of this same apprehension] rests exclusively on a particular [and not
on a universal. Therefore] in the same way, [they must necessarily
acknowledge] the [fact that the causes] too [must be of the same kind,
i.e. intelligent agents].”
38 1S: 9: ity avyabhicary eva sannivesah stripurisader ivanyonya-
sadhyarthakriyanugunyadivisesitas tanvader iSvarakartrtasadhana iti.

“Therefore the invariable arrangement particularized by the harmony
—>
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The Naiyayika Sources of Utpaladeva’s Reply
to the Buddhists and Mimarsakas

How original are Utpaladeva’s responses to these antitheistic
attacks? John Taber has noticed that Utpaladeva seems to rely
on Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayamaiijari.*® Indeed, Jayanta replies to
Dharmakirti that in fact God can be inferred as a cause in general
since all inferences involve some kind of generality: if we clung to
the various particularities of the fire and smoke directly witnessed
(e.g. in a kitchen) when first realizing the invariable concomitance
between fire and smoke, we would be incapable of inferring later
the existence of a fire on a hill from the presence there of a smoke
that differs in many respects from the smoke once seen in the
kitchen.* And according to him, there is no point in asserting that

¢~ (anugunya) in the functions (arthakriya) [that the parts] perform thanks
to each other, as [the functions] of man and woman for instance,
establishes that the Lord is the agent of bodies, etc.”

% Taber 1986: 112-14.

0 NMy: 83: dhitmo hi mahanase kumbhadasiphiitkaramarutasarmdhuksya-
manamandajvalanajanma krsaprayaprakrtir upalabdhah. sa
yadi parvate prabalasamiranollasitahutavahaplusyaman-
amahamahiruhaskandhendhanaprabhavo bahulabahulah
khamandalam akhilam akramann upalabhyate, tat kim idanim
analapramitim ma karsit. atha viSesarahitarm dhaimamatram
agnimdtrena vyaptam avagatam iti tatas tadanumanam. ihapi
sanniveSamatram kartymatrena vyaptam iti tato ’pi tad anumiyatam.
“For [we] observe that in a kitchen, smoke arises from a weak flame
kindled by the air blown by a servant [, and that] its form is usually
meager. If [we] see that the [smoke] on a hill arises from the fuel
[consisting of] the trunks of big trees burnt by a fire fanned by a strong
wind, [and that this smoke] is huge [and] stretches up to the sky,
then should [this second smoke perceived] now not produce [in us]
the knowledge of fire? If [the opponent answers that we] understand
smoke in general, devoid of any particularity, to be invariably
concomitant with fire in general, hence the inference of [fire], [we

answer that] in the [case of the Lord] as well, an arrangement in
—
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the general notion of arrangement to which the theist has recourse
is based on a mere verbal similarity (sabdasamya) and not on a real
one (vastusamya), since the Buddhists themselves do not consider
such a general notion as “fire” to be real, and yet they consider that
we produce this artificial notion through a process of exclusion
(apoha) of real particulars and that such general notions can lead to
avalid inferential knowledge.*! Jayanta further points out (and here
t00, his thought seems to find an echo in the IS) that arrangements
are not entirely similar to each other and insists that nonetheless,

< general is invariably concomitant with an agent in general, therefore
let it be inferred too!” Cf. AD: 164: anya eva hi dhiimo’sau krsajanma
mahanase | anya evayam adrau ca vyaptavyomadigantarah 1 “For
this smoke which arises meagerly in the kitchen is one thing, and
that [smoke] on the hill pervading all the quarters of the sky is quite
another!”

4 See NM,: 83: nanu sannivesasabdasadharanamatram atra, na
vastusamanyar kimcid asti. bhikso, dhime’pi bhavaddarsane ki
vastumatram asti. “[ The Buddhist:] But in this [inference of the Lord]
there is only a verbal generality (Sabdasadharana) ‘arrangement’, [but]
no real generality (vastusamanya) at all. [The Naiyayika:] O monk, in
the smoke as well, according to your system, is there any [such thing
as a] real general entity (vastumdtra)?” Jayanta later concludes (ibid.:
84): ihapi sannivesavikalpanuvrttes tvatprakalpitam apoharipam eva
samanyam isyatam. “In this [case of the inference of the Lord from
a specific arrangement] as well [as in the case of the inference of fire
from smoke, you] must admit a generality [even though] it is nothing
but an exclusion that you construct in accordance with the concept
of arrangement.” (For a translation of the full passage, see Krasser
2002: 106-08). Cf. AD: 166, where the Buddhist’s objection “But
whereas in other [cases] there is a real generality, in this [case] there
is only a verbal generality, and no real generality; and with respect to
a [mere] verbal generality there is an overextension [of the reasoning]”
(nanv anyatra vastavam samanyam, iha tu Sabdasamanyamatram na
tu vastusamanyam, sabdasamanye catiprasangah), is answered: “But
how could there be a real generality in the house of a Buddhist?” (kuto
bauddhagrhe vastavari samanyam).
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they do share a partial similarity in so far as they are all specific
configurations.*? The Naiyayika also explains that in the inference of
isvara, one only infers an agent in general, but that this agent is then
particularized as having such specific attributes as omniscience, and
among the ways of determining these particularities he mentions
the property of the subject of the inference (paksadharma) to which
Utpaladeva also has recourse while answering Kumarila’s objection,
and he gives an example (the inference of a sandalwood fire) very
similar to that used by Utpaladeva (the inference of a khadira fire).#

“ See NMg: 84: api ca sakartrkatvabhimatesv api sarmsthanesu
na sarvatmand tulyatvam pratiyate. na hi ghatasamsthanam
patasamsthanam catuhsalasamsthanam ca susadrsam iti.
samsthanasamanyam tu parvatadav api vidyata eveti. “Moreover,
although [specific] arrangements are considered as having an
agent, [they] are not apprehended as being entirely similar. For the
arrangement of a pot is not entirely similar to the arrangement of a
cloth or to the arrangement of a building. Nonetheless, the generality
‘arrangement’ is indeed found in a mountain, etc., as well.” Cf. AD:
166: dharmam niyatam alambya bhavati hy anumakramah | kva va
sarvatmand samyam sadhyadrstantadharminoh 11 “For the inferential
process rests on a specific property; in what case could there be a
complete similarity between the example [possessing the property]
to be established and the subject of the inference?”

NM;,: 97-98: apare paksadharmabalad eva visesalabham
abhyupagacchanti. na hidrsam paridrsyamanam anekaripam
aparimitam anantapranigatavicitrasukhaduhkhasadhanari bhuvanadi
karyam anatisayena purisa kartur Sakyam iti. yatha candanadhiimam
itaradhiimavisadysam avalokya candana eva vahnir anumiyate, tatha
vilaksanat karyad vilaksana eva kartanumasyate. “Others consider that
the particularity [of the inferred agent in general] is obtained by virtue
of the sole property of the subject of the inference (paksadharmabalat).
For such an effect as the worlds, etc., which [we] observe [to be]
manifold, unlimited, [and] to produce various pleasures and pains
in the innumerable living beings, cannot be produced by an ordinary
(anatisaya) person. Just as upon seeing sandalwood smoke, which

is different from other smokes, one infers a fire that is necessarily a
—>
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In this respect John Taber has noticed that Utpaladeva’s
formulation seems to be an improvement on Jayantas. For Jayanta’s
explanation seems to imply that it is the special characteristic of
the inferential reason (hetu) itself that enables the specification
of the property to be established (sadhya): it is because one
sees a sandalwood smoke that looks different from other kinds
of smoke that one can infer the presence of a sandalwood fire;
but this explanation is problematic in so far as it “threatens the
general connection between sadhya and hetu (if sandalwood
smoke looks different from other kinds of smoke, how do you
know that it is the effect of fire?)”.* In contrast, according to
Utpaladeva, the inferential reason is “mere smoke” or “smoke
in general”, and the sadhya’s specification rather “takes place
strictly with reference to the subject (paksa) of the inference, as
a sort of afterthought”.** Nonetheless, as Jayanta himself makes
clear, the argument of the specification through paksadharma is
no novelty:* it was put forward by some earlier Naiyayika*’ and it

< sandalwood [fire], in the same way, due to the effect having a peculiar
characteristic, one infers an agent that necessarily has a peculiar
characteristic.” Cf. AD: 166, where the Buddhist objection “But this
effect that is the earth, etc., indeed has a peculiar characteristic!” (nanu
vilaksanam evedam ksityadi karyam) is answered in the following
way: “But [then] you should admit that [its] agent [too] must have a
peculiar characteristic!” (nanu vilaksanam eva kartaram kalpayantu
bhavantah).

4 Taber 1986: 114.

4 Ibid.

“ See above, n 43: Jayanta presents the argument as belonging to
“others”.

7 According to Oberhammer 1965: 32, this earlier Naiyayika may have
been Trilocana. Note, however, that Krasser 2002: 101 emphasizes
the distance between the known fragments of Trilocana’s work and
the argument of specification through paksadharmata found e.g. in
Vacaspatimisra’s NKan (see below, n 48).
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recurs in other Naiyayika works such as those of Vacaspatimisra*® or Vittoka.” Besides, the idea that this specification only comes as
an “afterthought” while not being the product of a second inference,
i.e. 1s only the explicit development of an implicit necessity involved

“4 See NKan: 151 (as edited in Krasser 2002: 93): tad ayuktam,

samanyamatravyaptav apy antarbhavitavisesasyaiva samanyasya
paksadharmatavasena sadhyadharminy anumanat, itaratha
sarvanumanocchedaprasangar. “This is not correct, because even though
there is an invariable concomitance between [two] mere generalities
(samanyamatra), with respect to that which must be established to bear the
property, one infers a generality that necessarily includes a particularity,
thanks to the fact that the subject of the inference has a [particular]
property (paksadharmatavasena); since otherwise, as a consequence
all inferences would be annihilated.” See also NKan: 151 (as edited
in Krasser 2002: 98): saty apy utpattimattvasydcetanopadanatvasya
copadanopakaranasampradanaprayojanajfiakartymatravyaptatve
vivadadhyasitesu paksadharmatabalad visistasya tasya siddhih.
anyatha samanyasyapi vyapakabhimatasyasiddhih syat,
nirvisesasyasambhavat, visesasya canyasyanupapatteh. asarvajiiasya
catradystadibhedavijiianarahitasyadhisthatybhavasambhavat
sarvajiiatmaka eva viseso balad apatati. tena yady apy
upalabdhimatkartrkatvar vyaptivisayah, tathapi tadvisesasya
paksadharmatabalat pratilambha iti visesavisayam anumanam. “Even
though there is an invariable concomitance of [the properties] ‘being
produced’ and ‘having an unconscious material cause’ with [the
existence of] an agent in general (kartrmatra) who knows the material
cause, the instrumental causes, the recipient and the purpose [of the
effect], with respect to the [things] that are in dispute [i.e. natural
composite entities that are not unanimously considered as effects, ]
this [agent] is established as [being] particularized [by omniscience]
by virtue of the fact that the subject of the inference possesses a
[particular] property (paksadharmatabaldt); otherwise, the generality
considered as invariably concomitant would not be established, because
[such an invariable concomitance] is not possible for [something] that
is not particularized, and because no other particularity is possible
[as regards this agent]. Since in this [case] someone who is not
omniscient [and therefore who] does not know the various [unconscious
instrumental causes] such as the invisible [force] (adrsta) could not
be a controller (adhisthatr), the particularity consisting in [beirE)]

in the very inferential process which establishes a cause in general,
is a topos of earlier Nyaya literature.5

«— omniscient necessarily follows [for this agent]. Therefore even though

49
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the invariable concomitance regards [only the property of] having a
conscious agent, nonetheless, one understands this particularity due
to the fact that the subject of the inference has a [particular] property
(paksadharmatabalat) — therefore the inference regards a particularity
[and not a mere generality].” While commenting on Jayanta’s mention
of the paksadharmata argument, H. Krasser remarks that we cannot
determine with certainty who formulated it in the first place and that
among Naiyayikas, only Vacaspatimisra and Vittoka seem to have
propounded such a theory, but that the latter seems to be later than
Jayanta. If the dates proposed for Vacaspatimisra (i.e. ¢. 950—1000)
in Acharya (2006: xviii-xxviii) are right, Vacaspatimi$ra cannot have
been Jayanta’s source either. In any case Utpaladeva (fl. ¢. 925-75)
certainly knew Jayanta’s NM, but (as far as I know) it is not impossible
that he also knew at least some of Vacaspatimisra’s writings (on the
proximity of Utpaladeva’s argument with Vacaspati’s, see Krasser
2002: 152, n 211).
See Krasser 2002: 136.
See e.g. the Naiyayika pirvapaksa presented by Kamalasila
in TSPg: 65 (see Krasser 2002: 81, n 117): yavata samanyena
buddhimatpirvakatvamatram sadhyate, tasmiris ca siddhe tanvadinarm
samarthyad isvarah karta siddhyati. na hi ghatadivat tesar kulaladih
karta sambhavati. tena samanyasya visesavisistatvat, tanvadisu*
canyasya kartur asambhavyamanatvat, samarthyad visesaparigraham
antarenapisvara eva kartamisam sidhyatiti. [*tanvadisu TSPg:
tarvadisu TSP, ] “It is only [the property of] presupposing an
intelligent [agent] that [we] prove as this mere generality; and once
this [mere generality] is established, as an implication (samarthyar)
[of it, we] establish that the agent of bodies and so on is the Lord. For
their agent cannot be a potter for instance, contrary to [the case] of
e.g. a pot. Therefore, because the generality is particularized by this
._.)
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The Samkhya Objection

Finally, Utpaladeva presents a lengthy defence of the Naiyayika
inference against the Sarikhya objection that specific designs can
in fact be the result of the sole unconscious primordial nature
(prakrti) or matter (pradhana).”* He thus answers an objection
that was put forward by Samkhya authors who may not have
denied the very existence of svara® but who none the less set out
to refute his agency and argued that the universe is nothing but
the activity of prakrti.® To the argument that primordial nature
can only be considered as a material cause (upadana) and not as
the efficient cause (nimifta) that is precisely the point in debate,*

«— particularity, and because with respect to bodies and so on, another
agent is impossible, as an implication, even if [we] do not have the
full grasp of the particularity, it is the Lord that is established to be
their agent”. Jiana§rimitra’s IV: 239 attributes this line of argument
to Trilocana (see Krasser 2002: 79-80). On the fact that this strategy is
common in the Nyaya (and also recurs in the works of later Naiyayikas
such as Udayana), see Chemparathy 1972: 88-89.
See Taber 1986: 120ff.
See Bronkhorst 1983, which argues that originally the distinction
between sesvara and anisvara Sarhkhya referred to the difference
between the Sarkhyas who accepted the agency of God in the creation
of the universe and those who did not, and that up to a rather late
period (i.e. at least the end of the first millenium) the so-called anisvara
Sarnkhya did not deny the existence of God but only its causal role in
the cosmic manifestation. Note that in IS 26, Utpaladeva designates
his opponent as sarkhyam anisvaram.
Such Sarkhya refutations of isvara as the cause of the universe can
be found in GB: 54 and MV: 55-56 ad SK 61, in YD ad SK 15: 157ff
(see Chemparathy 1965 for a translation and analysis), or in TK ad
SK 57: 164.
IS: 12: na hi pradhcinasiddhimdtrenaives’varanir&k"rrih svad
upadanakaranatayad paramdanusthana eva pradhanasya
miilakaranatvena samarthanat. tac ca pradhanena paramanuvada
eva yadi param nirakriyate* tatah pradhanavyavastha visva-
—
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the Sarmkhya opponent portrayed by Utpaladeva replies in turn
that primordial nature does not transform itself randomly, nor
for its own sake (svartha),” but for the sake of the pure, passive
consciousness that the Sarikhya calls purusa; and according to him,
the efficient cause of the universe is nothing but primordial nature’s
property of being “for the benefit of the Person” (purusartha).’®

& syopadanakaranavicaraprastave prameyibhavati, na tu nimittakarano-
papadanaprakrame. [*nirakriyate conj. : nirakriyeta 1S] “For the Lord
cannot be refuted merely by establishing matter, since matter is proved
to be the primordial cause [of the universe only] in so far as it is [proved
to be] the material cause instead of atoms. And as a consequence, if itis
only atomism that is refuted by [establishing] matter, then establishing
matter is an object fit for the topic of the examination of the universe’s
material cause, but not for the topic of the explanation of [its] efficient
cause.”
See Taber 1986: 122-23.
6 1S: 12: tad evam milaprakrtih sattva rajastamahsamjiiaguna-
trayasamyatmika prakrtitayaiva prasa vadharmini gunanam

5

O

evangangibhavagamanena yavan mahadadivikaratmana parinamate,
tavat purusarthatvam eva tatra tasyah svabhavabhitamn nimittam.
“Therefore primordial nature, which consists of a state of balance
between the three qualities (guna) called sattva, rajas and tamas,
[and] which, precisely because it is a prakrti [i.e. literally, ‘that
which generates’,] has the property of generating, transforms itself
by bringing these very qualities to a state [in which they] serve each
other (angangibhava), [and it brings them to this state through an
activity] consisting in transforming [them] into the Great [, i.e. the
intellect (buddhi)l, etc. In so far as [primordial nature acts thus,]
the efficient cause (nimitta) of this [transformation] is nothing but
[primordial nature’s property of] being for the benefit of the Person
(purusartha); [i.e. the efficient cause] is the very nature of this
[prakrti].” Here the Sarmkhya opponent seems to rely on SK 56-
57 while playing on the meanings of the term nimitta (apparently
rather used in the SK in the sense of “goal”): ity esa prakrtikrto
mahadadivisayabhitaparyantah | pratipurusavimoksarthari svartha iva

parartha arambhah \ vatsavivrddhinimittar ksirasya yatha pravritir

..._)
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This specific purpose of prakrti explains away the seemingly pre-

<~ ajfiasya | purusavimoksanimittar tatha pravrttih pradhanasya

“This [world,] from the Great [i.e. the intellect] to the elements
that are [sensory] objects, is produced by primordial nature for the
benefit that is the liberation of each Person; this activity is for the
benefit of another (parartha) [, i.e. the Person, although it] seems
to be for [nature’s] own benefit. Just as milk, which is unconscious,
acts so as to (nimitta) make the calf grow, in the same way, matter
acts so as to free the Person.” Several commentaries interpret SK
56 as a refutation of Zsvara’s role as an efficient cause. See JM: 111:
prakrtikrta iti pradhanakrtah, nesvaradikrta ity arthah. “Produced by
primordial nature [means] ‘produced by matter’; i.e. it is not produced
by the Lord for instance.” Cf. TK: 164: nesvaradhisthitaprakrtikrto
nirvyaparasyadhisthatrtvasambhavat. na hi nirvyaparas taksa vasyady
adhitisthati. “It is not produced by a primordial nature that would be
controlled (adhisthita) by the Lord, because [the Lord,] who does
not act, cannot be a controller; for a carpenter who does not act does
not control the axe and so on.” Vacaspatimisra further interprets
SK 57 as a justification of the fact that primordial nature, although
unconscious, can act as an efficient cause in so far as it exists for the
benefit of the purusa. See TK, ibid., where the objection answered by
SK 57 is stated in the following way: syad etat. svartham pararthar
va cetanah pravartate. na ca prakrtir acetanaivam bhavitum arhati.
tasmad asti prakrter adhisthata cetanah. na ca ksetrajias cetana api
prakrtim adhisthatum arhanti, tesar prakrtiripanabhijiiatvat. tasmad
asti sarvarthadarst prakrter adhisthata, sa cesvara iti. ata aha . . .
“Suppose that [the following] be [urged]: a conscious [entity] acts
either for its own benefit or for the benefit of something else; now,
primordial nature, which is unconscious, is incapable of [acting] thus;
therefore there is a conscious controller of primordial nature. And the
individuals, although they are conscious, are not capable of controlling
primordial nature, since they are ignorant of the [various| forms of
primordial nature. Therefore there is a controller of primordial nature
who knows all things; and this controller is the Lord. In response to
this [the author] states . ...”

established harmony of the universe: > primordial nature transforms
itself into the variegated structures that constitute the phenomenal
world so as to fulfil a double purpose for the sake of the purusa,
namely, enabling the individual to experience pain and pleasure
according to his merit and demerit, and leading him to liberation
through the discrimination between prakrti and purusa.>® Since such

57

58

IS: 12: na hi yadrcchaya vartamanayah karyavargasya
devamanusatiryagyoniripasya tadavantarajativaicitryavato niyamena
stripumsasaristhanadvayasya vanyonyanugunyam upapadyate. tad etat
sannivesSavisesaripatayabhyupetam isvaravadinapi. “For the mutual
harmony (@nugunya) [found to occur] invariably in all the effects that
are [divided into] gods, men and animals [and that] comprise [a whole]
variety of [different] species within [these divisions], or [the mutual
harmony found to occur invariably] in the two [bodily] structures of
a woman and man, cannot arise from [matter] if [matter] transforms
itself randomly (yadrcchaya) [rather than for the benefit of the Person].
Even the proponent of the Lord [as the cause of the universe] admits
this in so far as [he acknowledges that the universe] is a specific
arrangement.”

See IS: 12: arthavattvam ca sukhaduhkhopalambha-
sampadandrthatayaiva sarvasyaivartharupasya paramparaya
paryavasyati. “And [stating that nature does not act randomly] amounts
[to saying that] it has a purpose, since precisely, the purpose [of nature]
is to successively bring about the perception of pleasure and pain as
regards everything that consists of an object.” See also IS: 13: tato yatha
sukhaduhkhamohamayasarvarthasarivedanari* purusarthas tatha
sastropadistanumanopamandadind gunapurusantaropalabdhir api.
tad ubhayam api prayojanam bhogapavargaripam** gunapravrtteh.
tatprayojanasampadanayogyasvabhavata ca nimittakaranam
ucyate. [*°sarvarthasamvedanam conj.: °pararthasarivedanam 1S.
**°rgpam conj.: °rigpa°® IS]. “Therefore the benefit of the Person is
the awareness of all objects consisting of pleasure, pain and delusion
[which constitute the three qualities], but also the perception that the
qualities and the Person are distinct, [a perception which occurs] for
instance thanks to the inferences and comparisons taught in treatises.

As a consequence, both of these, i.e. experience (bhoga) and liberation
—_
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a primordial nature acting for the benefit of the Person is enough to
account for the specific arrangements that constitute the universe,
there is no need to postulate ZSvara as their efficient cause.”

Utpaladeva’s Reply to the Samhkhya Objection

In response to this objection, Utpaladeva explains first that if the
purposefulness of prakrti were the sole efficient cause of all things
possessing design, a pot would not need a potter: the very fact that
its material cause is for the benefit of individuals would be enough
to produce it.%° But if the Sarhkhya concedes that in the case of the

«— (apavarga), are the goal of the activity of qualities. And what is called
‘efficient cause’ is [nothing but] the fact that [primordial nature] has
a nature capable of accomplishing this goal.” Cf. MV: 54: sa cartho
dvividhah. sabdadyupalabdhir adir gunapurusantaropalabdhir
antas ca. trisu lokesu Sabdadivisayaih purusam yojayati. ante ca
gunapurusantaropalabdhya moksari kurute. *“And this benefit [of the
Person] is twofold: first, it is the perception of [objects] such as sound,
and finally, it is the perception that qualities and the Person are distinct.
In the three worlds, [primordial nature acting for this benefit] connects
the Person with objects such as sound, and finally it induces liberation
through the perception that qualities and the Person are distinct.”
See IS 21: ata eva pradhanasya mahattvaparinaminah | nimittakaranan
nanyat purusarthodyamad rte 1 “For this very reason, there is no
efficient cause besides the effort that matter makes for the benefit of
the Person while transforming itself into the Great [, i.e. the intellect,
etc.]”

5
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pot, the specific arrangement requires a potter, why not assume it
in the case of the universe as well?%! Utpaladeva also points out
that a material cause cannot give rise to a structure specifically
designed to serve a human purpose, because it is unconscious:
such a creation requires a creative desire (cikirsa) or will (iccha)
as well as a synthetic awareness (anusamdhana) of what should be
done or avoided so as to obtain a specific effect, and these are not
found in material entities.®> Admittedly, according to the Samkhya,

0 1S: 18: tatraitan sarinkhyan praty ucyate, yatha navagato bhavadbhih

sadhanartha iti. yadi hi sarvavicitrasamsthanakaryotpadanesu
pradhanasyaiva ya purusabhogarthata saiva nimittakaranam kim
iSvarenety ucyate tat kumbhakarenapi kim ghatakarane. tatrapi
pradhanikasya mripindadeh purusarthasvabhavatavasad eva
tathabhitasannivesavadghatakaranasamarthyari syat. “In this regard,
[we] reply to these Sarikhyas in [the following] way: you have not
understood the point of the demonstration. For [you ask:] ‘if it is
matter’s [property of] having as its purpose the experience [of pain

and pleasure] by the Person that is the efficient cause with regard to the
—3

<« production of all the various effects that are [specific] arrangements,
what is the point of the Lord?’ [But to this we] reply: then what is the
point of the potter as well in the production of a pot? [If we followed
your reasoning,] in the [case of the pot] as well, the capacity to produce
a pot endowed with such a [specific] arrangement would be due to the
mere fact that a material [entity] such as the lump of clay has as its
nature to be for the benefit of the Person.”

81 IS: 18: atha pradhanasyayam api svabhavavisesa eva, yad

ghatasannivesadau dandacakravadbuddhimadapeksa, tavata
pradhanikena karanakalapena purusarthopayogitatsannivesa-
vadghatavastusiddheh. tad evam eva tanukaranadikaranasyapi
pradhanikat tathasvabhavayogat katham tathakaranayogya-
buddhimadapeksa nesyate. “If [, on the other hand, you consider that]
matter has this particular feature that with respect to the [specific]
arrangement of a pot for instance, it requires an intelligent [agent]
equipped with a stick and a wheel, because it is through all these causes
which belong to matter [as transformations of it] that the realization
of the thing that is a pot having this [specific] arrangement contributes
to the benefit of the Person, then, since [you acknowledge that] matter
possesses such a nature, [you must admit that] it is exactly the same
with respect to the cause of [such things] as bodies and organs as well:
why [then] do [you] refuse to admit the requirement of an intelligent
[agent] fit for such a creation [as the universe]?”

IS 31cd-33ab: lokaydtranusarmdhdanavativ prajiiar vind na hi \ tatha
cikirsam ca vina vicitraracanodbhavah | sthillatamatram eva syan

6!
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without a knowledge (prajiia) involving the synthetic awareness
(anusaridhdna) of the course of the world, and similarly, without a
—
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primordial nature, although unconscious, is capable of knowledge
in so far as it transforms itself into the intellect (buddhi).* which
in turn is capable of desire or will and synthetic awareness, since
it produces determination (adhyavasaya), so that it can know the

<« desire to act (cikirsa), various [specific] arrangements cannot arise.
[Without it, material elements] may [gather into] gross [, perceptible
wholes,] but there can be no arrangement useful to people, [occurring]
invariably, varied [and] containing [different] species.” On the
required synthetic awareness, see e.g. IS: 19-20: tatha hi yavad
idam ito bhavati kimcidadhikavisesat punar ata evanena visesena
savisesam idam eva bhavati, aparavisesayuktat punar asmad evanyad
evanyajatiyam eva karyam jayate, tatah sampraty evamvidham
upayujyate tathaiva karomity evam vicaracatura matir na syat, tavat
kathar tathabhiitavisesakarandaya hanopadane syatam. “To explain: [if
only material, insentient causes were to produce specific arrangements
designed to contribute to the benefit of the Person,] how could [they]
reject [some auxiliary causes] and use [others] so as to produce such a
specific [arrangement], in so far as [these causes] could have no such
fourfold understanding as this: ‘this [thing A] exists due to that [thing
B]; but this same [thing A] exists while having a particularity due to
this same [thing B| when this [thing B| has some added particularity,
[precisely] because of this particularity [of BJ; [and] in turn, when
this [thing B] has another particularity, it produces another effect,
which is of another sort than |A]; therefore now, such a [cause] can
contribute [to producing this particular effect], [and] I am going to act
exactly in this way’?”

See SK 22: prakrter mahams tato ’harmkaras tasmad ganas ca
sodasakah | tasmad api sodasakat paficabhyah pafica bhitani 1 “From
primordial nature arises the Great [, i.e. the intellect]; from the [Great]
arises egoity (ahamkara); and from [egoity], the group of the sixteen
[i.e. the group of the five subtle elements, the five organs of perception,
the five organs of action and the mind (manas)]; and in turn, from
the five [subtle elements] within these sixteen [arise] the five gross
[elements].”

¢ See SK 23a: adhyavasayo buddhih . . . “The intellect is determination.

. .”. Cf. GBh: 25: adhyavasayo buddhilaksanam. adhyavasanam
._.9
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benefit of the Person.®® But Utpaladeva argues that determination,
will or synthetic knowledge cannot be manifest before primordial
nature starts transforming itself, since according to the Sarnkhya,
at that time primordial nature is unmanifest.® And even assuming
that matter takes the form of the intellect in order to manifest them,
since buddhi is a material entity, it needs to be reflected upon by a
conscious entity, i.e. a purusa, because will and synthetic awareness
are types of awareness.” But again, since this manifestation of the

<« adhyavasayah. yatha bije bhavisyadvrttiko’rnkuras tadvad
adhyavasayah. ayam ghato’yam pata ity evam sati ya sa buddhir iti
laksyate. “Determination is the characteristic of the intellect; it is the act
of determining. Just as the sprout that will occur later is [contained] in
the seed, in the same way, determination [is contained in the intellect].
It is defined as the intellect when such a [thought] occurs: ‘this is a
pot’, ‘this is a cloth’.”

See SK 36: ete pradipakalpah parasparavilaksana gunavisesah |
krtsnam purusasyartham prakasya buddhau prayacchanti. “The
[external organs, egoity and mind,] which differ from each other [and]
are particular [modifications of] the qualities, [functioning] like a lamp,
manifest the entire benefit of the Person and place [it] in the intellect.”
IS: 23: na ca pradhanasyaiva milakaranasya vyavasayadibhir vyaktir
asti tat katham tasyecchadiyogah purusarthoddesanitah syad yatah
pravrttir bhavet. “And matter alone, [considered as] the primordial
cause, [can]not be manifest in the form of determination, [will and
synthetic knowledge]; therefore [at that time,] how could it possess
will [, synthetic knowledge and determination], which would enable it
to be aimed at the benefit of the Person, so that the activity [of matter]
could take place?”

IS: 23: yady api ca buddher asticchanusarmdhanam ca vyaparas
tathapi purusasannidhanad yavan na cetyamanah prakasamano
’sau sampannas tavan necchadiripatam dhatte tathalaksanatvad
icchanusamdhanadinam. “And even if an activity of the intellect
does occur [at the beginning of the universe’s manifestation, namely,]
will and a synthetic awareness, nonetheless, if [this activity of the
intellect, which is of a material nature,] is not reflected upon due to

the presence of a Person, [i.e. if it] does not obtain [to be] manifest
-
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intellect and its apprehension by a conscious entity supposedly
constitute the very cause of primordial nature’s evolution, they must
take place before primordial nature has evolved into an intellect
differentiated according to each individual;%® and given that these
creative will and synthetic awareness must concern the whole
universe, they can only belong to a special purusa transcending
individuality and endowed with omniscience, i.e. isvara.%

«— [for a consciousness], it cannot reach the status of will and [synthetic
awareness], because will, synthetic awareness and so on consist in
such a [conscious state].” On the Sarnkhyas’ endeavour to solve
the problem of the relationship between the material buddhi and the
purusa’s consciousness, and on Utpaladeva’s criticism of this solution
in the Pratyabhijfia treatise, see Torella 1994: 93, n 12; Ratié 2011a:
94-106, 276-89.

See IS: 23: atha sarvapurusasadharanasyaikasyapi buddhitattvasya
mahatsarjiiakasya pratipurusam adhyavasayalaksanavrttih satyam
bhidyate, mahatkaranasmitajanmano va manahsamjiiakaranasya,
esadhyavasayadivrttih pratyekapurusaniyatastu, na
tayottarakalabhavinya pradhanasya  mahato va
purusarthanusamdhanecchavatta yujyate. “But if [you reply that]
although one, [i.e.] common to all Persons, the principle of the intellect
(buddhitattva) called the Great, or the organ called mind (manas) which
arises from egoity (asmita) that [in turn] has as its cause the Great,
transforms itself into [a manifestation|] characterized as determination
(adhyavasaya) [and] is in fact differentiated according to each
Person, [then] this transformation into determination and so on must
be restricted to each Person, [but] neither matter nor the [principle
of the intellect called] the Great can be endowed with synthetic
knowledge and will regarding the benefit of the Person through this
[transformation, ] since [this transformation only] arises at a later time.”
See IS: 23-24: ki tu pradhanasyaiva prathamavikarakarana eva
sarvapurusoddeSena samanyanusarmdhanecchavyavasayadivrttih
prathama buddhisamjiiasty eva, yena tasyapi buddhipiirvakarita
syat. tadaiva tad api na yuktam, pradhanasya

68
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sarvathaivavyaktariipatvenanupalaksaniyavrttitvat. na ca vrttau

purusenasarmviditayam icchanusamdhanadiripatvam sambhavati,
>
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The Naiyayika Sources of Utpaladeva’s Reply
to the Sammkhya Objection

John Taber finds rather strange the length of this discussion with
Sarikhya (which spreads over about two thirds of Utpaladeva’s
tract), since according to him, Utpaladeva’s zeal in attacking the
Sarhkhya position contrasts with the Nyaya’s relative indifference to
this opponent, and since the Sarhkhya does not seem to have been an

«— purusenapi pradhanavrtteh kena sammvedyamanata sarvapurusoddesena
samanyapravrtteh, ekaikena cet tat tasya sarvajiiatvar syat . . . “Rather,
when matter first transforms itself, there must be a first transformation
into synthetic knowledge, will, determination and so on which is
called ‘intellect’ [and] is universal (samanya), [i.e.] concerns all
Persons, [and it is] thanks to [this transformation] that even [matter]
can be an intelligent agent. [But again,] at that very moment [when
matter starts transforming itself], this too is impossible, because
the transformation of matter cannot be perceived, since its nature
is absolutely unmanifest. And if no Person is aware of this activity,
it cannot consist of will, synthetic knowledge and so on; and which
Person is aware of this transformation of matter, since this activity
is universal (samanya), [i.e. since it] concerns all Persons? If [you
reply]: each of them, then [each of] them should be omniscient . . .”
See also IS: 24: atha samanyariipenaiva sarvajiiena ca purusavisesena
samanyapradhanavrtteh sarivedyamanata tat sa evesvaro ’stu, tasyaiva
visvanirmitsa samvedya sati sambandhini bhavatiti. “But [if you reply
that] it is a special Person (purusavisesa), who has a universal form
[and not an individual one] and who is omniscient, who is aware of
the universal transformation of matter, then let [us] admit that this
[Person] is the Lord himself, since only he can have the desire to
create the universe while being aware of it.” Cf. IS 41cd-42ab: athapi
sarvapurusabhinnenaikena kenacit \\ vedya sa vaisa tarhy ekah karta
jAata sa cesvarah | “But if [the Samhkhya opponent had] rather [reply
that] a certain unique [entity] which is not distinct from all Persons
(sarvapurusabhinna) is aware of this [desire to create,] then [he must
concede the existence of] a single agent [and] knower, and this is [what
we call] the Lord.”
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influential school in Utpaladeva’s time.” However, it is worth noting
that Uddyotakara, the only Naiyayika author whom Abhinavagupta
explicitly mentions in connection with the demonstration of the
existence of isvara, devotes an important part of his proof to the
refutation of the Sarhkhya position. Thus Uddyotakara sets out to
show that primordial nature requires an intelligent controller;!
and he too attempts to refute the Sarnkhya thesis that the efficient
cause of these arrangements is nothing but matter’s property of
being for the benefit of the purusa.” He argues (as Utpaladava does

0 Taber 1986: 119, 128.

7' See NV ad NS 1V.1.21: 433: kah punar isvarasya karanatve nyayah —
ayarn nyayo ’bhidhiyate. pradhanaparamanukarmani prak pravrtter
buddhimatkaranadhisthitani pravartante’cetanatvad vasyadivad iti.
yatha vasyadi buddhimata taksnadhisthitam acetanatvat pravartate,
tatha pradhanaparamanukarmany acetanani pravartante. tasmat
tany api buddhimatkaranadhisthitaniti. “But what is the reasoning
[proving] that the Lord is the cause [of the universe]? Here is [how
we] formulate this argument: before [they] start acting, matter, atoms
and actions [that lead to karmic retribution] are prompted [to act in
so far as they are] controlled (adhisthita) by an intelligent cause,
because they are unconscious, just as an axe. [For]| just as an axe for
instance is prompted [to cut a tree in so far as it is] controlled by an
intelligent woodcutter, because it is unconscious, in the same way,
matter, atoms and actions, which are unconscious, are prompted [to
act so as to produce the universe]; therefore they too are controlled
by an intelligent cause.”

See ibid.: tatra pradhanakaranikas tavat purusartham adhisthayakam
pradhanasya varnayanti. purusarthena prayuktar pradhanar
pravartata iti. purusarthas ca dvedha bhavati, sabdadyupalabdhir
gunapurusantaradarsanam ceti. tadubhayam pradhanapravrttim vina
na bhavatiti. “In this regard, first of all, those who consider matter as
the cause [of the universe] explain that [what] controls matter is the
benefit of the Person (purusartha), [i.e.] that matter is prompted [to
act] while being directed by the benefit of the Person. And the benefit
of the Person is twofold: [on the one hand, it is] the perception of

[objects] such as sound, and [on the other hand,] the realization that
._)
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later) that there can be no awareness of objects or of the distinction
between primordial nature and the Person (although this awareness
constitutes the purusartha) at the very moment when matter starts
acting, since according to the Sarmkhya system, such an awareness
can only arise when matter has already transformed itself into the
intellect.”? Uddyotakara also criticizes the Sarhkhya contention that
matter can act although it is unconscious by pointing out that this
is a dogmatic assertion rather than a demonstrated fact.”

< qualities and the Person are distinct. And these two [sorts of benefit
of the Person] cannot occur without the activity of matter.”
See NV adIV.1.21:433: na, prak pravrttes tadabhavat. yavat pradhanam
mahadadibhavena na parinamate, tavan na Sabdadyupalabdhir asti,
na gunapurusantaropalabdhir iti hetvabhavat pradhanapravrttir na
yukta. “[This is] not [correct], because prior to [matter’s] activity,
this [twofold benefit of the Person] does not exist: as long as matter
does not transform itself into the Great [i.e. the intellect], etc., there
cannot be any perception of sound and so on, nor [can there be] any
perception that qualities and the Person are distinct. Therefore, since
this [so-called] cause [of the activity of matter] does not exist [at that
time], the activity of matter is impossible.” Note that this argument
is part of a dilemma; thus Uddyotakara adds (NV: 433-34): athasti
nasad atmanam labhate na san nirudhyata ity evari ca sati vidyamanah
purusarthah pradhanam pravartayatiti na purusartha pradhanasya
pravrttih. na hi loke yad yasya bhavati sa tadartham punar yatata
iti. “But [if the Sarmkhya opponent answers that in fact this cause] is
present [at that time, on the grounds] that what is non-existent cannot
obtain existence [and that] what exists cannot cease [to exist], [we
answer that] if it is the case, since the benefit of the Person prompts
matter to act [whereas it already] exists, the activity of matter [can]
not be for the benefit of the Person; for in the [ordinary] world, one
does not make again an effort to [achieve] a benefit that is [already
achieved].”

" Thus in NV: 434, while arguing with other opponents who contend
that atoms controlled by individuals’ actions (rather than primordial
nature) are the cause of the universe, Uddyotakara comes back to
the Sarmkhya assertion that unconscious matter can act and allud_e;
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Nonetheless, John Taber rightly emphasizes that Utpaladeva’s
treatment of the Samkhya objection seems to go “somewhat
beyond the measure of interest in this school among Naiyayikas”.”
Besides, Uddyotakara’s arguments often differ from those found in
the IS in so far as the former mainly target the Sarmkhya doctrine
of satkaryavada and the corollary principle that nothing new
can be brought into existence,® whereas Utpaladeva’s main line
of argument against the Sarmkhya (namely, the idea that action
requires a will and knowledge only found in conscious entities,
and that they cannot be a mere product of the intellect understood
as a material entity) seems to be found only in embryonic form in
the Nyayavaritika. It does appear in Bhasarvajiia’s criticism of the
Samkhya thesis,”” but Utpaladeva and Bhasarvajiia seem to have

«—to SK 57 (see above, n 56): ksiradivad acetanasyapi pravrttir iti
cet, yathapatyabharanartham ksirader acetanasya pravrttir evar
paramanavo’cetanah santah purusartham pravartisyanta iti, tan
na yuktam sadhyasamatvat. “If [the opponent argues] that just as
in the case of milk, [something can] have an activity although it is
unconscious, [i.e. if he argues that] just as milk for instance, although
unconscious, acts so as to nourish an offspring, in the same way,
atoms, which are unconscious, must act for the benefit of the Person,
[we answer that| this is not correct, because of the [fault that this] is
identical with what is to be established (sadhvasama).”

Taber 1986: 128.

See the discussion in NV: 434, too long to be quoted here.

Thus, while defending the proof of isvara’s existence as the efficient
cause of the universe, Bhasarvajfia argues that only conscious entities
can act (NBhus: 447): cetanasyaiva hi kartrtvam. svatantro hi kartety
ucyate. Sarirades ca svatantryam nasti purusabhiprayanuvidhayitvan
mrtaSariradeh kartrtvanupalambhdac ca. “For agency belongs
exclusively to [what is] conscious. For [we only] call [something that is]
independent an ‘agent’. And the body and so on have no independence,
because they conform to the intention of the person, and because [we]
do not observe that corpses for example have any agency.” He then
answers a Sarhkhya objector who, relying on SK 57 (see aboveg
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been more or less contemporary, and [ am not aware of any clue that
would entitle us to determine which author may have borrowed from
the other. Furthermore, Bhasarvajfia is known to have entertained

€ 56), argues that agency can belong to conscious entities “because an
unconscious entity such as milk is seen to act independently, for the
purpose of making the calf grow” (vatsadivivrddhyartham acetanasya
ksiradeh svatantryena pravrttyupalambhat, NBhus: 447). According to
Bhasarvajiia, this position is refuted by inference as well as scripture:
tatha hi loke ’pi Sastrasilpadikaryavisesar drstva jiianavisesam
tatkartur anuminoti, tajjfianarahitanam cakartrtvam eveti. agamesv
api vedasmrtipuranadisu jiianina eva kartrtvar Sriiyate. vidvan yajeta
ityadivacanad dharmadikartytvam api cetanasyaiveti. “To explain: in
the world too, upon seeing a particular effect such as a treatise or a
work of art, [we] infer that its agent must have a particular knowledge,
whereas those who are devoid of this knowledge cannot be the agents
[of this particular effect]. And in scriptures too, such as the Vedas,
Smrti, Puranas and so on, it is stated that agency exclusively belongs to
[someone] who knows: through such words as ‘he who knows should
sacrifice’, the agency of dharma and so on also is ascribed solely to
the conscious.” The Sarkhya, however, objects (ibid.) that in fact this
agency belongs to that which is capable of knowledge, will and effort,
1.e. the intellect, which is a mere evolute of the insentient primordial
nature: nanu ca SastraSilpadikartrtvam jiianecchaprayatnavato
‘cetanasyaiva buddhitattvasya, na tu cetanasyeti. “But it is [something]
unconscious, [namely] the principle of the intellect that possesses
knowledge, will and effort, which is the agent of such [effects] as
a treatise or a work of art and not [something] conscious [as you
claim].” Bhasarvajiia answers (ibid.) that only a conscious entity,
i.e. the Self, can be the substrate of knowledge, will and effort:
tad idari mahamohavijrmbhitam yajjiianavan acetana iti. yo ’sau
JAanecchadinam asrayah, sa eva hy atma, na tato ’nyas cetano ’stiti
vaksyamah. “The [notion] that the unconscious knows spreads from
a great delusion; for the substrate of knowledge, will and so on is
nothing but the Self, [and] we will explain that nothing is conscious
apart from this [Self].”
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a view of the Self heterodox in Nyaya,”® and his refutation of the
Sammkhya objection, which involves this peculiar definition of the
Self, may not reflect the orthodox Naiyayika position.

How Original Is Utpaladeva’s Proof of God?

To sum up, although Utpaladeva’s formulation of the Nyaya proof
of isvara might have influenced some of the later authors engaging
in this controversy’® on the whole, the IS does not seem to bring
anything new in the debate: it merely reformulates older Naiyayika
arguments.?’ The only exception appears to be Utpaladeva’s
treatment of the Samkhya position. Does this exception constitute
areal novelty (perhaps motivated by Utpaladeva’ desire to refute at
length a theory that leaves no room whatsoever for consciousness

8 While most Naiyayikas consider that consciousness is only an
adventitious quality of the Self, Bhasarvajfia argues that the Self is by
nature conscious, and Abhinavagupta himself mentions with approval
Bhasarvajfia’s heterodox position in IPVV I: 134-35. See Ratié 2011a:
88-91.

7 See Krasser 2002: 157, which mentions a number of formal similarities
between the IS and the theistic argument attacked by the Kashmiri
Buddhist Sankaranandana in the Isvarapakaranasamksepa, and
suggests that Sankaranandana’s pirvapaksa might be at least in part
based on Utpaladeva’s work.

80 While conceding that Utpaladeva’s treatise “remains quite within the
Nyaya framework” (Taber 1986: 127), J. Taber considers that the IS’s
argument is “highly original in that it is unmistakably an argument
from design. The reason why God must have created the world is, for
Utpala — unlike for many Naiyayikas — not simply because it is an
artifact (karyatvatr), but because it is a very unusual kind of artifact
which only a conscious, intelligent being, to say the least, could have
produced.” Indeed, as emphasized by J. Taber, Utpaladeva keeps
pointing out the complexity and harmony of natural arrangements;
nonetheless, as seen above, the argument resting on the notion of a
specific arrangement (sannivesavisesa, etc.) is commonplace in Nyaya
literature.
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in cosmic creation),* or is this apparent oddity due (at least to some
extent) to the fact that Utpaladeva is in fact relying on other texts
that we have not examined so far? Before answering this question,
letus ﬁ_rst inquire into the meaning that Utpaladeva himself ascribes
to the IS.

The Inferior Point of View of the Isvarasiddhi, or
the Difference between Proof (siddhi) and
Recognition (pratyabhijiia)

In the final verse of the IS, Utpaladeva explains:

If the Lord shines forth internally [as] the very Self of all
living beings, [as] the agent and knower, only the recognition
(pratyabhijiia) [that] this [Lord is ourselves] is to be performed.
And I have explained elsewhere how it can be brought about;
nonetheless, it is [also] appropriate [to show] that even in duality
(dvaita), there is a proof of the Lord (isvarasiddhi) — a fire burns
brighter in the night.*?

Utpaladeva himself considers that in fact no isvarasiddhi is
possible: the Lord cannot be proved to exist but only “recognized”.
The reason for this is that according to the non-dualistic doctrine

8 This hypothesis is mentioned in Taber 1986: 128: “Samkhya could
well have represented to Utpala [. . .], as a system of materialism, a
challenge to his own mature theology. That theology consists in a
system of idealism in which Siva as consciousness is the ultimate
reality [. . .]. The refutation of Sarhkhya, then, does away [...] witha
view of the world in which consciousness has virtually no role.” In this
connection it should be noted that in IPK I1.4.17-19, Utpaladeva refutes
at length the Sarmkhya view of causality by showing that pradhana
can transform itself into the universe only if it is a manifestation of
the ultimate consciousness.

82 IS 56: svatmaivayarm sphurati sakalapraninam isvaro’ntah karta
JAatapi ca yadi param pratyabhijiiasya sadhya \ sa casmabhir
vihitaghatananyatra kim tv isasiddhir dvaite’py astity ucitam adhikar
bhati vahnir nisithe |
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propounded by Utpaladeva in the Pratyabhijfia treatise, nothing
exists apart from the Lord understood as an omnipotent and
omniscient consciousness that playfully manifests itself in the
innumerable forms that constitute the universe, and living beings are
nothing but this all-encompassing consciousness freely choosing to
appear as this or that limited individual. From this perspective, no
demonstration of isvara is possible, because isvara is the very Self
(atman) of all living beings, and because this Self is “always already
established” (adisiddha): 3 no means of knowledge (pramana) can
establish its existence because by definition, means of knowledge
function by bringing about a new knowledge.** but any individual
is always already aware of the Lord through the most immediate
experience, i.e. self-awareness (svasarivedana).®*® Besides, all
inferential knowledge is useless when it comes to i§vara, because
iSvara is a pure transcendental subjectivity that cannot be grasped
as an object of knowledge (prameya), whereas rational discourse is

8 IPK 1.1.2: kartari jiatari svatmany adisiddhe mahesvare | ajadaima
nisedham va siddhim va vidadhita kah 1 “What sentient Self could
produce either the refutation or the demonstration [of the existence
of] the agent, the knowing subject, the Sclf that is always already
established, the Great Lord?” See also Torella 1994: 86 n &.

8 Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta thus exploit Dharmakirti’s famous

definition of the means of knowledge in PV, Pramanasiddhipariccheda

lab and Sc: pramanam avisamvadi jianam . . . ajiiatarthaprakaso
va. “The means of knowledge is a cognition that does not deceive

[. . .] or the manifestation of an object that was not known [so far].”

(See Torella 1994: 161 n 2). The second part of the definition (in fact

borrowed from the Mimarhsakas: see Krasser 2001 and Kataoka 2003)

is explicitly included in Utpaladeva’s own definition of the means of

knowledge (see IPK I1.3.1: the means of knowledge is a manifestation
that “arises [while being] new”, abhinavodayah).

See Vrtti ad IPK 1.1.2: 2 (svasamvedanasiddham aisvaryam. “The fact

that one is the Lord (aisvarya) is established through self-awareness™)

and Torella 1994: 86.
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bound to objectify whatever it talks about.? Nevertheless, because
iSvara playfully forgets his own sovereignty while assuming the
role of limited, suffering individuals, these individuals must be
led to recognize themselves as the Lord, and such a recognition
can be brought about by making them aware of their own powers
of knowledge and action, which are precisely those of the Lord.
This recognition, far from producing any new knowledge, merely
uncovers or unveils a knowledge of which the individual was
never deprived®” but to which he no longer pays attention due to

% Thus, while commenting on IPK I.1.2ab (see above,n 83), Abhinavagupta
explains (IPV I: 32-33): samvid iti ticyamana vikalpyatvena
prameyatari sprsanti systatvan na paramarthasamvid iti vaksyamah.
karta jiiata ca mahesvara ity abhidhane’pi sa eva prakara apated
iti yatha yatha prameyabhimikapadananyakkarakalarikapariharah
Sakyas tatha tatha yavadgati yatitavyam iti bhiitavibhaktya nirdesah
krtah. upadesSavasare hi sarvatmana tavat sa prameyatasya
parihartum asakya. “But we will state [later] that the ‘consciousness’
of which [people] talk as [if it were] a conceptual object (vikalpya)
is not consciousness in the ultimate sense (paramartha), because
[this consciousness that] has the status of an object of knowledge
(prameya) is [merely] a created [object and not the creative subject];
and when one mentions ‘the agent’ and ‘the knower’, [or] ‘the Great
Lord’, the same consequence must follow. Therefore, since [we]
must strive as much as possible to avoid the stain of debasing [this
consciousness] by letting it fall to the level of an object of knowledge,
[Utpaladeva] has expressed it with a case [i.e. the locative] that
expresses an accomplished state; for surely, when teaching, it is
impossible to avoid this objectification altogether.”

See IPV I: 20, where Abhinavagupta explains that the goal of the
treatise is not a cognition but a recognition (praty-abhijiia, where
praty- stands for pratipam, “again”) for the following reason: pratipam
iti svatmavabhaso hi nabhitapiirvo* ’vicchinnaprakasatvat tasya.
[*nabhiitapirvo corr. (see Ratié 2011a: 27): nananubhitapiirvo —
Bhaskart, KSTS]. “[It is a] re-[cognition], for the Self’s manifestation
is not [something] that did not exist before, since this [Self] is an
uninterrupted manifesting consciousness.”

8
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some delusion (moha) through which consciousness hides its very
nature from itself.?

Admittedly, Abhinavagupta acknowledges that the Pratyabhijiia
treatise too takes the form of what the Naiyayikas call an inference
for others.*” Nonetheless this inference, far from resting on “an
inferential reason that is an effect” (karyahetu) in the manner of
the Naiyayikas’ karyatva argument, is based on “an inferential
reason that is a nature” (svabhavahetu): *° instead of proving isvara
as the cause of a universe conceived as an effect distinct from it,
it proves that the individual’s Self is the Lord on the grounds that
this Self is endowed with the very powers ascribed to the Lord.
And contrary to a karyahetu inference, a svabhavahetu inference
does not produce any new knowledge, but merely establishes the
validity of a usage (vyavahara).®® In other words, it does not prove

88 See IPK 1.1.3: kintu mohavasad asmin drste ’py anupalaksite |
Saktyaviskaraneneyam pratyabhijiiopadarsyate 11 “However, since the
[Self], although perceived (drsta), is not apprehended [as it really is]
(anupalaksita) because of a delusion (moha), this recognition is shown
through making [the Self’s] powers obvious.”

See IPV I: 25; for analyses and translations, see Lawrence 2000: 501F;

Ratié 2009: 352 n 9.

% As noted in Torella 1994: 173 n 33.

! According to the Buddhist logicians to whom Utpaladeva borrows
this terminology, the svabhavahetu inference does not establish
the existence of the thing itself (vastu) but only a particular usage
(vyavahara), since the inference “this is a tree because this is a simsapa”
only justifies the use of the word “tree” with respect to the object called
“SimSapa” (which designates a particular variety of tree) by relying
on some properties that the tree and the Simsapa share (such as having
branches). On Dharmottara’s statement that the svabhavahetu inference
only establishes a vyavahdara, see Ratié 2007: 357 n90. Cf. IPVV I: 87:
nanu ca siddhe vastuni yat pramanam, tat kila vyavaharasadhanam iti
prasiddham. “But it is well known that surely, the means of knowledge
with respect to an entity [the existence of which is already] established
[only] establishes a usage.”

8
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the hitherto unestablished fact that the Lord is the Self: it merely
shows that it is legitimate to say that the Self is the Lord and to
behave accordingly, just as showing that an object seen in front
of us is a pot because it possesses the features that characterize a
pot does not make us know the pot (which we already perceive),
but enables us to talk and act in accordance with the fact that it is
a pot.”? And if all inferential knowledge is bound to objectify the
pure subjectivity in which ivara consists, the Pratyabhijiia path
is paradoxically conceived as a rational path capable of bringing
about recognition because it leads the subject to the very limit of
rationality: in the inference of the Pratyabhijfia treatise, the nature
(svabhava) that is to be recognized as that of isvara is precisely the
individual’s experience that he or she cannot be reduced to a mere
object of knowledge, and inducing recognition consists in letting
the individual realize that the aspect of him or her which resists any
attempt of conceptualization, or which “cannot bear to be grasped as
a [mere] object” (idantavimarsasahisnu),” is precisely the Lord.**

92 See IPK 11.3.17 (apravartitapiirvo ’tra kevalam midhatavasat
Saktiprakasenesadivyavaharah pravartyate 1 “Itis only that manifesting
the powers [of the Self through the treatise] makes possible the usage
[of the terms] ‘Lord’, etc. which were not used before with respect to
this [Self] because of delusion” and Abhinavagupta’s commentaries
thereon (see Ratié 2011a: 729-39; 2013: 427-38).

IPVV I: 106 (see Ratié 2007: 363, n 101). In fact, in this passage
Abhinavagupta is describing the process through which we come to
recognize the existence of other conscious beings, but as shown in
Ratié (2007: 360fF.), this description is very close to his definition of the
Recognition of the Lord: according to Abhinavagupta, the recognition
of other individual conscious entities already involves the (partial)
realization of isvara’s nature.

See IPVV III: 181: sabdavikalpa isvarah pramata sarvasaktir atmaivety
upadesavasare vyavaharasadhanabalopanate sabdaih prameyatam
nitasyapi paramarthaparamarse "hantatmani visrama iti. “‘In the verbal
concept that arises through establishing a usage (vyavahara) when

tcaching that the Lord, who is a knowing subject endowed with all
__.)
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In the Pratyabhijia treatise, Utpaladeva thus accuses those
who endeavour to prove the existence of God of labouring under
a fundamental misapprehension: they consider that the existence
of isvara requires a proof because they erroneously apprehend
it as a distant, imperceptible entity that can only be grasped
through an inference as the cause of an effect essentially distinct
from it. Thus according to Abhinavagupta’s commentary, in his
lost Vivrti, Utpaladeva was emphasizing that those who engage
in an i$varasiddhi are driven by the presupposition that isvara is
imperceptible:

[Utpaladeva] states [the sentence beginning with] “But . . .”
[in his Vivrti] with the intention [of expressing the following
objection to his own thesis]: “The Lord is not the object of a mere
means of knowledge establishing [nothing but] a usage [instead
of producing a new knowledge,] because this [Lord] is not
[immediately] manifest in any way. For the Lord is never manifest
anywhere to anybody.” And [with the compound] siddhasattaka
[, this opponent means] that [the Lords] very existence is not
established; [since] in this [case], being established would be
being manifest. [And with the words] “It is this very . . .” [, the
opponent means| that this [very] existence must be established.
[In other words, according to the opponent,| with regard to this
[existence of the Lord, we| must state a means of knowledge such
that it may lead to a knowledge consisting in the manifestation
of [something] that was not |manifest] so far; and accordingly,
Uddyotakara and [others] have produced a discourse in the form
of a “proof of the Lord” (isvarasiddhi).*

«— powers, is the Self itself, [that which is taught,] although transformed
by words into an object of knowledge, rests on the ultimate realization
(paramarthaparamarsa), that is, [pure] subjectivity (ahanta).” For
an analysis of the role of subjectivity in the inferential process of
recognition, see Ratié 2011a: 734-39.

% IPVV I: 40: isvaro na vyavaharasadhanapramanamatravisayah
kathaficid apy anavabhdsamanatvat, na hisvaro visvatra kasyacit

kadacid bhasata ity asayenaha nanv iti. siddhasattakasyeti sattaiva
-

A
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Utpaladeva was also emphasizing in his Vivrti ad 11.3.17 that this
mistake (assuming that the Lord is not manifest and therefore stands
in need of a proof) is an obstacle particularly difficult to overcome
as it threatens the very possibility of recognition,®® and in his
commentary on 1.2, Abhinavagupta goes as far as saying that the
Naiyayikas and VaiSesikas who attempt to prove the existence of
isSvara are no better than the Sarhkhyas who attempt to refute it: both
parties are fundamentally deluded in so far as they are incapable
of paying attention to their most inner experience, and they both
engage in the equally absurd tasks of proving or refuting the Lord
because they misunderstand their own Self to the point that they
no longer recognize its sentiency.”’

¢—na siddheti ca. siddhatvam atra prakasamanatvam. saiveti satta
sadhya. apirvaprakasanarapan tatra jiianam yato bhavati, tadrk
pramanani vaktavyam. tatha coddyotakaradaya* isvarasiddhir ity evari
vyavaharam akarsuh. [*coddyotakaradaya corr.: coddyotakaradaya
IPVV].

See IPVV III: 166: dirabhuvanavisesavrttitvad
asmadadyadrSyatvadinapiirvenasman praty aprakasama-

9
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nenarthenasahabhavanasilo ’sav aisvaryavyavaharah svatmani
tathabhiatapirvaripavirahini viruddha iti yo vyamohas
tenautaprotahrdayah kathar tatha vyavaharet. “How could [someone]
adopt such a usage (vyavaharet) [as ‘the Lord’ with respect to oneself]
while having one’s heart interwoven (otaprota) with this delusion:
“This usage, “being the Lord”, is contradictory with respect to the Self,
[because] this [expression “being the Lord”] is by nature incapable
of denoting something that never manifests itself as new to us, [i.e.
something that is always manifest]; since, for instance, [the Lord] is
imperceptible for [limited subjects] such as us due to its existing in
some distant particular world; [whereas the Self] is devoid of such a
nature [, since it is always already manifest to us].””
See IPV I: 34 (commenting on IPK 1.1.2cd, according to which no
“sentient Self” can prove or refute the Lord): ajadatmeti, yasya tu
vaisesikader jada atma sa siddhim karotv iSvaravisayam; anyas tu
saritkhyadir nisedham; sarikhyo ’pi visayavabhasanariiparit jianam
—>
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According to its own author then, the IS expresses an inferior
point of view (which the Pratyabhijiia treatise transcends) because
it attempts to prove the unprovable (or rather, the always already
proven) and because in doing so, it transforms the very core of
subjectivity into a mere object.

But the IS’s perspective is also inferior in so far as it presents
iSvara as an efficient cause acting together with other, material
and auxiliary causes that are unconscious and ontologically
distinct from the efficient cause. Thus in the Pratyabhijfia treatise,
Utpaladeva and his commentator Abhinavagupta explain that if the
“Naiyayikas, etc.” are right to present the Lord as the efficient cause
of the universe, they are wrong to admit other causes distinct from
it, because only consciousness is capable of agency: the ultimate
truth (paramartha) is rather that the Lord, understood as an all-
encompassing consciousness, is the one and only cause and acts
merely by taking on this or that appearance.”® In the Vivrtivimarsini,

< buddhidharmam icchann atmanam vastuto jadam evopaiti. na
ca jadatma svatmany api durlabhaprakasasvatantryalesah kificit
sadhayiturh niseddhum va prabhavisnuh pasana iva. “[With the
expression] ‘sentient Self’ [, Utpaladeva means the following:] On the
one hand, let the Vai$esika[s] and so on, for whom the Self is insentient,
produce a proof of the Lord; on the other hand, let other[s], such as the
Samkhya[s], [produce] a refutation [of the Lord] — for even a Sarmkhya,
who considers knowledge, which consists in manifesting an object, as
a property of the intellect, actually ends up making the Self insentient
—; now, an insentient Self, in which the faintest trace of manifesting
consciousness (prakasa) and freedom cannot be found, does not have
the power to prove or refute anything, just like a stone!”

See IPK 11.4.8: ata evarnkure ’pisto nimittam paramesvarah |
tadanyasyapi bijader hetuta nopapadyate 1\ “For this very reason,
[some] consider the Highest Lord as the efficient cause (nimitta)
of the sprout as well; [but] nothing distinct from [him], such as the
seed and so on, can also be a cause.” Cf. IPV II: 145-46: yata evam
cetana eva nirmdtd, ata eva naiyayikadibhir ankuradau buddhiman

eva paramesvaro hetutvenestah. nanu tair nimittakaranatasyangikrta
>

9
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Abhinavagupta, after alluding to the discussion over the legitimacy

¢—kriyavibhagadikramayataparamanvadidvarakataya,
samavayikarananijavayavarambhaparamparaya tu tata isvarad
anyasyapi bijabhamijalader hetuta kathita. satyam kathita, sa
tu nopapadyate, uktayuktya jadasya hetutayogat; tatas cesvara
eva bijabhimijalabhasasahityenankuratmand bhasata itiyan atra
paramarthah. “Since thus, only a conscious [entity] is a creator, for
this very reason the Naiyayikas, etc. consider that the Highest Lord,
who must be intelligent (buddhiman), is the cause of the sprout and
so on. [-Objection:] Granted, they admit that he is the efficient cause
(nimittakarana) inasmuch as he is what enables the atoms, [atom dyads]
and so on to go through the succession (krama) of activities (kriya),
disjunctions (vibhdaga) and [conjunctions that lead to the formation of
the perceptible universe]. Nonetheless, [these Naiyayikas, etc. also]
claim that [entities] such as the seed, earth, water and so on, although
distinct from the Lord, are [also] causes [of the sprout], because of the
series of combinations (@Grambha) [of atom dyads and so on] that has
their own parts as an inherence cause (samavayikarana). [- Answer:]
True; [they] claim [that other things are also causes]. But this [claim]
is not sound, because according to the reasoning that [we] have already
stated, the insentient cannot be a cause; and therefore it is the Lord that
manifests himself as the sprout accompanied by the manifestations of
the seed, earth and water; such only is the ultimate truth in this regard.”
Abhinavagupta is probably alluding here to the VaiSesika theory of
cosmic creation. See PDhS: 48-49, which describes in the following
way the beginning of the universe: tatah punah praninar bhogabhiitaye
mahesvarasisrksanantaram sarvatmagatavrittilabdhadrstapeksebhyas
tatsamyogebhyah pavanaparamanusu karmotpattau tesam
parasparasarmyogebhyo dvyanukadiprakramena mahan vayuh
samutpanno nabhasi dodhiiyamanas tisthati. “Then, again, the Great
Lord has a desire to create [the universe] so as to [provide] living beings
with a wealth of experiences; immediately afterwards, after the arisal
of an activity (karman) in the atoms of air due to the conjunctions
(sarityoga) of these [atoms] that depend on the unseen [force] (adrsta)
which has started to operate inside all the [individual’s] Selves, due
to the mutual conjunctions of these [atoms], through the succession

-
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of inferring isvara as a cause in general of the universe, adds that
there is no need to explain it further since it has been dealt with it
in detail in the IS, but that in the Pratyabhijfia treatise, Utpaladeva
rather gives the ultimate truth regarding the Lord’s agency —
namely, the fact that only Zsvara can be considered a cause:

Although [the Naiyayikas, etc. acknowledge that] the Lord is a
cause, they admit that other [things] as well, which are distinct
from the Lord [and] insentient, are causes; [but in fact] this
[causality] is not possible for that which does not act deliberately.
For [according to the Naiyayikas, etc.] what [we] call an
“arrangement” consists in the fact that [various elements] are

< of the atom dyads, etc. a great wind comes to being, trembling in the

sky.” However, oddly enough, in the IPV, action is first, disjunction
second, and conjunction only appears implicitly with -adi (“and so
on”), whereas according to Prasastapada, conjunction is first and action
is second. Bhaskarakantha solves the problem by explaining that the
sequence alluded to by Abhinavagupta is the following (Bhdaskari
II: 164): piarvam kriya tato vibhagas tatah pirvasamyoganivrttis
tata uttarasamyogotpadadih. “First activity, then disjunction,
then the disappearance (nivreti) of the previous conjunction, then
the arisihg of the new conjunction.” In other words, according to
Bhaskarakantha, in fact, the succession alluded to in the IPV starts
earlier in the VaiSesikas’ description of cosmic activity, i.e. during the
destruction of the universe, which begins with an activity that leads
to disjunctions down to the destruction of all atomic combinations
before the universe can begin again with new conjunctions.
See PDhS: 48: mahesvarecchatmanusamyogajakarmabhyah
Sarirendriyakarananuvibhagebhyas tatsamyoganivrttau tesam
aparamanvanto vinasah. “Due to the activities (karman) produced by
the will of the great Lord and the conjunctions of the atoms with the
selves, disjunctions (vibhaga) between the atoms that are the causes
[constituting] the bodies and sense-organs [occur, and] due to [these
disjunctions there is] a disappearance (nivrtti) of the conjunctions
between [these atoms]; when [they have thus ceased], there is a
disappearance of these down to the atoms.”
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placed together while being combined [in a particular way]; it is
associated with a material cause [such as] clay [, and it] enables
[us] to distinguish, for instance with regard to a pot, a plate and
a bowl, between [their] being of the same sort [in so far as they
have the same material cause] and their being of a different sort
[in so far as they have different arrangements; and] once [we]
have observed in [only] one occasion [, upon seeing a potter
at work,] that [this arrangement] is produced by [an entity] the
nature of which is conscious, [we] must necessarily conclude that
in all cases, [including the arrangements of worlds and so on,]
an arrangement must be, exactly in the same way, [the effect of a
conscious entity]. As for what [some] say, namely, that although
this [invariable co-presence] is observed [in the particular case
of a pot], the understanding that [the universe too] is the product
of a [conscious agent is not correct because this conscious agent
is only inferred as a gencrality,” they] say it because they are
deluded by their partiality towards their own view [that the Lord
does not exist]; since |in fact,] in the case of smoke as well, the
[inferred cause is necessarily apprehended as] a general [entity.
But] enough with this digression; for this has been explained in
detail by the author himself in the Isvarasiddhi, whereas here, it is
the ultimate truth (paramartha) [that Utpaladeva states], namely:
it is the Lord, by conforming to his own power of necessity
(niyatisakti), who manifests himself as the sprout in his own

% My conjecture (below, n 100) as well as the additions in brackets in

the translation are only tentative and I might be misunderstanding
this passage. According to the edited text (tadadarsane’pi
tatkrtatvapratipattir ityadi), the objection examined here is: “even
though there is no perception of it, one understands that it is an effect
of that”, but given the way Abhinavagupta replies to it, it seems to
me that it should rather be an allusion to Dharmakirti’s objection that
only a particular conscious agent can be inferred from a particular
arrangement when their invariable concomitance has first been
ascertained. I am assuming that this objection is the quotation of the
beginning of a sentence in Utpaladeva’s lost Vivrti, but this might rather
be a quotation from some other text that I have failed to identify.
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limpid self-manifesting consciousness (svaprakasa), by making
the phenomena of the seed, earth and water predominant.'®

So why did Utpaladeva write a treatise that he himself did not
consider as an expression of the ultimate truth?

A Plausible Purpose for the Isvarasiddhi:
Utpaladeva’s Inclusivist Strategy Towards Nyaya

John Taber has suggested that Nyaya may have been a step in the
development of Utpaladeva’s thought and that he may have got
rid of it later through the influence of Buddhism in particular.””!

100 TPVV III: 192: saty apisvare karane tato ’nyasyapisvarad atiriktasya
Jjadasya ya hetuta tair upagatd, sa na sambhavaty apreksapirvakarina
iti. sanniveSo hi nama sajatiyavijatiyatavibhagotthapako
ghatasaravakundadau mydupadanasarbhavi sambhityanivistataripas
cidriapakarya ity ekavaram avalokite sarvatra sanniveSena
tathaiva bhavyam ity ekanta evayam. yat ticyate taddarsane 'pi*
tatkrtatvapratipattir ity adi tat svadrstipaksapatavyamohavyahrtari
dhiime ’pi samanatvad asyety alam avantarena. etad dhi granthakarenaiva
vitanitam isvarasiddhau, iha tv esa paramartha isvara eva niyatisaktim
nijam anurundhano bijabhamijalabhasapurahsarikarenankuratmanam
svacche svaprakase nirbhasayatiti. |*taddarsane "pi conj. (see above,
n 99): tadadarsane ’pi IPVV].

See Taber 1986: 129-30: “It is well known that Naiyayikas were, as
a rule, Saivas; Jayanta and Bhasarvajfia, the two major Naiyayikas
closest to Utpala in time and place, were outspokenly so. And it is
evident that Utpala received formal training in Nyaya at the hands of
Naiyayikas, so skilfully does he handle Nyaya principles. Thus, one
might reasonably hypothesize that Utpala developed his theology in
connection with reflection on the Nyaya system. While he retained
the theism of the Nyaya — indeed Siva in Utpala’s system is not the
featureless, inactive Absolute of Advaita Vedanta but a vital, personal,
absolute Deity — he came, ultimately, to reject its realism, due to the
impression made upon him by the Mahayana Buddhists, among others.
Thus, the treatment of problems regarding the existence of God from

strictly within the framework of Nyaya would not have been just an
__)

10
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However, this hypothesis would hardly explain why Utpaladeva
took the trouble of writing the IS after elaborating his “mature
system” (as the last verse of the treatise clearly indicates); and
admittedly, Utpaladevas thought was profoundly influenced by
that of Dharmakirti and his followers,' but his rejection of Nyaya
dualism, as well as his interpretation of Buddhist concepts, was
obviously determined by his belonging to a pre-existing Saiva
non-dualistic tradition that presented Siva as a unique, infinite and
dynamic consciousness: it is much more likely that he chose to
reject or retain this or that doctrinal element from both Nyaya and
Buddhism according to their compatibility with the metaphysical
background of his own religious tradition.

However, John Taber also remarks that the IS’ last verse seems
to indicate that Utpaladeva “wished to defeat the opponent on his
own turf’'% and he quotes in this respect Abhinavagupta’s assertion
that “the opinion of the author [of the IPK] is that in the sphere of
mayd, it is the Naiyayikas’ method that is ultimately true”!% The
Saiva non-dualists acknowledge the validity of the Nyaya point
of view at the ontologically inferior level where consciousness
playfully manifests itself as differentiated, although they consider
that from the perspective of the ultimate truth, i.e. non-duality, this
point of view remains incomplete. The IS may thus be understood
as one of the outcomes of an inclusivistic strategy through which
$aiva non-dualism presents itself as encompassing and transcending
all doctrines instead of plainly rejecting them. As Raffaele Torella

< intellectual exercise for Utpala. Rather, it would have been partly an
expression of convictions which were, at least at one stage, central to
his thought and which played an important role in the development
of his mature system.”

102 See Torella 1992.

103 Taber 1986: 129.

104 [PV I: 25: naiyayikakramasyaiva mayapade paramarthikatvam iti
granthakarabhiprayabh.

105 On the “inclusivistic hierarchy” of Saiva non-dualism, see Hanneder
1998: 6ff.
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has emphasized:

In a sense Utpaladeva inaugurates what was to become a salient
feature of the whole Trika in Abhinavagupta’s synthesis: namely,
the tendency not to constitute a monolithic doctrine and a
world of religious experience to oppose en bloc everything that
does not coincide with it [. . .] but to distinguish planes, that
are hierarchically ordered but in which the “higher” does not
automatically cancel the “lower” [. . .]. This is the perspective
of the paramadvaita, such an elevated viewpoint that it does not
fear what is different from itself, is not put in a critical position
by it, is not forced to make a choice.!%

By writing the IS, Utpaladeva may thus have meant to show to
the Naiyayikas (among which “Saiva faith was known to be pre-
eminent”)'”’ that his Saivism was not incompatible with their system
and that it sided with Nyaya against the opponents of isvara, while
giving them a hint that his own system was superior; and indeed,
as noted by Raffaele Torella, the IS’s last verse “enables us to see
the right perspective”'® by making clear that duality remains an
inferior plane.

Another Aspect of the Issue:
The Saiva Siddhanta and the Proof of isvara

However, Utpaladeva is not the first to have integrated the Nyaya
proof of isvara to his system. It is also the case of the Saiva
Siddhanta, the dualistic Saiva religious trend that was dominant
in Kashmir in Utpaladeva’s time.” Thus the assertion that the
Lord, although imperceptible, can be inferred from the fact that
the universe is an effect, is found in the scriptures of the Saiva

1% Torella 1994: xxi.

197 Torella 1994: xxii (cf. the remark in Taber 1986: 129, quoted above,
n 101). Torella adds: “It is probably for this reason that we see Utpala
assuming a Naiyayika guise in the IS.”

108 Torella 1994: xxi n 25.

1 See Sanderson 1985: 203.
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Siddhanta that belong to the last phase of its early scriptural
development (i.e. around the eighth and ninth centuries CE).
The KT"? for instance contains such a statement and argues
that the cause of the universe cannot be past actions leading to
karmic retribution since these are unconscious;!!! and the PT!!?
displays a lengthy defence of the inference of isvara'3 that
seems to presuppose an awareness of Kumarila’s antitheistic
critique.* It addresses a number of objections, most notably that
of the illegitimacy of the inference since it rests on a relation of
cause and effect that cannot be perceived,!''’ but also that of the

19 On its date, see Goodall 1998: xlvii-Ixxvi.

"' KT MI.11cd-12: vyaparo na ca drsyate karyam iccha pratiyate 1
sthalam vicitrakam karyar nanyatha ghatavad bhavet | asti hetur
atah kascit karma cen na hy acetanam 11 “And [although] the [Lord’s
cosmic] activity is not perceived, [its] effects [are, so that his creative]
will is known. [The universe,] which is coarse [and] diverse, is an
effect, just as a pot — it could not be otherwise. Therefore [it] must
have some cause; if [one says that this cause] is [past] action[s], [the
answer to this is:] no, for [past actions are] unconscious.” See Goodall
1998: 273-78.

112 On its date, see Goodall 2004: xxxv-lviii.

"% The inference itself is formulated as follows (PT I1.2-3): miirtah

savayava ye 'rtha nandripaparicchadah | sthilavayavaSistatvad

buddhimaddhetupirvakah \ ato ’sti buddhiman kascid isvarah
samavasthitah | pratipannah svakaryena drstenatranumanatah

“The material things that have parts [and] are endowed with various

forms presuppose an intelligent cause, because they are particularized

by gross [i.e. perceptible] parts. Therefore there is some intelligent

[cause] that is established [to be] the Lord. In this [system he is]

known through an inference from his perceived effect.” See Goodall

2004: 165-66.

See Goodall 2001: 332-33; 2004: xlix-1.

See the objection in PT 2.4: karyakaranasambandho na grhito yatas

tayoh | tena tatkaranabhavan na khyapyar karyadarsanam 1 “Since

[we] do not perceive the relation of cause and effect between the [Lord]

and the [universe, and] since therefore there is no [known] cause of this
—

I

N
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possibility of accounting for the universe’s existence through the
sole mechanism of karmic retribution,''® and it argues that the
universe must have an efficient cause distinct from material and

<« [universe,] one cannot say that the effect is perceived [, since we do

11

o

not know whether the universe is an effect].” (See Goodall 2004: 166.)
The objection is answered mainly by arguing that the Lord is inferred
through a necessary assumption (arthapatti) defined as a samanyato
drstam reasoning, i.. as an inference that shows the necessity of the
Lord’s existence (conceived as an intelligent cause in general) from
the impossibility of accounting for its effect otherwise. See PT 2.9ab
and 11: arthapattir iyam prokta manam samanyadarsika \. . . tena
samanyato drstad anumanena buddhiman \ karanarm sthilakaryasya
ksitikaryadikasya sah 1 *“This necessary assumption [through which one
also infers the imperceptible causality of past actions] is proclaimed
[to be] a [valid] means of knowledge that demonstrates a generality
(samanya) [. . .]. Therefore this [Lord, who is an] intelligent [entity,
is known] through an inference from [what is] apprehended as a
generality (samanyato drstat) [as] the cause of the coarse effect [that is
the universe, i.e.] first, the effect that is the earth [, etc.]” See Goodall
2004: 169.

See PT 2.12: ksiter evarvidham ripar na kadacid anidrsam |
tanvadeh karanar karma kalpitena matena kim 1 “The form of
the earth is as |[we now scc it and] was never otherwise; |as for]
the cause of bodies and so on, it is |past] action[s]; [so] what is
the point of [this] artificial theory [about the Lord]?” (See Goodall
2004: 169-70.) As in the KT, the answer is mainly that because the
universe is coarse (sthitla), it is an effect built by an intelligent agent,
so that karman, which is unconscious, can only be an instrument of
that intelligent agent. See PT 2.13ab (yad yat sthilam bhaved vastu
krtakam tad viniscitam | “Whatever entity is coarse is established to
be constructed”) and PT 2.16: buddhimaris tena kartasau tanvadinam
iha sthitah | tan no hetur bhavet karma kim tadyojitarh bhavet 1
“Therefore this intelligent agent of bodies and so on is established
[to exist] here; so [past] action[s] cannot be the cause [of bodies and
so on;] rather, [they] must be [instruments] used by this [cause].”
See Goodall 2004: 170-71.
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auxiliary causes since all effects are found to require these three
kinds of cause."'” Besides, the PT states that isvara is inferred as
a mere intelligent cause in general,''® but that this general cause
must nonetheless be characterized as omniscient since it creates
everything.!

"7 PT 2.29-30: nimitttam isvarakhyar yat tad dystam sahakaranam |

11

11

8

)

upadanam ca yat siksmam sarvakaryesu sarihitam |\ karananam trayam
tena sarvakarye’numiyate | yato na janakari caikam samagri janika
bhavet | nimittakaranam tena karta sa paramesvarah 1 “The efficient
cause is [what is] called ‘Lord’; the auxiliary cause is what is seen [,
such as the potter’s stick, wheel and so on]; and the material cause is
subtle [matter]. [These] three causes are connected with all effects;
therefore [they] are [legitimately] inferred with respect to the effect
that is the universe. And since one [of them] cannot produce [it on its
ownl], [it is] this set [of causes] that must produce [it]; therefore the
efficient cause is the agent [who is] the Highest Lord.” (See Goodall
2004: 174-78.)

See above, n 115.

See PT 2.62cd-65ab: sarvajiiah sarvakartrtvad yatas taj jianapirvakam
It sadhanangaphalaih sardham vetti sarvam idam tatah | yatha
tantvadivitkarta visayikrtya tani sah \| tasmin pravartate karye tadvat
tasmin parah Sivah | sarvakrtyesu tajjianam vyapitam yena sanvayam
I nikhilajiianayogitvat sarvajiiah paramesvarah | “[This Lord] is
omniscient, because [he] is omnipotent, since the [power to act]
presupposes knowledge. Therefore he knows all the [universe] along
with the means [of accomplishing it, its] parts and [its] fruits. Just as
an agent who knows the threads and [whatever is required to make a
cloth] engages in the activity (karya) [of weaving] after taking these
[’things] as the object [of his thought], in the same way, the Highest
Siva [engages in cosmic activity after taking the universe as the object
of his thought]. Since the knowledge of the [things required so as to
create] is invariably found to be present in all activities (krtya), the

Highest Lord is omniscient, because he [must] know everything.” (See
Goodall 2004: 185-86.)
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Sadyojyotis’s Inference of isvara and His
Reply to the Buddhist and Mimamsaka Objections

This inference of Zsvara from the universe considered as his effect
is also mentioned by various Saiddhantika exegetes who wrote
after Utpaladeva,'”® but of more importance is the fact that it is

120 See Ramakantha’s lengthy commentary in KV ad KT IIL.11cd-12
and Goodall 1998: 273-78. Later commentators also tend to forcibly
read the inference in scriptures that do not mention them. See
Narayanakantha’s MTT on MT, Vidyapada 2.3-4 (which does not
mention the Nyaya inference but merely states that the fivefold
cosmic activity and its effects must belong to the Lord who is
“established by his own nature”, svabhavasiddha), p. 54: etac ca
na mayadibhih karmabhir va nirvartayitum Sakyam dacaitanyat,
napi purusendasya malaniruddhasaktitvat. na canisvaro’tra karta
yuktah. yas caitat srstyadi kartur Saknoti, so’vasyam tadvisayajiias
cikirsitakaryavisayanam jiianavisesanam amsenapi vaikalye
tattatkaryanispatteh. atas ca sarvakartra sarvajiiena tena ca
svabhavasiddhena jagatah kartra bhavitavyam. “And this [fivefold
cosmic activity of creation, maintenance, destruction, obscuration
and grace] cannot be performed by matter (maya), for instance, nor
by [past| actions (karman), because [these| are unconscious, nor by
the individual (purusa), because his powers are restrained by the stain
(mala) [that binds him in samsara]. Nor can this [fivefold activity]
have an agent that would not be a Lord, and he who can perform this
[fivefold activity of] creation and so on necessarily knows the object
of this [activity], because if the particular knowledges regarding the
effects that one wants to create are lacking, even in part, it is impossible
to bring about this or that [particular] effect. And as a consequence,
there must be an agent of the world who is omnipotent and omniscient,
and therefore [, as the scripture states here,] ‘established by its own
nature’.” (See Hulin 1980: 58ff.) See also Aghorasiva’s TST: 103: atas
ca jagatah sannivesadimattvena karyatvat tatkartrtayesvarasiddhir
iti bhavah. etena prakrtikarmapurusesvaravadino ’pi nirastah,
prakrtikarmanor acetanatvat purusasya ca samalatvendasvavasatvat.
“And therefore, because the world is an effect in so far as it possesses

a [specific] arrangement, etc., the Lord is established to be its agent
—>
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found as well in another, non-scriptural Saiddhantika source that
Utpaladeva certainly knew. Raffaele Torella has noticed that the
first chapter of the NP by Sadyojyotis (an important Saiddhantika
figure who probably wrote c. 675-725)'?! is likely to have influenced
the Pratyabhijiia treatise at least regarding Utpaladeva’s attitude
towards Buddhist epistemology.?> Now, the second chapter of
the same work happens to be entirely devoted to the proof of
isvara,'> and its main line of argument is “virtually identical to the
Nyaya argument for the existence of God”:'** Sadyojyotis infers
the existence of i$vara from the fact that the universe, which is
an effect endowed with parts, must have an intelligent agent,'”

¢— — this is the implicit idea. This also refutes those who say that the

Lord [presiding over the universe is in fact] primordial nature, [past]

actions or individuals, because primordial nature and [past] actions

are unconscious, and the individual does not act independently due to
the stain (mala) [that binds him].”

See Sanderson 2006.

Torella 1994: xxii.

123 For a summary and analysis of this chapter, see Hannotte 1987: 238-
338.

12¢ Hannotte 1987: 245.

125 Note, however, that Sadyojyotis does not use the term sannivesa
(arrangement) whereas his commentator Ramakantha (who is posterior
to Utpaladeva) does. On the proof that Sadyojyotis defends, see NP
I1.1ab (ksmadeh savayavatvena kumbhavat karyata mata | “The earth
and so on are known to be effects, because they have parts, just as
a pot”), NP 113 (upadanadi tasyestam vimatih kartrkarake \ atah sa
sadhyate ’smabhis tatkarta Sarikarah sphutam | “The material cause
(upadana) and [auxiliary causes] of this [effect] are admitted [by all,
but] there is a disagreement as regards the factor of action that is the
agent (kartr); therefore we demonstrate that the agent of this [effect] is
clearly Sankara” and NP Il.4ac (adrstakartrkayadikaryar prajiavata
krtam | kumbhavat . . . “The effect [constituted by] bodies and so on, the
agent of which is not perceived, [must be] produced by an intelligent
[agent], as in the case of a pot.”). Cf. NPP: 117-18: yad yat karyarh tat
tud visistajiianakriyayuktakartypirvam drstam yatha ghatadi, karyarh ca

_..>
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and the whole chapter defends this inference against various
antitheistic attacks also dealt with by Utpaladeva, among which
Dharmakirti’s objection that one can only infer a particular agent
from a particular effect when their invariable concomitance is
already established through perception.!* Sadyojyotis answers it by
claiming that since the pot on the one hand and natural composite
entities on the other hand are similar at least in so far as they are
effects, the inference is legitimate!?’ In his long commentary on
this verse, Ramakantha (who may have been influenced in turn by

< tanukaranabhuvanady adrstakartrkam sarvam eva jagat pratipaditam,
tasmad idam api* visistajiianakriyatmakakartrpiirvakam siddham iti yas
tasya karta sa paramesvarah siddhah. [*idam api conj.: api NPP]. “[We]
observe that whatever is an effect, such as a pot for instance, presupposes
an agent endowed with a particular knowledge and action, and the whole
universe, [i.e.] bodies, organs, worlds and so on, is an effect the agent
of which is not perceived. Therefore this [universe] too is established to
presuppose an agent characterized by a particular knowledge and action,
so its agent is established to be the Highest Lord.”

126 See NP I1.5ab: dhimatkrtari tu yat karyam drstam tasyaiva darsanat |
dhimato’numitir yukta dehader na viparyayat 1 “[-Objection:]| But
only the inference of an intelligent [agent] from the pereeption of an
effect that is seen to be produced by an intelligent [agent] is legitimate,
[whereas the inference of an intelligent agent] from the body and so
on is not, because |the body and so on arc| not thus [seen to be effects
of an intelligent agent]. Cf. NPP: 122: yad eva hi yasya karyatvena

siddhar tad eva tasyanumapakam na karyamatram . . . “For only that
which is established to be an effect enables [us] to infer this [intelligent
agent, and] not an effect in general (karyamatra) . . . .” Ramakantha

explicitly ascribes this objection to “the Buddhists” (saugata, ibid.)
and quotes PV, Pramanasiddhipariccheda 11-13 (on which see above,
nn 22-23) and 15.

127 NP 11.6: karyatvad eva kumbhader dehadi* na vilaksanam | karyam
ca na kvacid drstam prajiiavatkaranam vina || [*dehadi conj.: dehadir
NP]. “The body, etc., are not different from the pot, etc. in so far as
(eva) they are effects; and no effect is ever seen [to exist] without an
intelligent cause.”
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Utpaladeva) explains that the Buddhists themselves have recourse
to the notion of generality without hypostasizing universals
(jari), and his arguments sound very similar to Utpaladeva’s.!?®
Sadyojyotis also argues that if inference were restricted to
particulars that are seen to entertain a causality relation, it would
be useless, sinee it would be confined to these singular entities, and
it could not establish anything that would not already be known

through pereeption!” Furthermore, Sadyojyotis also addresses

”% Sce the summary in Hannotte 1987: 273-88. Ramakantha argues in
particular that the Buddhists too acknowledge that some things share
common features in so far as they are of the same sort (sajatiya) even
though in other respects they may be said to be of a different sort (vijariya):
compare for instance the discussion in NPP: 126 (too long to be quoted
here) with IS: 8 (quoted above, n 33).

129 See NP 7: na ca yadvyaktisambaddha vyaktir yaiveha sarmata |
tasya evanumanam syat punas tadupalabdhitah 1 ““And [if] inference
[were aimed at establishing] only the [particular] individual entity
(vyakti) to which the individual entity that is considered in this
[particular case as an effect] is linked, [it] could not take place again
[with respect to any other subject of inference, nor could it take
place in the case of this particular individual entity itself,] because
this [individual entity] would [already] be perceived.” Cf. NPP: 128:
yady evam, sakalasajatiyavijatiyavyavrttena svalaksanenaivagnyadina
mahanasadau dhiimadeh svalaksanasyaiva pratibandhah siddhah, tasya
cananuyayitvan na dharmyantare 'numanarii sambhavati napi tatraiva
pratyaksasiddher anumanayogad iti nivrttedanim anumanavartta.
“If it were the case, [inference could] establish only the relation of
a particular (svalaksana) such as a smoke in e.g. the kitchen with
a[nother] particular such as a fire [in that kitchen], to the exclusion
of any [other entity] of the same kind or of another kind; and because
no [other entity] could conform to this [singular fire, this] inference
would not be possible with respect to any other subject of inference
[such as a distant hill above which one can see smoke], nor [would
it be possible] in that very case [of the kitchen], because inference
would not apply, since [its object] would [already] be established

through perception, so that this [whole] business of inference would
—_
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Kumarila’s objections'* and it is noteworthy that his commentator
Ramakantha has recourse to the paksadharma argument'!

«— immediately be reduced to naught.” In his commentary, Ramakantha
repeatedly puts forward the argument already mentioned by Jayanta
that generality is necessary in the inferential process, otherwise
one could never infer the presence of fire on a mountain thanks to
the knowledge of the concomitance between a particular fire and a
particular smoke observed in a kitchen. See NPP: 134: vahnyadir api
parvatasambandhi mahdanasadav adrstatvan na dhimadina sadhya
iti sarvanumanabhavaprasarigah. “[In that case] the fire belonging to
a mountain too, for instance, could not be established thanks to, e.g.
[the presence of] smoke, since it is not seen, e.g. in a kitchen, so that
as a consequence no inference at all could occur.”

In NP 11.8-12; see Hannotte 1987: 289ff; Goodall 2004: 185
n 158. In his introduction ad NP II.8, Ramakantha quotes SV,
Sambandhaksepaparihara 80, and in his commentary ad NP IL.9, he
quotes SV, Sambandhaksepaparihara 79 (both verses are also quoted
in the IS: see above, n 19).

See NPP: 135: nanu paksadharmatabalan niyatasya dhimasya
grahanan niyato vahnih pratiyate. “But due to the fact that the subject
of the inference has a [specific| property (paksadharmatabalat),
because one grasps a specific smoke, one grasps a specific fire [as its
cause].” After showing that the Buddhists themselves should admit
this thesis since it is not contradictory with their own principles,
Ramakantha concludes (ibid.): yady evam ihapy apratisthitabhedah
karyavisesa eva kartrvisesavyaptah siddha iti tanukaranabhuvandadeh
karyatmano* 'rthasya Saktya tatkartur api visistasya svakaryavisayam

13

=]

13

amalatvasarvajiiatvecchamatrakartrtvady apisvaratvam siddhyati
[*karyatmano corr.: karyatmano NPP]. “Since it is so, in this [case
of the inference of the Lord] as well, it is a particular effect that is
established to be invariably concomitant with a particular agent,
[although this particular effect] is not established to be different [from
the pot in so far as it too is an effect]. Therefore its agent too, who is
particularized [as the agent producing] through [his] power an object
that is an effect such as bodies, organs, worlds and so on, is established

to be stainless [and] omniscient [and] to create through mere will
._._)

UTtpALADEVA’S PROOF OF GOD | 317

also found in Utpaladeva’s IS.'*2

Sadyojyotis’s Reply to the Samkhya Objection

But most importantly, just as Utpaladeva in his IS, the Saiddhantikas
seem to ascribe a particular importance to the refutation of the
Sarinkhya objection:'* Sadyojyotis devotes a large part of the NP
chapter on isvara to the critical examination of the Sarhkhya position
(an examination which, as in the IS, takes place once the Buddhist
and Mimarmsaka objections have been answered)."** Thus according
to Sadyojyotis, “some” object that what is to be established by the
inference is in fact already admitted by the opponents, since the
universe can be accounted for by having recourse to other causes
besides God, among which primordial nature.*> Sadyojyotis

<« (icchamatra) and so on [; i.e. it is established] to be the Lord, [since
these properties] correspond to his own [particular] effect.”

132 See above, nn 29, 43 and 48.

133 This stress on the Sarhkhya objection may be due at least in part to the
fact that the cosmology of Saiva scriptures has borrowed from Sarhkhya
a number of doctrinal elements (such as the cosmic evolution through
a scale of fartvas): on the importance of the Sarhkhya tradition in Saiva
literature, see Torella 1999.

134 See NP 14ft.

135 NP 14ab: bijakarmanubhih kecid atrahuh siddhasadhyatam | “With
respect to this [inference of the Lord,] some claim that what is to be
established [, i.e. that the universe has an agent,] is [in fact already]
established thanks to primordial nature (bija), [past] actions and
individuals.” Cf. NPP:139: jagatah kartrpiarvakatvarm hi bhavadbhih
sadhyate, sa copadanakaranataya bijasabdavacyah pradhanakhyah
siddha eva, tat kirh sadhyata iti samkhyah. “For the Samkhyas [object
the following:] ‘You are endeavouring to demonstrate the fact that
the universe presupposes an agent; now, [what] is called matter [and]
expressed [here] by the word bija is already established as the material
cause; therefore what [remains] to be demonstrated?’”” Ramakantha
ascribes the two other positions to the Mimamsakas and Lokayatas
(ibid.).

by
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answers that it is not the case, since what is to be established
is that the universe is the effect of a conscious agent,*® and he
emphasizes that primordial nature, which is unconscious, has no
independence (svatantrya) and is therefore incapable of acting
by itself!*” The Samkhya opponent replies by alluding to the SK,
according to which unconscious entities too can act for the benefit
of some other entity!* Sadyojyotis answers (as Uddyotakara before
him)'* that this point remains to be demonstrated.'*’ Besides, the
qualities of matter do not serve each other by nature but because
they are prompted to act thus by some conscious agent;'*' and since

136 NP 14cd: na piarvabhyam visistarvad dhiya sadhyasya sa bhavet 1
“[What is to be established] cannot be [already established] thanks
to the first two [afore-mentioned causes, i.e. primordial nature or
past actions,] because what is to be established is particularized by
consciousness.”

37 NP 15cd: nacaitanyat pravrttih syat svatantryad bijakarmanam |

“Primordial nature and [past] actions could not have any activity

[arising] independently (svatantryat), because [they] are unconscious.”

NP 16a: payovac cet . . . “If [the opponent replies that primordial nature

can have an activity although it is insentient,| as in the case of milk

. ..” Ramakantha stipulates (NPP:142) that this is an allusion to SK

57 (on which sce above, n 56).

139 See above, n 74.
140

138

NP 16b: na sadhyatvan mrddandader adarsanar 1+ *|We answer:]
no, because [the ability of unconscious entities to act] remains to be
established, since one does not observe that clay, the stick and [other
unconscious items used by a potter for instance are capable of acting
independently].”
NP16cd: angangitvar ca sattvadeh svabhavyan noktahetutah 1 “And
the fact that [the three qualities, i.e.] sattva, [rajas and tamas,] serve
each other (arngangitva) is not due to their nature, for the reason
[already] stated.” Cf. NPP: 143: acetanatvad eva tesam na svabhavatah
parasparopakarah, kintu pradipadivad eva cetanakartrprayuktanam
iti nacetanasya kartrtvasiddhih. “And precisely because they are
unconscious, they do not serve each other by nature; rather, just as in
the case of lamps for instance, [the qualities serve each other only] if
%

14
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matter starts acting after being inactive, some conscious entity
must prompt it to leave its passive state*> The Samkhya objects
that “however, knowledge exists within matter”'*® since matter is
capable of transforming itself into the intellect.'* Just as Utpaladeva
in the IS, Sadyojyotis replies by pointing out that intellect too is
a material, unconscious entity,*> and that even if it is assumed to
exist within primordial nature in some potential state before matter
starts transforming itself, it is not capable of grasping by itself its
own knowledge (since this requires the purusa’s consciousness),
so that its so-called effect, determination (adhyavasaya), must in
fact be produced by some other entity that is conscious.** And the

«— they are used by a conscious agent; therefore the agency of what is
unconscious is not established.”

142 NP 17ab: sthitva kriya ca bijasya nacitas cetanar vina | “Besides,
primordial nature, which is unconscious, cannot act after being inactive
(sthitva) without a conscious [entity that prompts it to do so].”

43 NP 17c: nanu jianarh pradhane’sti . . .

14 See NPP: 143: pradhanakaryasya buddher jianabhyupagamat
pradhanam api jianatmakam siddhyatiti kim anyad anumiyate. “Since
[we Sarmkhyas] admit that the intellect, which is an effect of matter,
possesses knowledge, matter too is established to consist of knowledge;
therefore why infer some other [knowing entity]?”” Ramakantha refers
(ibid.) to SK 23 (on which see above, n 64).

145 NP 17cd: nacaitanan mrdadivat 11 “No, because [the intellect too] is
unconscious, just as clay and so on.”

146 NP 18ab: astu va Saktiripatvad agrahi tad asatsamam | “Or [if
the Sarhkhya opponent explains that] the [intellect endowed with
knowledge] must exist [in primordial nature], because it consists
of a potentiality (sakri) [within matter], [we reply that since] it
does not grasp [its own knowledge by itself], this [principle of the
intellect] is as good as non-existent. Cf. NPP: 144: tathabhiutam api
tat pradhane karanatmani na vyaktam, api tu Saktyatmanavasthitam
ity adhyavasayatmanah svakaryasyakaranad asatsamam. tata$
cadhyavasayatmano ’pi jianasyabhavan nasya kartrtvam iti
kartrantarasiddhih. “[If the Samkhya explains that] although [the

principle of the intellect] is thus [i.e. endowed with knowledge], it is
N
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Sarmkhya cannot argue that the proponent of the Lord’s existence
must admit the independent action of primordial nature just as he
acknowledges that the Lord is not prompted to act by anything else,
since the crucial difference between primordial nature and the Lord
resides in the latter’s consciousness:'4’ we observe that contrary to
material entities, people act without being prompted by any external
cause, and admittedly, a person can sometimes prompt another to
act, but only because this person has power over the others; and
since the entity presiding over the universe must be almighty, no
other entity can prompt it to act.!3

<« not manifest in matter, which is [its material] cause; rather, it exists
[only] as a potentiality, [we reply that then this principle of the intellect]
is as good as non-existent, since it does not produce its own effect, i.e.
determination (adhyavasaya). And as a consequence, since [matter]
possesses no knowledge, even in the form of determination, it is not
an agent, so that it is etablished that [there is] another agent.”

147 NP 18cd-19ab: sthitva vyapriyamanatvac chambhor api pareranan |\

Q

naivarm* bijasya no samyam prajiiavan isvaro yatah \\ [*naivam conj.:
nava NP| “|Objection:] “| According to you, it is] not [truc]| that the
Lord himself is prompted to act by something else because it acts after
remaining inactive; [so] in the same way, [it is not true that| primordial
nature is prompted to act by something clse. [Answer:] there is no
similarity [between the Lord and primordial nature,] since [contrary
to primordial nature], the Lord is conscious.”

NP 19cd-21ab: anekarir devadattadi drstam loke dhiyanvitam \| sthitva
pravartamanari hi pakadav apareritam \pareritam apity asmat samsayo

14

30

na mahesvare | uparistad yato devar vaksyamo’tisayankitam |
“For in the world, [we] observe that many [entities] endowed with
consciousness, such as Devadatta, when performing [the act of]
cooking for instance after being inactive, are not prompted [to do so] by
anything else; [if you object] that [sometimes they] are also prompted
[to do so] by something else, [we answer that] for this reason there is
no doubt as regards the Great Lord, since later we will explain that
the Lord is characterized by an absolute [power] (atisaya).”
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Utpaladeva’s Isvarasiddhi as a Message to the Saiddhantikas

To sum up, although Utpaladeva’s criticism of the Sarmkhya
argument often seems more refined than Sadyojyotis’, both
refutations focus on the idea that a complex effect can only be
the product of a conscious entity, and that intellect, if conceived
as a material entity, cannot account for the universe. Utpaladeva’s
treatise thus seems to emphasize a principle shared by both dualist
and non-dualist Saivas, namely the idea that only the conscious is
independent (svatantra) and therefore capable of action, whereas
unconscious entities only seem to act in so far as their actions are
always prompted by consciousness.** Moreover, while Utpaladevas
goal when writing the IS may have been to show to the Naiyayikas
that Saiva non-dualists too are capable of defending isvara while
using Nyaya concepts, it may also have been, perhaps more
crucially, o show to the Saiddhantikas that Saiva non-dualists
too can appropriate the Nyaya inference of the Lord. With the IS,
Utpaladeva ostentatiously follows the Saiddhantikas tradition of
integrating Nyaya arguments and thus presents himself as siding
with them. This strategy seems to have been successful at least to a
certain extent, since the Saiddhantika Narayanakantha for instance
quotes the IS with approval,”** and as seen above, the commentary
on Sadyojyotis’s NP by Ramakantha (who was Narayanakantha’s own
son) sometimes seems to echo Utpaladevas treatise. At the same
time, by explaining at the very end of his treatise that the perspective

149 This doctrinal feature has often been pointed out with respect to Saiva
non-dualism (see Bronkhorst 1996b), but as noted in Watson 2006:
90-91, Utpaladeva shares it with the Saiddhantikas.

150 As noted in Sanderson 2006: 45, MTT: 30-31 on MT, Vidyapada 1.1,
quotes IS 55 (samujjvalannyayasahasrasadhito 'py upaiti siddhin
na vimiidhacetasam | mahesvarah panitalasthito ’pi san palayate
daivahatasya sanmanih | “Even though he may be demonstrated by
innumerable, blazing[ly clear] reasonings, the Great Lord is not proved
for those whose mind is confused; although this authentic gem stands
in the palm of one’s hand, it escapes the ill-fated.”
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of duality remains inferior, Utpaladeva is in all probability alluding
to the Saiva Siddhanta’s dualism at least as much as he is alluding
to the Nyaya’s: if Saiva non-dualism tends to include the scriptures
of the Saiva Siddhanta within its own tradition as a lower form
of revelation,””! it also includes as a lower form of reasoning the
philosophical justifications of its dualist counterpart.

Are Saiddhantika Interlocutors Completely Absent
in the Pratyabhijiia Treatise? The Nature of Isvara’s
Agency and the Analogy with Yogic Creations

In this respect it is worth noting that although Utpaladeva was
obviously much influenced in this Pratyabhijiia treatise by
Sadyojyotis’ works,'s2 one of the most striking features of the IPK
is that in them, “the Saiva Saiddhantikas virtually disappear, at
least as direct targets”.** Raffaele Torella has pointed out that
openly targetting the Buddhists rather than the Saiddhantikas is
“a message Utpaladeva addresses to his dualist cousins, whom [.
. .] the Trika does not intend to defeat, but to use as a basis for
its emergence from the dimension of a restricted circle [. . .].
Choosing Buddhism, and particularly its logical school, as number
one enemy means reinforcing the undeclared alliance with the
Saivasiddhantins.”'>*

However, while openly debating in the Pratyabhijna treatise
with Buddhist and Brahmanical opponents, Utpaladeva seems to
carry on with an underlying criticism of the Saiva Siddhanta. This
implicit discussion with fellow Saivas in the midst of arguments
explicitly targetting non-Saiva rivals is perceptible for instance in
the way Utpaladeva compares the Lord’s activity of cosmic creation
to that of a yogin creating “by virtue of his will” (icchavasar)

151 See Sanderson 1985: 204-05; 1988: 692; 1995: 20-21; 2007: 376;
Torella 1994: xxi; Hanneder 1998: 6ff.

152 See the brief remarks in Dyczkowski 1987: 19-20; 1992: 33.

153 Torella 1994: xxi.

154 Tbid.: xxi-xxii. See also Torella 2008: 516.
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and without any material cause (nirupadanam) various objects
of perception that are nothing but manifestations of his own
consciousness.'”

This analogy, which is already found in Somananda’s SD/% can

155 See IPK 1.5.7: cidatmaiva hi devo ’'ntahsthitam icchavasad bahih |
yogiva nirupadanam arthajatar prakasayet 1 “For the Lord, who
consists of nothing but consciousness, must manifest externally all
objects that [actually remain] internal [to him] by virtue of his will,
without any material cause, just as a yogin.” The yogin’s creation recurs
in IPK 11.4.10, where Utpaladeva specifies again that it is devoid of
material cause: yoginam api mrdbije vinaivecchavasena tat | ghatadi
Jjayate tat tat sthirasvarthakriyakaram 1 *“This [production] also occurs
by virtue of the will of yogins, without any [material cause] such as
clay [for a pot] or a seed [for a sprout]; various [objects,] such as a
pot and so on, arise [thus while] having an efficiency of their own
and while lasting [just as ordinary objects].” On the special powers
which, in the Yoga tradition, enable yogins to create objects out of
mere will, see YBh: 165, which describes the last three members
of a list of eight yogic “perfections” (siddhi) in the following way:
vasitvam bhiitabhautikesu vast bhavaty avasyas canyesam. iSitrtvarm
tesam prabhavapyayayvyihanam iste. yatrakamavasayitvam®*
satyasarkalpata yatha sarikalpas tatha bhiitaprakytinam avasthanam.
[*yatrakamavasayitvam corr.: yatra kamavasayitvam YBh.] “Mastery
[is the perfection of a yogin who] is the master of elements and their
products and is not [himself] mastered by others; sovereignty [is
the perfection of a yogin who] is sovereign upon the production,
disappearance and arrangement of the [elements and their products;
and] the determination [of things] according to one’s desire [is
the perfection of a yogin when] what [he] fancies becomes real
(satyasarikalpa); [i.e.,] it is the determination of the material causes
of elements according to one’s fancy.” On God’s cosmic activity
compared to this yogic creation in the Pratyabhijia treatise, see Alper
1979; Ratié 2010; 2011a: 403-41.

SD 1.44-45ab: yoginam icchaya yadvan nanaripopapattita | na casti
sadhanar kificin mrdadiccham vina prabhoh | tatha bhagavadicchaiva

tathatvena prajayate 1 “Just as various forms can arise by the will of
-

15
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be seen as an attack on the Naiyayika and VaiSesika conception

<—yogins, and [in such cases] there is no means [of producing them]

such as clay, etc. apart from the Lord’s will, in the same way, it
is the Lord’s will that arises as being such [i.e. in the form of the
universe].” See Nemec 2011: 143. See also SD 3.35-37 (and Nemec
2011: 236-37) as well as SDV ad loc: 112: na hy asau yogrt svatmano
mrtpindasyeva Sivikastupakdadiripavikaraparinamakramena*
kumbhakara iva ghatam iva bhavamandalam janayaty api tu yasya
yadrSiccha tatsamanantaram evestakaryatmabhilasatmataya sthitih,
tatha cidatmano ’pi. [* Sivikastipakadiripavikaraparinamakramena
corr.: Sibikastipakadiripavikaraparinamakramena SDV:
Sibistapakadirapavikaraparinamakramena em. Nemec 2011]. “For
the yogin does not produce all [objective] entities as a potter [produces]
a pot, through a process of transformation [of the clay involving
various] changes of form such as [the ones called] Sivika, stapaka,
etc.; rather, whatever is [the object] of such a will [as the yogin’s]
immediately exists while having as its nature [the yogin’s] desire,
[i.e.] while consisting in the desired effect; and the same goes for [the
Lord] whose nature is consciousness.” According to Nemec 2011:
368, sibikastipaka should be amended into sibistipaka, and the latter
designates (ibid.: 237 and n 177) a “small stiipa of the King of Sibi”, i.c.
the character of a famous jaraka; but the reason why such a character
should appear in this particular context (that of a potter making
various forms with clay) remains unclear. Nemee tries to explain
it by stating that in memory of King Sibi’s sacrifice a “beautifully
adorned stigpa” was crected and that ““the present example thus serves
to suggest that what is made from the clay is a thoroughly intricate
and ornate object, one requiring much detailed work on the part of
the sculptor”. However, the technical terms sivika and stiipaka often
occur in Abhinavagupta’s works, where they obviously designate not
one but two distinct things that have nothing to do with the Buddhist
Jjataka — namely, two different states of the clay being modelled by
the potter who is in the process of making a pot. See Bhaskari I: 116:
stiipakah — ghatanirmanartham upattasya mrtpindasya kulalena
prathamam kriyamano racanavisesah. Sivikah — unnatavasturiipo
racanavisesah. “The stipaka is a specific arrangement that the potter

first makes with a lump of clay [thus] shaped in order to create a pot.
—
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of i$vara as an efficient cause that performs its action out of mere
will (icchamatrena, icchamatrat) in so far as this action does not
require a body;'”’ but that merely gives a specific form to a material

<— The Sivika is [also] a specific arrangement consisting in [the same]

157

thing [but] tall[er].” In other words, Utpaladeva is emphasizing here
that contrary to a potter’s creation, which must undergo various stages
before reaching its final state, the yogin’s creation is immediately
complete because it is nothing but the yogin’s will taking this or that
particular form.

Thus according to PraSastapada (PDhS: 46), God creates the
universe by putting atoms together so as to form a cosmic egg, and
this conjunction of atoms results “from the Great Lord’s mere will”
(mahesvarasyabhidhyanamatrat) (cf. Vyomavati, p. 301, which glosses
abhidhyana with the word iccha). See Chemparathy 1968: 72, 81-83;
Bronkhorst 1996a: 286-87. Kumarila attacks this conception in Sv,
Sambandhaksepaparihara 81-82ab: kulalavac ca naitasya vyaparo yadi
kalpyate | acetanah katham bhavas tadiccham anurudhyate \\ tasman na
paramanvader arambhah syat tadicchaya 1“And if [you] do not conceive
the activity of this [Lord] as [that of] the potter, how can an unconscious
entity conform to his will? Therefore the atoms and so on do not cling
together by virtue of his will.” (See Krasser 1999: 220-21.) The idea is also
found in the Nyaya. See NM¢: 103, where Jayanta answers Kumarila’s
objection by explaining: jiianacikirsaprayatnayogitvam kartrtvam
dcaksate. tac cesvare vidyata evety uktam etat. svasariraprerane ca
drstam asarirasyapy atmanah kartrtvam. “[We] observe that being an
agent is being endowed with knowledge, a desire to act, and effort; and
[we] have [already] explained that this [agency] is found in the Lord.
And [we] observe that the Self is the agent prompting one’s own body
to act although it does not have a body.” See also ibid.: “Because the
[Lord] acts my mere will . . .” (icchamatrena ca tasya kartrtvat . . .). Cf.
NBhiis: 453-54, which defends the idea of a cosmic creation icchamatrat.
On this same idea in Udayana’s works, see Chemparathy 1972: 145 n
306, p. 146. Cf. Utpaladeva’s gloss of Somananda’s icchaya (SD 1.44ab,
see above, n 156) as icchamatrena (SDV: 32), or Abhinavagupta’s gloss
of Utpaladeva’s icchavasat in IPK 1.5.7 again as icchamatrena (IPV I:
183).
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cause that remains ontologically independent from it. And
indeed, Abhinavagupta’s commentaries on the verses in which
Utpaladeva presents the analogy seem to confirm that it is meant
at least in part as a criticism of the VaiSesika representation of
cosmic creation: there Abhinavagupta attacks some opponents
who contend that yogins’ creations are merely the result of their
capacity to instantly assemble pre-existing atoms (paramanu),
just as, according to the VaiSesikas, God creates the universe by
arranging atoms.!*

Nonetheless, the Saiddhantikas hold a dualistic conception of
cosmic creation somewhat similar to that of the VaiSesikas (although
contrary to the latter they do not identify the material cause of the
universe with atoms but with maya),'*® and the analogy with yogic
creations used by Somananda and Utpaladeva seems to target the
Saiddhantikas too. Thus it seems to echo a Saiddhantika scripture:
the KT (which Somananda undoubtedly knew)!® asserts that Siva
creates out of mere will, i.e. without any other instrument (karana),

158 See TPV I: 183-84; IPVV II: 145 or IPV II: 152-53, translated and
analysed in Ratié 2011a: 406-07.

19 On the distinction in the Saiva Siddhanta between the material
cause (i.e. maya) and the efficient cause (i.c. Isvara) of the universe,
see PT 2.30cd (quoted above, n 117), TTNV: 134 (mava hi jagata
upadanakaranatvat . . . “For maya, since it is the material cause of the
universe . . .”") and Goodall 2004: 174-77 n 128. On the idea that God
creates through his sole will, see NPP: 135 (quoted above, n 131). It
should be noted that the VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas may have originally
borrowed the notion of a creation by mere will from an ancient Saiva
source: see Chemparathy 1965 and Bronkhorst 1996a: 289 on the
attribution by the YD of the doctrine of isvara to pasupatavaiSesika,
“Pasupatas and VaiSesikas” or “VaiSesikas who are Pasupatas”. See
also Bronkhorst 1996a: 290, on the hypothesis that Prasastapada drew
his depiction of cosmic creation from some “Saiva work”.

1600 As noted in Goodall 1998: 1xxvi, Somananda explicitly refers to the
KT in SD 3.16ab (on which see Nemec 2011: 223 and n 77).

g T
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Jjust as a yogin does!®' By having recourse to the same image,
Somananda hints that his presentation of isvara’s agency is in
accordance with the depiction of cosmic activity in the Saiddhantika
scriptures;'®? but by the same token, in contrast he also emphasizes
one of his main points of disagreement with the Saiddhantikas’
metaphysical doctrine: according to him, the consciousness
presiding over the creation of the universe indeed acts out of mere
will, but in the sense that it does not have recourse to any kind of
matter'® that would exist apart from it. That Utpaladeva in turn
borrows this analogy from the SD is worth noting, because in many
ways Utpaladeva’s main treatise diverges from that of his teacher,'**
but in this particular respect the two works offer a striking parallel.
And while commenting on the analogy in IPK 1.5.7, Abhinavagupta
takes the trouble of specifying that maya is not really the material
cause of the universe, but rather, the power through which the Lord
makes what is insentient appear as if it were the material cause of
the universe,'®® thus making clear that the analogy is also meant as

160 KT 3.10-11ab: yatha kalo hy amiirto ’pi drsyate phalasadhakah 1 evari
Sivo hy amiirto ’pi kurute karyam icchaya \ icchaiva karanam tasya
yatha sadyogino mata | “For just as [we] observe that time, although
devoid of any corporeal form, produces a result, in the same way,
Siva, although devoid of any corporeal form, produces an effect by
virtue of [his] will; [and] his instrument is nothing but this will, just
as the [will] of a true yogin is known [to be his sole instrument].” See
Goodall 1998: 272.
John Nemec has emphasized that Somananda “favourably quotes
Saiddhantika sources in a number of places” rather than simply
dismissing them as a lower form of revelation (Nemec 2011: 58-59).
SD 1.44cd thus specifies that a yogin creates without any means “such
as clay, etc.” (see above, n 156).
194 See Torella 1994: xii-xxxvi, 2008; Nemec 2011: 31-34.
5 See IPVV II: 147: maya ca bhagavacchaktivijrmbhapi
visvopadanarupatavabhasitajadatvasvabhavatattvaripa. “And maya,
although it is [in fact nothing but] the unfolding of the Lord’s power,

consists in something unreal in so far as its nature is an insentiency
-
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a criticism of the Saiddhantikas’ dualistic view of cosmic creation.

Conclusion: On the Discrete Philosophical Dialogue
Between Saiva Dualists and Non-dualists

Utpaladevass IS has so far been interpreted mainly as an attempt to
integrate Nyaya concepts within Saiva non-dualism as an inferior
point of view transcended by the Pratyabhijiia metaphysics. While
this interpretation is certainly valid, we should bear in mind that the
inference of the Lord defended by Utpaladeva in this short treatise
was integrated to the scriptures of the Saiva Siddhanta before
Utpaladeva undertook to write the IS, and that the Saiddhantika
Sadyojyotis had already composed in the second chapter of his NP
an isvarasiddhi that displays many similarities with Utpaladeva’s
short treatise as regards its structure, the choice of its opponents or
the strategy employed to refute them. By writing a text so blatantly
at odds with his own metaphysical principles and so obviously
relying on arguments put forward by earlier authors, Utpaladeva
probably meant to include Nyaya concepts within the scope of
his system while presenting them as a lower perspective; but it is
also very likely that he primarily saw these Naiyayika arguments
as the philosophical justification of the Saiddhantikas’ dualist
understanding of the relationship between isvara and the Self. The
IS can therefore be read as a message sent to the Saiddhantikas and
emphasizing Utpaladevas philosophical solidarity as a Saiva author
(but also the capacity of non-dualism to integrate the conceptual
tools already appropriated by the Saiddhantikas) while hinting at
the inferiority of the Saiddhantikas’ metaphysics from the ultimate
viewpoint of non-dualism.

This point is of interest in the more general perspective
of Utpaladevas relationship with the Saiva Siddhanta. Modern
scholarship has often emphasized that with the Pratyabhijiia
treatise, Utpaladeva engages in the Brahmanico-Buddhist

<— that is manifested (avabhasita) as consisting of the universe’s material
cause.”
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philosophical debate and relegates at its background religious
issues, most notably by avoiding to have recourse to the
authority of scriptures.!®® But Utpaladeva’s attempt to present
the metaphysical tenets of Saiva non-dualism in the religiously
quasi-neutral discourse of Brahmanico-Buddhist epistemological
controversics should not be interpreted as a sign that Utpaladeva
lacked interest in his Saiva rivals’ metaphysics, first and foremost
because this attempt had a prestigious precedent in the Saiva
Siddhanta itsclf: Sadyojyotis had already departed from mere
scriptural exegesis by writing an independent treatise targetting
various Buddhist and Brahmanical opponents, and in this respect
the IPK seem to have been profoundly influenced by the NP’s
method and strategies. Besides, while conspicuously engaging in
a dialogue with non-Saiva authors, Utpaladeva also sustained an
implicit debate with the Saiddhantikas that, however discrete, is
perceptible for instance in the key passages of the Pratyabhijiia
treatise where 7§vara’s cosmic creation is compared to the creations
ascribed to yogins.

It is also likely that Utpaladeva’s works have in turn
influenced later Saiddhantikas: in his commentary on Sadyojyotis’
demonstration of God, Ramakantha apparently relies on some of the
arguments found in the IS, but he also seems to answer Utpaladeva’s
criticism of the Saiddhantika notion of isvara. Thus, as seen above,
the IPKs oppose the idea that because the Lord is imperceptible,
his existence needs to be inferentially proved, and they reject the
very possibility of an isvarasiddhi on the grounds that the Lord is
“always already established” (adisiddha) in so far as the individual
subject is always aware of his being the Lord through mere self-
awareness (svasamvedana). Abhinavagupta (who may be relying
here, as he so often does, on Utpaladeva’s lost Vivrti)'%’ explains in

166 See Frauwallner 1962: 22; Sanderson 1985: 203; 1988: 694; Torella
1994: xiii; Ratié 2011a: 4-14.
17 Alternatively, Abhinavagupta may have been aware of the NPP

passage quoted below (Abhinavagupta already knew at least one of
—
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this connection that although there may be a difference of degree
between the individual’s powers of knowledge and action and those
of the Lord, there is no difference of nature between them, so that
the individuals experience of these powers is already the very
experience of the Lord’s powers!® In his introduction to the second
chapter of the NP, Ramakantha presents a similar objection: if the
individual knows by mere self-awareness his powers of knowledge
and action, what is the point of demonstrating the Lord’ existence,
and why did Sadyojyotis take the trouble of writing a distinct chapter
on the Lord once he had composed the chapter on the individual

€— Ramakantha’s works when he composed his Tantraloka: see Sanderson
2006: 44) and the [PV passage may be an answer to Ramakantha (who
in turn was replying to Utpaladeva).

See IPV I: 30: kartrjiatrsvabhavam iti cen nanu sa pramataiva
tathabhiita iti ko "nyah sah. nanu sarvakartrtvasarvajiiatve pramatur
na stah, na khalu sarvasabdartho jhatrkartrtvayoh svariparm
bhinatti, bhedadarsane ’pisvarajiianacikirsayatnader nityasya
visayenakaranabhiitenanadheyatisayatvat. “If [the opponent replies]
that [one must prove the existence of the Lord] whose nature is that of an
agent and knower, |[we answer|: ‘But since the knowing subject himself
is [of] such [a nature], who could be this other [agent and knower|?’
[If the opponent replies:| *But [contrary to the Lord,| the knowing
subject does not have omnipotence and omniscience!”, [we answer in
turn that] the meaning of the prefix ‘omni-’ (sarva) [in ‘omniscient’ and
‘omnipotent’] does not involve any difference in the [very] nature of
[the powers consisting in] being a knower and an agent, because even
in a dualistic system (bhedadarsana), the Lord’s knowledge, desire to
act or effort [to act, since they are] permanent, are not made superior
(atisaya) [than they were] by the [particular] object [on which they
focus, since this object] cannot be the cause [of any change in their
permanent nature].” Cf. Bhaskari1: 51: na hi kanabhavacayabhavayor
agneh svariapabheda ity uttaravakyabhiprayah. “The [author’s]
intention in the sentence [given in] reply is [to convey] that there is
no difference in the nature of fire, whether it exists as a [mere]| spark
or as a heap [of flames].”

168
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subject?'® Ramakantha replies that contrary to the individual Self,

190 NPP: 113: atha purusapariksanantaram isvarapariksa. nanu yuktam
etad andantarivakanam*® vaktum, iha tu jiiatvakartrtvasvabhave
punitsy avaranabhavabhavabhyam savitarivalpamahavisayatve
svasamvedanavogyvatanumanabhyanm piirvoktaritya pratipadite
svalpamahator wsvaravol siddhily sthitaiva jiatvakartrtvaripatvad
tsvarasveti kim anyava tatpariksava 1 |¥*etad anantariyakanam
conj.: ctat tannantariyvanarin — NPPJ “Now, immediately after the
examination of the individual, [ Sadyojyotis undertakes| an examination
of the Lord. [-Objection:] Surely this is an appropriate [thing] to say
with respect to [entities] that are not connected; but here, since the
individual has as its nature to be a knower and an agent, [and] since
[this individual] is [already] established in the manner that has already
been stated, through its perceptibility in self-awareness (svasamvedana)
and through inference, given that the Lord’s nature is [also] to be a
knower and an agent, the demonstration of both Lords [endowed with
the powers of knowledge and action, i.e. the individual, who is] a small
[Lord since he has limited powers] and the Great [one, whose powers
are unlimited, ] is ipso facto completed, just as the sun [, although one,]
can be [known as] a small or a great object [of knowledge] according
to whether a veil covering [it] (@varana) is present or not.” As a matter
of fact, the Saiva non-dualists describe as a veil (Gvarana) the delusion
(moha) through which the individual does not recognize himself as
the Lord and therefore sees himself as limited. See IPV I: 12, which
mentions this “veil covering the Self’s light with an appearance of
stain” (kalikakarasvaprakasavarana), or IPV II: 203, which explains
that mayasakti deludes (vimohini) in so far as it veils (avrnute) the Self’s
nature. See also IPVV II: 24 (dehatmakanividataravaranabhimanavisama
ca tanukaranapranabuddhisunyavaranantarvartini sarivid amala
Saradabhropahitaraviprakasavat . . . “Consciousness, which
[remains in fact] devoid of stain, which is different from the [wrong]
identification with that thickest of veils that is the body, [and] which
remains internally present despite the veils that are the bodily organs,
vital breath, intellect and the void [to which individuals wrongly
identify], just as the light of the sun on which autumnal clouds have

gathered . . .7 cf. Torella 2007: 928-29) or Bhaskart 1: 38, which
_.)
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the Lord is not known through mere self-awareness (since the Self
of the Lord and that of the individual are distinct) and remains
imperceptible, so that the Lord’s agency in the cosmic creation must
still be proved.'’® With this answer, Ramakantha seems to continue
the discrete dialogue initiated by Somananda and Utpaladeva
between the Saiva Siddhanta and Saiva non-dualism — a dialogue
that remains largely unexplored, and on which a comparative study
of the demonstrations of the Self by Utpaladeva and Ramakantha

<« explains that recognition does not bring about any new knowledge but
merely removes the veil covering the Self’s true nature by stating: na
hi vatenapasaritameghavaranah siryas tadutpadita iti kathyate. “For
when the veil (@Gvarana) of clouds [preventing us from seeing the sun]
is taken away by the wind, [we] do not say that the sun is established
by the [wind]!”

NPP: 113: satyam etat, jagaddhetubhitanadisvarapariksa tv iyam
anyaivety avirodhah. tatha hi na tavad asav asmadadinam atmavat

17

=]

svasamvedanapratyaksasiddho bhinnatmariipatvena tasya tato
‘nyatvat, na hy atmanam svasarivedanamatrah sarmkiryanta ity uktam.
napindriyapratyaksena parasparam svabhavad evendriyatitatvena
tesarm siddheh, tacchariranam indriyanatitatvasiddhav api
visistajianakriyatmanor isvaretarayor asiddheh. “This is truc;
nonetheless, this cxamination of the beginningless Lord who is the
cause of the world is different [from the examination of the individuall,
so that there is no contradiction |in writing a distinct chapter on the
Lord]. To explain: to begin with, for [limited subjects] such as us, the
[Lord] is not established through the direct perception that is self-
awareness, contrary to the Self, because he is different from this [Self],
given that he has as his nature a distinct Self. For [we have already]
explained that the pure self-awarenesses of [distinct] Selves do not mix.
Nor [is the Lord known] through a direct sensory perception, because
itis [now] established that by their very nature these [different Selves]
are beyond the reach of senses for each other, and because, although
their bodies have been established not to be beyond the reach of senses,
there is no demonstration that [both] the Lord and [the individual]
who is different from the Lord are Selves [endowed with] particular
[powers of] knowledge and action.”
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for instance'”! could certainly shed some light.
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Alamkaras in the Stotras of Utpaladeva
Radhavallabh Tripathi

THE concept of alamkara in Sanskrit poetics is marked with a
comprehensive approach to arts. Bharatamuni says that there are
two aspects of creativity in art — svabhava and alamkara.! The
former indicates natural acquisitions and the latter extraordinariness
attained through practice and devotion. In a dramatic performance
they culminate into the renderings of lokadharmi and natyadharmt,
and in literature into svabhavokti and vakrokti. The effects created
by the process of alarikara lead to transgressing whatever may be
commonplace or trivial. By etymology the term alarikara (making
perfect) stands in agreement with this approach. Amarakosa has
given four meanings of the term alam-, i.e. bhiisana (decoration
or embellishment), varana (negation or elimination), paryapti
(sufficiency) and sakti (power).>? They are related to surface
structure, deep structure and deeper structures in an art form. They
are not isolated. The process of beautification (bhiisana) starts
from the outer structure and basically relates to the form, but it is
always linked to the content. This linkage necessitates the activity
of elimination or exclusion (varana) and both these processes of
bhiisana and varana work together to bring in paryapti (sufficiency).
Thus a piece of art attains the state of fulfilment through bhisana,
varana and paryapti and in this attainment lies its sSakti. The

' NS, XXXIIL6.
2 alam bhiasanaparyaptisaktivaranavacakam — Amarakosa 111.3.252;
ma sma ma alam ca varane — ibid. 3.4.11.
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